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jective

The objective of this module Is to provide an
updated overview of the USOAP CMA
methodology.
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USOAP CMA

21 March 2016 CMA Workshop Module 2 4



ANB Organizational Chart

Integrated Aviation Air Navigation Bureau
Analysis (IAA) [D/ANB —S. P. Creamer]

Programme Manager —
Multidisciplinary Priorities
(PM-MP)

./

Monitoring & Oversight

Aviation Safety

[DD/MO - H. Gourdji] [DD/SAF - C. Radu]

P N Accident Investigation )
Safety & AN Oversight (AIG) J

Audit (OAS) N. RaIIo)

~

=
| Oversight Support Unit

Aviation Medicine (MED)}
“

(OSU) T. Mistos) e
Operational Safety (OPS)
& J
( N\
Cargo Safety (CSS)
(. /
Programme Manager —

Remotely Piloted Aircraft
\ Systems (PM-RPAS)

Safety Imp. Planning
& Support (IMP-SAF)

Air Navigation

Capacity & Efficiency
[DD/AN - R. Macfarlane]

*[ Integrated Planning (IPS)

p
Airport Operations &
Interoperability (AOI)

Optimization (AMO)

Programme Manager —
— Performance-Based
Navigation (PM-PBN)

Air Navigation
—— Implementation Planning
& Support (IMP-AN)

p
| Airspace Management & }

S

21 March 2016 CMA Workshop Module 2



Continuous Monitoring ~ Planning and On-site activities
(Online Framework) scheduling

Oft-site _vg_lldation Reports, analyses Training and
activities and working papers workshops
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USOAP CMA
Components
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USOAP CMA Components

(- States

* Internal
stakeholders

» External
stakeholders

N

(Mandatory

Information Requests
(MIRS)

* Protocol Question (PQ)
findings

« Significant Safety Concerns
(SSCs)

« Corrective Action Plans

\_(CAPSs)

Update of El

and status of
SSCs

Determination

of State safety |

risk profile

Prioritization
and conduct
of USOAP
CMA

activities

 Analysis of safety risk
factors

 Evaluation of State’s

safety management

capabilities

*« USOAP CMA audits
« Safety audits

* [ICAO Coordinated
Validation Missions
(ICVMs)

 Off-site validation
activities

* Integrated Validation
Activities (IVAS)

* Training
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C

ollection of Safety Information

States provide:

1) State Aviation Activity Questionnaire (SAAQ);

2) Compliance Checklists (CCs) on the Electronic
Filing of Differences (EFOD) system;

3) Self-assessment; and
4) Updated CAPs.
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Collection of Safety Information

Internal stakeholders include:

1) ICAQO Secretariat Bureaus/Sections; and
2) Regional Offices (ROs).
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C

ollection of Safety Information

External stakeholders include:

1)
2)
3)
4)
°)
6)
7)
8)

Airports Council International (ACI);

Civil Air Navigation Services Organisation (CANSO);
European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA);

European Commission (EC);

EUROCONTROL;

Interstate Aviation Committee (IAC);

International Air Transport Association (IATA); and

other national, regional, supranational and
International organizations recognized by ICAO.

Note.— These organizations conduct activities that
generate safety information.
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" Main Factors for Determining

State Safety Risk Profile

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

9)
h)
1)

J)
k)

El (determined through previous USOAP CMA activity);
Existence of SSC(s);

Level of aviation activities in the State for each audit area;
Projected growth of air traffic and aviation activities;
State’s capability to submit CAPs acceptable to ICAOQ;
Level of progress made by State in implementing CAPS;
Major changes in organizational structure of State’'s CAA;
Ongoing or planned assistance projects;

State’s progress in achieving GASP objective on safety
management;

Air navigation deficiencies; and
Regional Office (RO) mission reports.
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Dataset: LEI
Last updated: 27/01/2013
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Select a group
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" Prioritization and Conduct of

USOAP CMA Activities

MO prioritizes CMA activities in States based on:
a) State’s safety risk profile;

b) Approved MO budget; and

c) Avallable MO resources.
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R

Criteria Used to Select a State for:

State’s safety risk profile

Information submitted by State through PQ self-assessment

Recommendations from RO or ANB sections

Information shared by recognized international organizations

Regional balance

State’s readiness (via reported progress in

Date of last audit CAP implementation)

Significant changes in any audit area within

. State’s progress in resolving identified SSCs
State’s civil aviation system Pros 8
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mriama State for

an Off-Site Validation Activity:

1) State has PQ findings associated with eligible
PQs (Most of the PQs from CEs 1 to 5);

2) About 75% of State’s corresponding CAPs, for
the audit area considered, meet the following
three conditions:

a) CAPs fully address the corresponding PQ findings;

b) CAPs are reported by the State as fully implemented,;
and

c) The State has submitted all relevant evidence for the
corresponding PQs through the OLF; and

3) Information submitted by State through
PQ self-assessment.
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| A Activities —

Factors determining scope

Level of aviation activity in the State v v
Any changes to the State’s system 4
CAPs’ acceptability v

Level of progress reported by the State in CAP v
implementation

State’s self-assessment, including submitted evidence v v
Request by State (cost-recovery activity) v v
Availability of resources v v
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Factors determining duration and
team composition

ICVM CMA Audit

Scope v v
Complexity of the State’s system v v
Number of Not-Satisfactory PQs to be v

addressed

Other factors, such as State’s official language v v

21 March 2016 CMA Workshop Module 2 22



' ! w

Off-Site Validation Activity

* The objective Is to validate CAPs implemented by a
State without conducting an on-site activity,
l.e. an audit or ICVM.

« This activity is conducted at ICAO HQ.

- To qualify for an off-site validation activity, CAPs should
address most of the PQ findings associated with
CEs 1 to 5 (collectively known as “establishment” CEs).

* Will be considered only if these three criteria are met:
1) CAPs fully address PQ findings;
2) Most CAPs are fully implemented; and
3) Relevant evidence uploaded by the State on the OLF.
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Six criteria for a good CAP (“RCDSRC"”)

AT

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

Relevant: CAP addresses the issues and requirements related
to the finding and corresponding PQ.

Comprehensive: CAP is complete and includes all elements or
aspects associated with the finding.

Detailed: CAP outlines implementation process using step-by-
step approach.

Specific: CAP identifies who will do what, when and in
coordination with other entities, if applicable.

Realistic: In terms of contents and implementation timelines.

Consistent: In relation to other CAPs and with the State’s self-
assessment.
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- Off-Site Validation Activity

« CAPs related to the majority of PQ findings associated
with CEs 6, 7 and 8 (collectively known as the
“implementation” CEs) do not qualify for an off-site
validation activity.

« Such CAPs must be assessed and validated through an
on-site activity.
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USOAP CMA Components

\ Update of El
and status of

SSCs
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. Update of El .

El calculation:

Number of Satisfactory PQs
0f) —
Overall EI (%) = Total Number of Applicable PQs A0
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Update of El ‘

P

* The validation of collected safety information enables
ICAQO to continuously update a State’s ElI.

- State’s El is reported on the Online Framework (OLF)
and on ISTARS 2.0, i.e. SPACE.
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PQ Amendment

« The PQs have been revised and updated and are now

applicable following a progressive transition which began
iIn May 2013.

« The implementation of new/amended PQs will result in
minor impact to States’ El due to:
a) deletion of some PQs,
b) addition of new PQs, and
c) merging of existing PQs with others.
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PQ Amendment

* MO revises and updates PQs on a periodic basis to:
a) reflect the latest changes in ICAO provisions, and
b) harmonize and improve PQ references and content.

* Revision of PQs incorporates inputs from:
a) States,
b) ICAO Air Navigation Bureau (ANB),
c) ROs,
d) USOAP mission team members, and
e) external stakeholders.
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PQ Am

endment

« Latest amendments to the PQs related to Annex 19
provisions have been completed and are published on
the OLF.

« Mapping between the previous and new/amended PQs
are also available in all areas.
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Mandatory Information Request (MIR)

« can be issued by MO when concerns are raised
by internal/external stakeholders regarding a
State’s safety oversight capabilities.

* can lead to a finding or even an SSC.
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- States are required to provide status of PQ compliance
using the “Manage State Self-Assessment” tool on the
OLF.

« MO may communicate with States through MIRs to seek
additional information on compliance with requirements.
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PQ Status Change

- Status of PQs may be changed through the validation
process conducted by MO based on:

— CAPs or other information received from States,
supported by appropriate evidence; and

— Information received from ICAO ROs, recognized
organizations and other stakeholders.

- Status of PQs may also change based on information
received from States in response to MIRs.
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. !!!—Site Vs On-!iﬁActivity

With the new online monitoring activities, MO may review
and validate, off-site, some PQs related to CE-1 to CE-5.

However, validation of PQs related to CE-6 , CE-7 and
CE-8 will typically require an on-site activity.
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!atus of Significant !afety Concerns (SSCs)

Definition of an SSC

“An SSC occurs when the audited State allows the holder of an
authorization or approval to exercise the privileges attached to it,
although the minimum requirements established by the State and by
the Standards set forth in the Annexes to the Chicago Convention

are not met, resulting in an immediate safety risk to international civil
aviation.”

Reference: EB 2010/7 dated 19 February 2010
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" Status of SSCs -

# of unresolved SSCs (12 States)

# of SSCs resolved through corrective actions
taken by the States

# of SSCs resolved through immediate actions taken by the
States prior to being posted on the ICAO website

Note.— Numbers were last modified on 14 January 2016.
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SSC Mechanism: Identification

ContinueUS MONItering ProCESS

Ongoing monitoring

_of evider_1ce and

information collecied ¥ USOAP CMA on-site activity
from the State and

other sources

Evidence collected points to an SSC

» Team leader brings it to the attention
of the State as soon as it is
discovered.

State may initiate corrective actions
immediately.

Team leader provides all relevant
information to C/OAS.

RPreliminary
SSC IS
identified

ICAO SSC

Committee is
convened to

validate
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SSC Mechan

ism: Notification

ICAO SSC COMMITTEE

STATES

If dismissed >>> No action.
If confirmed >>>

Reviews evidence collected and
confirms/dismisses within 15 days.

Sends SSC initial
notification letter.

Reviews State response
& evidence.

Submits response & evidence.
(within 15 days)

|

If suggested immediate actions
resolve SSC >>>

OR

Sends SSC resolution letter.

If corrective actions deemed
insufficient >>>

SSC is published on OLF, Electronic Bulletin and (if

unresolved after 90 days) ICAO public website.
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List of States
referred to MARB.

Reports to
Council.

MARB decides
next course of
action.

—>

—

Determines nature of
assistance.

Shares ICAO Plan of Action

In cooperation with State,
develops State-specific
ICAO Plan of Action.

- ——— - -

for review to ensure
“one ICAO”.

y

Collects and consolidates
feedback.

Communicates with

Finalizes and presents
ICAO Plan of Action
to State.

Monitors implementation

donors (e.g. State, SAFE,
SCAN and others).

L

of ICAO Plan of Action.

-

Accepts ICAO

> Plan of Action.

If ICAO project, drafts, reviews and approves project document .
Implements and monitors project.

v

P4

Monitors progress. F- -

|

|

Continues participation in
USOAP CMA process.

Satisfactory |
—

COUNCIL
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SSC M echanlsm Resolutlon

STATES ICAO SSC COMMITTEE

Continues to update
progress on CAPs.

|

Completes State self-assessment. l

Reviews State progress & evidence. Advises ICAO that SSC is resolved.
Recommends conduct of ICVM
to verify implementation.
If corrective actions are
insufficient >>>

If corrective actions resolve SSC >>> B e ool o f=1e) [F1d1e) b [he 0] g

SSC is immediately removed from USOAP CMA OLF
and ICAO public website.
SSC resolution is published in Electronic Bulletin.

Reports SSC resolution to MARB.
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Critical Elements of
the Safety Oversight System
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ICAQO carries out audits and other monitoring activities to determine its
Member States’ safety oversight capabilities by:

» Assessing the effective implementation of the 8 CEs in 8 audit
areas (l.e. LEG, ORG, PEL, OPS, AIR, AlG, ANS and AGA)
through Protocol Questions (PQs); and

* Verifying the status of the Member States’ implementation of:

— Safety-related ICAO Standards and Recommended Practices
(SARPs);

— Associated procedures; and
— Guidance material.
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Critical Elevr;l-;nts !EES) of

an Effective Safety Oversight System X

CE-1
Primary
aviation
legislation CE-3
State system
& functions

CE-2
Specific
operating
regulations

CE-5

CE-4 ESTABLISH Technical

Qualified guidance

technical too_ls_ &
personnel provisions
of safety-

IMPL EMENT critical info

CE-6
Licensing,

certification, CE-7
authorization Surveillance

&lor approval CE-8 obligations

obligations Resolution
of safety
iIssues
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-1: Primary aviation legislation

« The State shall promulgate a comprehensive and effective
aviation law, consistent with the size and complexity of the
State’s aviation activity and with the requirements contained
In the Convention on International Civil Aviation, that enables
the State to regulate civil aviation and enforce regulations
through the relevant authorities or agencies established for
that purpose.

« The aviation law shall provide personnel performing safety
oversight functions access to the aircraft, operations, facilities,
personnel and associated records, as applicable, of service
providers.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-2: Specific operating regulations

« The State shall promulgate regulations to address, at a
minimum, national requirements emanating from the
primary aviation legislation, for standardized operational
procedures, products, services, equipment and
Infrastructures in conformity with the Annexes to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation.

Note.— The term “regulations” is used in a generic sense and includes
but is not limited to instructions, rules, edicts, directives, sets of laws,

requirements, policies, and orders.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-3: State system and functions

« The State shall establish relevant authorities or agencies, as
appropriate, supported by sufficient and qualified personnel
and provided with adequate financial resources. Each State
authority or agency shall have stated safety functions and
objectives to fulfill its safety management responsibilities.

* The State shall ensure that inspectors are provided with
guidance that addresses ethics, personal conduct and the
avoidance of actual or perceived conflicts of interest in the
performance of official duties.

Note.— In addition, Appendix 5 to Annex 6, Part |, and Appendix 1 to Annex 6,
Part IIl, require the State of the Operator to use such a methodology to
determine its inspector staffing requirements. Inspectors are a subset of
personnel performing safety oversight functions.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-4: Qualified technical personnel

* The State shall establish minimum qualification
requirements for the technical personnel performing
safety oversight functions and provide for appropriate
Initial and recurrent training to maintain and enhance
their competence at the desired level.

* The State shall implement a system for the maintenance
of training records.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-5: Technical guidance, tools and provision of
safety-critical information

« The State shall provide appropriate facilities, comprehensive
and up-to-date technical guidance material and procedures,
safety critical information, tools and equipment, and
transportation means, as applicable, to the technical
personnel to enable them to perform their safety oversight
functions effectively and in accordance with established
procedures in a standardized manner.

- The State shall provide technical guidance to the aviation
Industry on the implementation of relevant regulations.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-6: Licensing, certification, authorization and/or
approval obligations

« The State shall implement documented processes and
procedures to ensure that personnel and organizations
performing an aviation activity meet the established
requirements before they are allowed to exercise the
privileges of a license, certificate, authorization and/or
approval to conduct the relevant aviation activity.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-7: Survelllance obligations

« The State shall implement documented surveillance
processes, by defining and planning inspections, audits,
and monitoring activities on a continuous basis, to
proactively assure that aviation license, certificate,
authorization and/or approval holders continue to meet
the established requirements. This includes the
surveillance of personnel designated by the Authority to
perform safety oversight functions on its behalf.
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CEs of the Safety Oversight System

CE-8: Resolution of safety issues

* The State shall use a documented process to take
appropriate corrective actions, up to and including
enforcement measures, to resolve identified safety
ISSues.

« The State shall ensure that identified safety issues are
resolved in a timely manner through a system which
monitors and records progress, including actions taken
by service providers in resolving such issues.
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Es of the Safety Ovefsight System

The definitions of the eight CEs of a safety oversight
system are found in Annex 19, Appendix 1.

Guidance on the eight CEs is provided in the Safety
Oversight Manual, Part A— The Establishment of a
State’s Safety Oversight System (Doc 9734).

21 March 2016 CMA Workshop Module 2 54



by

- —

AACT. .
As of January 2013, safety oversight information is available
on the ICAQ public website.
URL.: http://www.icao.int/safety/Pages/USOAP-Results.aspx
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http://www.icao.int/safety/Pages/USOAP-Results.aspx
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USOAP CMA Audit Areas
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USOAP CMA Audit Areas

Primary aviation legislation and
civil aviation regulations (LEG)

——

Personnel licensing and Aircraft operations (OPS)
training (PEL)
Annexes 1 and 19

i

Airworthiness of aircraft | Aircraft accident and

(ORG)

‘ Civil aviation organization
SAAQ

(AIR) incident investigation (AIG)
Annexes 13 and 19

‘

Air navigation services (ANS) Aerodromes and ground

Annexes 2, 3,4, 5, 10, 11, 12, aids (AGA)
15, 19 and PANS-ATM
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Annex 19 — Safety Management
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VR
Annex 19

* Adopted by the Council on
25 February 2013;

 Became effective on
15 July 2013; and

* Became applicable on
14 November 2013.

Internaticnal Clvil Aviation Organization
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PP Annex 1 , Chap!eI.r| 3

State Safety Management Responsibilities

3.1 State safety programme (SSP)

3.1.1 Each State shall establish an SSP for the management of
safety in the State, in order to achieve an acceptable
level of safety performance in civil aviation. The SSP
shall include the following components:

a) State safety policy and objectives;
b) State safety risk management;

c) State safety assurance; and

d) State safety promotion.

3.1.2 The acceptable level of safety performance to be
achieved shall be established by the State.
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T AT S
- Annex 19, Chapter 3

State Safety Management Responsibilities

* The sources of the Annex 19 provisions are found
in Attachment D to State Letter AN 8/3-13/30,
which is posted on the ICAO Safety Management
website:
http://www.icao.int/safety/SafetyManagement/P
ages/SARPs.aspx.

* Additionally, the four components of the SSP
framework have been elevated to the status of
Standards in order to match the status of the SMS
framework.
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AT A
SMM (Doc 9859, 34 Edition)

e The Safety Management Manual (SMM), 3" edition and
English version, was posted on ICAO-NET on 8 May 2013.

* Substantial enhancements have been introduced, including:
— Organization risk profile assessment
— SMS-QMS integration
— Hazard identification and risk mitigation
— Hazard prioritization procedure

— Safety Performance Indicator (SPI) and Acceptable Level of Safety
Performance (ALoSP) development

— SMS audit checklist

— Risk-based surveillance/inspection

— Phased SSP and SMS implementation

— Mandatory and voluntary reporting systems
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 2014-2016

Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP)

* GASP recognizes the
importance of the
establishment and
maintenance of
fundamental safety
oversight systems as a
prerequisite to the full

. : 2014-2016
|mplementat|on of an SSP. Global Aviation Safety Plan

@ IcA0

 States with mature safety
oversight systems have the
foundations in place to
implement provisions
associated with SSP.
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. 5014 2016

Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP)

* GASP calls on those States with mature safety
oversight systems to progress toward full
implementation of an SSP.

* In the near term, States that have achieved
effective implementation (El) levels of over 60%
are to fully implement SSP by 2017, with SSP fully
implemented in all Member States by 2022.

» Safety oversight remains the foundation upon
which the SSP is built.
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"SSP Roll-Out under USOAP CMA:

Initial Timelines

* An Electronic Bulletin (EB 2014/61) was published on
22 October 2014 to inform Member States of the USOAP audit of
the implementation of the ICAO safety management (SM)
provisions.

* The EB indicated that the audit of the new SM-related PQs would
commence in States with an El of over 60% in January 2016.

* States with an El of over 60% would have one year, until the end of
2015, to complete their self-assessments of the new SM-related
PQs.

* The applicability and relevance of the PQs would be reviewed and,
if necessary, amended annually.
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AT A
Updating the PQs

* The USOAP CMA Protocol Questions (PQs) were
updated to address the safety management (SM)
provisions.

* New SM-related PQs have been added in each
relevant audit area and are posted on the

USOAP CMA Online Framework (OLF):
http://www.icao.int/usoap/.

 States are still asked to submit their up-to-date
SSP Gap Analysis on iSTARS.
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Recent Developments

* Not all guidance material and training material necessary
to support the new SM-related PQs are available to date.

* A number of States with an El of over 60% are not ready for
an audit of the new SM-related PQs in 2016.

* For these reasons, the launch of audits of the new SM-
related PQs has been postponed to January 2018.

* ICAO will perform a few assessments of the
implementation of the new SM-related PQs in selected
volunteer States throughout 2016 (in conjunction with
ICVMs).

* |CAO will amend the SM-related PQs in 2016 to introduce
improvements as needed.
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EB 2015/56:

* |CAO published EB 2015/56 to inform States of
the following:

— The launch of the USOAP CMA audits of the new
SM-related PQs is postponed to January 2018.

— States are required to continue to complete their

self-assessment of the new SM-related PQs on the
OLF.

— ICAO will perform a few assessments of the
implementation of the new SM-related PQs, in
selected volunteer States, throughout 2016.
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A Gradual Process

» Effective SSP implementation is a gradual process,
requiring time to mature fully.

* Factors that affect the time required to establish an
SSP include:
— the complexity of the air transportation system; and

— the maturity level of the aviation safety oversight
capabilities of the State.

* Similarly, the monitoring by ICAO of States’ SM
implementation will be a gradual process.
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USOAP CMA CBT
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USOAP CMA CBT

As per EB 2011/44, the first series of computer-based
training (CBT) was launched to:

* Provide participants with a thorough understanding of
the USOAP CMA methodologies and the essential
knowledge required to participate in USOAP CMA
activities; and

« Serve as an opportunity for States to enhance the
competencies of their aviation safety personnel in the
areas addressed by USOAP CMA.
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SOAP CMA CBT

Per Assembly Resolution A37-5, States and recognized
organizations are called upon to nominate experts for
secondment to ICAO on a long- or short-term basis to support
USOAP CMA.

Those who have already completed the CBT course will be
re-registered to go over the revised course material without
having to write another exam.

The LEG/ORG CBT are now available.

ICAO will waive CBT fees for State-nominated experts who
meet stated qualifications and experience criteria for the
various audit areas (per SL AN19/34-15/35, 13 May 2015).

More information on:
http://www.icao.int/safety/ CMAForum/Pages/USOAPCMA-CBT.aspx
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States’ Main Obligations

21 March 2016 CMA Workshop Module 2 73



As per the USOAP CMA MOU and by using the
OLF, States shall, in particular:

» Continuously update their SAAQ and
CCs/EFOD;

» Continuously update their CAPs and PQ
status (self-assessment), providing all related
evidence; and

* Reply promptly to MIRs sent by ICAO.
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Review

1) USOAP CMA

2) USOAP CMA Components

a) Collection of Safety Information

b) Determination of State Safety Risk Profile

c) Prioritization and Conduct of USOAP CMA Activities

d) Update of Effective Implementation (El) and status of
Significant Safety Concerns (SSCs)

3) Critical Elements (CEs) of the Safety oversight
system

4) USOAP CMA Audit Areas

5) Annex 19 — Safety Management

6) USOAP CMA Computer-Based Training (CBT)
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