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RSOOs Workshops

Session 4 – USOAP CMA

Moderator: 

Deputy Regional Director, ICAO WACAF



2Setting the Scene 

1. SSO System
2. CAP
3. PQs SSA



3

State SO 
System 

Assessment

ESTABLISHMENT CEs

IMPLEMENTATIOJN CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 SSO system and functions (Organization)
- Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)/Accident Investigation Bureau (AIB) 

organizational structures reflect the current safety oversight 

administration/organization and be approved by the competent body

- Each safety oversight area, job descriptions to be developed for each 

inspectorate specialty and grade to cover all functions

- CAA/AIB Practices and procedures described in approved organizational 

structure manual

- Inspectors nominated based on required training and qualifications

Review Establishment CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 Training and Qualification
- Training Policy endorsed by the CAA/AIB CEO

- Training Programme comprehensive, aligned with the training Policy 

- Training plans based on an effective training needs assessment and approved 

in accordance with priorities and available resources.

- OJT conducted by qualified and experienced designated staff and 

documented

- Individual training records kept up to date

Review Establishment CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 Procedures and Guidance Material
- Use USOAP-MO Guidance document on contents of procedures

- Procedures and Guidance Material to be controlled document and approved 

by the competent authority

- Procedures and guidance material content reflect the State Safety Oversight 

system

- Procedures associated with checklists referring to the relevant regulations 

and guidance material with associated forms.

Review Establishment CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 Certification/Licensing/Approval/Authorization
- Processes completed in accordance with existing regulations, procedures, 

and guidance material

- Involved staff meet training and qualification requirements 

- Carried out tasks documented and recorded 

- Deficiencies notified to the applicant

- Agreed corrective action plan implemented

- Follow-up inspections conducted, and 

- Open items closed prior to issuance of certificate, license, approval, 

authorization.

Review Implementation CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 Surveillance

- Conduct Safety risk-based surveillance

- Surveillance plans to cover all relevant activities

- Surveillance to address CAPs issued from certification/approval processes

- Surveillance activities to be fully implemented and documented

Review Implementation CEs
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STATE SAFETY OVERSIGH SYSTEM (SSO) ASSESSMENT

 Resolution of Safety Concerns – Enforcement and Investigation processes
- Enforcement processes relevant to safety deficiencies categories, gradual, 

dissuasive and timely 

- CAPs implementation effective and documented 

- State mandatory and voluntary reporting systems effective

- Findings addressed within prescribed timeframe and appropriate measures 

taken for open items. 

- Identify and manage recurrent non-conformities

- Enforcement measures effective and efficient in accordance with 

enforcement policy and procedures

- For the AIA, completed and documented investigation processes from the 

initial notification until the final report and associated  recommendations

Review Implementation CEs
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CAP Update

03
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Criteria

Initial proposed CAPs and subsequent CAP updates should meet the following six criteria:

1) Relevant — CAPs should address the issues and requirements related to the finding and corresponding PQ and Critical 
Element (CE).

2) Comprehensive — CAPs should be complete; including all elements or aspects associated with the finding.

3) Detailed — CAPs should be laid out in a step-by-step approach, as required, to outline the implementation process.

4) Specific — CAPs should identify who will do what, when, in coordination with the responsible office or entity.

5) Realistic — CAPs should be realistic in terms of contents and implementation timelines.

6) Consistent — CAPs should be consistent in relation to other CAPs and with the State self-assessment.

GUIDANCE FOR STATES ON DEVELOPING CORRECTIVE ACTION PLANS (CAPs)
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State Comments 
If the State disagrees with a finding issued by ICAO and does not submit a CAP for 

the finding, the State must provide a clear and detailed reason in the “State 
Comment” field on the USOAP CMA online framework (OLF). 
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CAP – Proposed action

• Ensure that the proposed actions in a CAP directly and fully address the PQ finding and ICAO provisions as stated in the ICAO reference/guidance. 

• Break down large action items into smaller, more manageable elements. 

• Describe each proposed action in a clear and detailed manner. 

• List the step-by-step corrective actions in the correct sequential and/or chronological order (e.g. establishing a requirement, elaborating supporting procedure(s), generating 

associated checklists, and providing training before implementing it). 

• Provide a good and clear working plan and adequate detail for the implementation of each step of the proposed corrective actions. 
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CAP – Action office

• Ensure that the responsible action office is indicated for each one of the corrective action steps. 

• If more than one organization or entity are involved in each step, identify and record each one clearly. 

• Ensure that the action offices identified in each step of the corrective action have the authority to complete the action, especially with respect to the promulgation of legislation 

and/or regulations. 

• For higher-level corrective actions, such as the promulgation of primary aviation legislation, enter the name of the entity which has the authority to complete the action. 

• Spell out the acronym for the title of an action office the first time it is used in the CAP; use the acronym thereafter.
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CAP – Evidence reference

• Indicate the document containing the evidence in a clear manner. 

• Provide a specific and clear reference to the page, section or paragraph of the document that contains the information that ICAO needs to review and validate. 

• Avoid broad and generic reference to a large document. Be as specific as possible. 
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CAP – Estimated Implementation Date (EID)

• Ensure that an estimated implementation date (est. imp. date or EID) is entered for each step in order to save the CAP. 

• Ensure that the EID is realistic for the action item. 

• Ensure that the EID is appropriate for the level of risk associated with the finding. 

• The EID should be the date of completion for the action item. 
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❑ Responding to ICAO’s assessment

• If ICAO initially assesses a CAP as not addressing or only partially addressing the PQ finding, revise the CAP and ensure that 
it addresses the shortcomings indicated by ICAO.

❑ Updating CAPs

• As per the signed MOU between the Member State and ICAO, ensure continuous updating of CAPs by indicating all of the 
following:

a) a progress level (in percentage %) for each action item as it is implemented; and

b) the date of completion for each completed action item.

• If the initial estimated implementation date of an action item has passed and the action has not been completed (or not 
fully implemented yet), provide a revised implementation date.

CAP Update
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PQs SSA

03
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USOAP CMA
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22ESAF and WACAF STATES - NS PQs in AIR 
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5.045 If no AED has been established, and the State approves/accepts airworthiness 
engineering data (modifications, repairs), how and to whom has the airworthiness 
engineering responsibility been assigned?

In States where an AED is not established, it may be necessary for the AID to be responsible for 
those engineering tasks associated with continuing airworthiness including evaluation and 
approval of repair and modification requests related to the continued operation of aircraft.

The related tasks should be accomplished by experienced personnel in the concerned areas
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5.130 Does the State ensure that an aircraft carries an identification plate inscribed with at 
least its nationality or common mark and registration mark, made of fireproof metal or 
other fireproof material of suitable physical properties and secured to the aircraft in a 
prominent position near the main entrance?
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5.205 Does the State ensure at regular intervals that its air operators maintain up-to-date and 
sufficient documentation concerning FDR parameter allocation, conversion equations, 
periodic calibration and other serviceability/maintenance information?

• to be verified during air operator’s surveillance activities 

• checklist and inspection reports to clearly indicate if the air operator 
maintains up-to-date information

• uses of alternative means or other serviceability/maintenance 
information as prescribed by the regulations in force in the State
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5.217 In respect of aeroplanes over 5700 kg and helicopters over 3175 kg maximum 
certificated take-off mass, has the State established and implemented a system to 
ensure that information on faults, malfunctions, defects and other occurrences that 
cause or might cause adverse effect on the continuing airworthiness of the aircraft is 
transmitted to the organization responsible for the type design of the aircraft, engine or 
propeller, or to the organization responsible for the design of the modification, when 
applicable?

To be confirmed with:

• Provisions in the relevant regulations

• Provisions in AOC holder or MROs Policy and Procedures manual

• Implementation
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5.263 Is the AID involved in the process of evaluating an air operator for the issuance of an 
AOC, including the operations specifications issued in conjunction with the AOC?
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5.325 Has the State promulgated airworthiness regulations for RVSM approval?

Annex 6 Part I

7.2.10 All States that are responsible for airspace where RVSM has been implemented, or that 
have issued RVSM specific approvals to operators within their State, shall establish 
provisions and procedures which ensure that appropriate action will be taken in respect 
of aircraft and operators found to be operating in RVSM airspace without a valid RVSM 
specific approval.

These provisions and procedures need to address both the situation where the aircraft in question 
is operating without a specific approval in the airspace of the State, and the situation where the 
operator for which the State has regulatory oversight responsibility is found to be operating 
without the required specific approval in the airspace of another State.
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Thank You!
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