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Executive Summary 

General 

This is the executive summary of the more detailed and specific findings from the main body of the 

report. It provides a summary of the background of the exercise and the methodology followed. It also 

highlights the most important findings and recommendations from the examination of the IAA in 

accordance with Section 32 of the Irish Aviation Authority Act. 

 

Background 

The Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) was established as a commercial State company under the Irish 

Aviation Authority Act, 1993 (the ―Act‖). Under the Act, two primary functions were laid down: 

(a) to provide air navigation services in Irish-controlled airspace (including terminal navigation services 

at the three State Airports of Dublin, Cork and Shannon) and 

(b) to regulate safety standards within the Irish civil aviation industry through: certifying and registering 

aircraft airworthiness; licensing personnel and organisations involved in aircraft maintenance; licensing 

pilots, air traffic controllers and aerodromes; and approving and monitoring air carrier operating 

standards.  

A third function was assigned to the IAA from January 2013: responsibility for the oversight of aviation 

security in Ireland under the European Union (EU) Regulation 300/2008. 

Section 32, 3(a) of the Act requires the Transport Minister to ―appoint a person to carry out an 

examination of the performance by the company of its functions in so far as they relate to the 

application and enforcement of technical and safety standards in relation to aircraft and air 

navigation...‖. Under the terms of Section 32, 3(a), Helios was engaged by the Department of 

Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS), to carry out a comprehensive examination (the ―examination‖) 

of the IAA Safety Regulation Division (SRD) and Air Navigation Services (ANS), which has included 

consultation with SRD regulated entities and industry stakeholders within Ireland.  

 

Approach and relationship to other audits 

The IAA is subject to a strict oversight regime from both the International Civil Aviation Organisation 

(ICAO) and European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) which has become more stringent since Section 

32 of the Act was put in place. The SRD and the ANS Provider (ANSP) of the IAA are subject to 

external audits by EASA and ICAO. ICAO monitors the performance of contracting States through a 

combination of safety oversight audits and on-going continuous monitoring of the State‘s performance 

through on-line reporting. 

In 2002, there was a significant increase in the level of regulatory oversight, with the European Union 

(EU) Member States establishing EASA to develop pan-European strategies, rulemaking, policies and 

safety management processes. EASA is responsible for ensuring implementation of the EU regulatory 

framework throughout all EU Member States and it does this through EASA standardisation audits.  

Our analysis is built on the findings and recommendations of previous audits complemented by 

industry best practice and our own auditing experience, including: 

 Review of the existing ICAO and EASA audits already conducted on the IAA; 

 Consultation with industry stakeholders in relation to the IAA; 
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 Comparison with the Civil Air Navigation Services Organisation (CANSO) Standard of Excellence 

in Safety Management Systems. 

To begin with, EASA and ICAO audits together assess the IAA‘s capability to address its 

responsibilities including the legal framework, training of civil aviation inspectors, regulatory compliance 

related to certification and oversight of civil aviation personnel, aircraft and organisations. However, 

there are some gaps in these audits in relation to the performance and effectiveness of the company‘s 

functions particularly with respect to the interface with external stakeholders. The examination has 

therefore not focused solely on the compliance or standardisation issues covered by other audit 

processes but has also focussed on these gaps. 

Our assessment of the ANSP has been based on the most recent published CANSO Standard of 

Excellence for effectiveness in Safety Management Systems. This document aligns with ICAO and 

EASA best practices in effectiveness of safety management. Our assessment therefore includes a gap 

analysis between what is covered by ICAO and EASA and what is further covered in line with the latest 

edition of the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Management. 

 

Key conclusions of the examination 

The IAA positively and proactively discharges its safety-related responsibilities and is proud of its 

safety record, as a world leader in the performance of its obligations on behalf of the State. ICAO 

provides a league table of performance in respect of effective implementation of ICAO Standards and 

Recommended Practices (SARPS) by the States. Ireland is ranked among the highest performing 

States in Europe and globally in terms of safety regulation oversight under the ICAO Universal Safety 

Oversight Audit Programme (USOAP). The SRD also performs strongly within the EU regulatory 

framework, as evidenced by EASA standardisation audits.  

The findings of the examination are in line with the positive views of ICAO and EASA. Inevitably, there 

was some overlap with the ICAO and EASA examinations in order to ensure a thorough examination 

and to identify where further detail on performance was required. Specifically, the IAA level of 

compliance with European and ICAO safety regulations and SARPs is very high, evidenced by EASA 

standardisation audits and other audits over a sustained period where the IAA has consistently 

performed well. The IAA is well resourced with a level of industry experience and technical expertise 

that is amongst the best in Europe. 

We would like to thank the IAA, its regulated entities and other aviation stakeholders for their time, 

considerable efforts and courteousness throughout the examination. During this time, we consulted 

with approximately 20 entities, including regulated entities (such as ANSPs, airlines, etc.) and other 

aviation stakeholders including industry associations and lessors. These consultations showed that the 

industry considers that the IAA carries out its statutory functions effectively. Our analysis and 

consultation with stakeholders has identified a number of areas where the IAA can further improve 

performance or where issues should be kept under review.  

 

Recommendations for the Safety Regulation Division 

Transition to the EU regulatory framework 

The transition from national to EASA regulations has required a change in both national regulator and 

industry alike. The legislator role has passed to EASA and the European Commission. This means that 

the responsibility for consultation on regulations and dissemination of information has passed to EASA. 

The implementation dates and arrangements are also a matter for the European Commission, although 

the National Authorities have some flexibility in this matter.  
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The development and interpretation of regulations is today almost entirely a matter for EASA; the 

model that was in place when the Act was established, to seek all information from the national 

authority, has therefore changed considerably. Nevertheless, the IAA maintains the responsibility to 

keep stakeholders informed of regulatory changes and to support stakeholders in implementation of 

the regulations. The examination found that the IAA provides this support but we also highlight that the 

EASA requirements have resulted in significant change in the IAA regulations and there is a common 

theme from stakeholders of inconsistency in guiding stakeholders concerning implementation and 

interpretation of these regulations.  

It is recommended that IAA should review communication mechanisms to ensure effective 

support to stakeholders during times of significant regulatory changes. This should include 

identification of the means and resource to improve the effectiveness of the communication 

process, and appropriate action plans to ensure the industry is fully supported in its 

implementation and interpretation of the regulations. 

The SRD is required to meet the EASA safety management requirements and is subject to rigorous 

standardisation inspections in all regulatory domains. The introduction of the latest EASA requirements 

for air operations and aircrews has presented some challenges to the IAA and has impacted the SRD 

organisation. We note that the implementation of the technical rules applying to air operators and flight 

crew personnel is almost complete with just two elements yet to be finalised. 

It is recommended that the SRD organisation, policies and procedures should be amended to 

complete implementation of the final two compliance monitoring functions. 

 

Completion of the State Safety Programme 

The IAA has been assigned responsibility for Annex 19 of the Chicago Convention under a schedule to 

the IAA Act, and the SRD is the responsible department in the IAA for its implementation. Annex 19 

contains a comprehensive set of provisions for a State Safety Program (SSP) to address safety policy, 

safety assurance, safety risk management and safety promotion. The SSP complements the Safety 

Management System (SMS) approach for organisations. The ICAO Global Aviation Safety Plan 

(GASP) includes the objective for advanced States (including Ireland) to implement the Annex 19 SSP 

in full by 2017.   

Evidence provided by the IAA indicates that the SSP for Ireland is almost 80% completed and specific 

actions have been identified in the State Safety Plan to address the outstanding issues. Our 

examination has confirmed that considerable activity is taking place to complete the SSP. We note that 

the IAA is well engaged with, and making significant contributions to, EASA as it progresses its 

outstanding tasks. This activity should continue and there should be focus on achieving pragmatic and 

commonly agreed safety indicators and performance targets for use by both the organisation and the 

various stakeholders. 

It is therefore recommended that the SRD should continue to work with EASA and stakeholders 

to ensure that: 

 an EU coordinated set of high level and low level leading and lagging
1
 safety indicators 

are developed in conformance with the EU requirements and agreed with stakeholders, 

                                                

1
 Leading indicators are typically proactive indicators to reveal where preventative measures can 

reduce safety risk (e.g. triggers or focal points in the operations room). Lagging indicators are typically 
reactive indicators related to incident trends or particular incidents. 
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which will enable safety targets for regulated entities to target their individual resources 

to address key safety concerns and improve communications between other 

organisations and with the SRD; 

 a common scoring scheme for performance targets is developed, along with a common 

communications methodology for sharing information both within and between 

authorities and organisations; and, 

 relevant indicators for effectiveness of safety management at both State and 

organisation level continue to be developed across all domains. 

 

Potential for enhanced external communication channels for occurrence reporting 

One of the key enablers of good safety management is a strong reporting culture within the State.  

Occurrence reports provide safety information about accidents, serious incidents and incidents 

involving those organisations and persons involved in civil aviation. The current regulatory framework 

includes mandatory and voluntary occurrence reporting requirements based on EU Directives and 

promulgated in national law. Regulation 376/2014 includes provisions for increased protection for 

reporters of occurrences as well as provisions related to implementation of Just Culture
2
 in alignment 

with Commission Implementing Regulation (EC) No 390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), including 

the requirements on States to assign a body to oversee the implementation of Just Culture provisions 

by authorities and industry alike. The SRD has implemented Just Culture as part of safety 

management. 

The SRD has implemented an automatic system to collect occurrence reports which are processed 

(reviewed, categorised and classified) on a weekly basis by assigned inspectors. 

The examination saw evidence of the various methods employed for interface with the reporting 

organisations depending on the size of the organisation. The SRD provides its analysis of occurrence 

data (including anonymised comparative data) to individual organisations. These organisations are 

afforded the opportunity to provide their own analysis along with mitigating actions to address key 

safety concerns or adverse trends. Higher level safety review meetings are held within the IAA Senior 

Management (including the IAA Chief Executive) to ensure key safety issues are highlighted at the 

highest level of the organisation.  

The IAA has also developed a website portal to facilitate voluntary occurrence reporting. The same 

principles are applied for voluntary occurrence reports as for mandatory occurrence reports; the SRD 

takes immediate action to address reports of immediate safety concern. For lower risk events, the IAA 

addresses the issue with affected organisations either directly or as part of the organisation occurrence 

review process discussed above. The feedback to individuals that make voluntary reports may well be 

constrained by other issues, including data protection, but most stakeholders consulted felt that the IAA 

places emphasis on producing constructive feedback; evidence of this was observed on the report 

tracking systems used internally by the IAA. 

Feedback from some consulted entities showed that the dissemination of industry safety data could be 

enhanced to provide stakeholders with a more comprehensive feedback and therefore allow them to 

gain an improved safety perspective of their operations. There was also feedback that the SRD does 

                                                

2
 Just Culture is where front-line operators and others are not punished for actions, omissions or 

decisions taken by them which are commensurate with their experience and training, but where gross 
negligence, wilful violations and destructive acts are not tolerated. 
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not always provide feedback on other reports and documents submitted either directly or through the 

website; one stakeholder in particular reported that they received no feedback on letters where they 

raised some concerns. Through discussions with the SRD, this may be at least partly due to data 

protection. There is also a priority given to the information it receives through the website or directly 

from organisations, depending on its assessment for severity and the quality of the correspondence 

itself.  

The SRD acknowledges that there could be improvement in communication to the various stakeholders 

affected and awareness of the steps that are followed when reports are received either directly or 

through the website. The IAA Enforcement Policy which is published as an Appendix to the State 

Safety Programme is firmly based on Just Culture principles. The mixed opinions of the stakeholders 

on voluntary reports highlight that it is not clear that the Just Culture guidance is necessarily being 

followed correctly by stakeholders or if there are communication breakdowns between the SRD and 

within the stakeholders‘ organisations. The SRD should investigate this aspect with the stakeholders. 

It is recommended that the SRD should further ensure that follow-up reports and lessons 

learned from occurrences reported by one organisation are shared with other affected 

stakeholders (e.g. airports, ANSP, operators), using appropriate communication levels and 

methods, taking due account of data protection issues. 

With respect to voluntary reporting, it is recommended that the SRD should: 

 further re-assure and consult industry professionals and the public that information 

received under voluntary or confidential reporting mechanisms, including via the 

website or direct to IAA, is treated with the same importance as reports received under 

mandatory reporting schemes; 

 re-affirm its commitment to industry professionals that it will maintain a balanced 

position on reports received by individuals against their own organisation; and, 

 ensure that stakeholders are aware of the associated process/procedures. 

 

Separation of IAA regulator and ANS provision 

The aviation industry in Ireland is growing fast, and continued growth is at the heart of Ireland‘s 

National Aviation Policy. At the same time, maintaining safety and ensuring safety regulation is robust, 

effective and efficient is the number one priority of the National Aviation Policy. In light of this, it is key 

to have safety processes which allow regulatory compliance ―warning signs‖ to be picked up and 

independently considered by the regulator, and to recognise that the ―production versus protection‖ 

trade-off inherent in this scenario must be managed. In this context, the issue of the separation of the 

National Supervisory Authority (NSA) from the ANSP has long been a topic of discussion within the 

EU. The IAA maintains integrated responsibility for the NSA and ANSP at the highest level in the 

organisation although functional separation exists at operational level between departments.  

The SRD, which is responsible for the functions of the NSA, is functionally separated from the ANSP in 

accordance with the current EU regulatory requirements (Regulation (EC) 549/2004) as demonstrated 

at the last EASA Standardisation Audit. Most other EU States are perceived to have achieved a higher 

degree of separation than this, with the regulator and service provider residing within legally separate 

organisations.  In this context, it has been agreed in principle at EU level for a proposed requirement 

for an increased level of transparency, justification and demonstration of how functional separation is 

achieved, including the extent and effectiveness of NSA independence, especially in relation to budget 

decisions. This requirement will be achieved through the proposed revision of the SES Regulations 

(the so-called SES II+).  
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Whereas the organisational separation model might demonstrate a greater level of transparency and 

NSA independence (and some stakeholders have expressed the view that Ireland should establish the 

organisational separation model), our view is that a practical balance needs to be struck between the 

transparency brought through organisational separation and the recruitment/competency benefits 

facilitated through integration, taking account of a State‘s existing situation, size, etc. The best way of 

achieving this balance should be kept under review, taking account of evolving practice globally, the 

principles of the SES II+ legislative proposal and, particularly, the need to ensure that ―warning signs‖ 

are picked up and acted on in good time. If an integrated model is to be retained then it is essential that 

appropriate safeguard measures are in place to maintain the best possible levels of safety oversight. It 

should be noted that an annual safety performance report
3
 which includes some information on 

organisation structure and procedures is made available publicly on the IAA website and is also 

delivered to the Minister, the Commission and the SES Performance Review Body (PRB) and, in the 

case of the Functional Airspace Block (FAB), is made available to the UK as required. However, it is 

recommended that the organisational structure and hierarchy, particularly at the higher levels, should 

be more clearly defined and documented, and that the responsibilities and accountabilities are clearly 

demonstrable to the industry and to the public.  

It is recommended that whereas EASA has not questioned the effectiveness of the functional, 

as distinct from legal, separation of the IAA regulator and the IAA ANSP at the highest level in 

the organisation, such responsibility and accountability for certain independent decisions 

should be kept under review to ensure that appropriate safeguards in relation to safety 

oversight are in place. The objective should be to ensure that there is demonstrable 

transparency regarding the independence of safety regulation and that potential “conflict of 

interest” issues are managed in line with the principles underpinning the emerging regulations 

within the framework of SES II+ and with best practice globally. 

 

Recommendations for the IAA ANSP 

The IAA ANSP has a strong safety culture and its safety policy is consistent with the ICAO 

recommended SMS elements and aligned with the UK-Ireland FAB policy which has been agreed with 

both Irish and UK regulators. In addition to generic statements aiming at maintaining safety levels, the 

policy commits the ANSP to monitor ―defined safety objectives & safety performance predictive 

indicators‖. The safety policy encompasses key principles aligned with EASA, ICAO and CANSO best 

practices as referred to in the ‗Approach and relationship to other audits‘ section above.  

                                                

3
 The IAA regulator publishes an annual safety performance report, as is required by regulatory 

requirements, which contains information on safety oversight actions pursuant to Regulation. The 
annual safety oversight report includes information on the following:  

(a) organisational structure and procedures of the competent authority;  

(b) airspace falling under the responsibility of Member States which established or nominated the 
competent authority, if applicable, and organisations falling under the supervision of that competent 
authority;  

(c) qualified entities commissioned to conduct safety regulatory audits;  

(d) existing levels of resources of the competent authority;  

(e) any safety issues identified through the safety oversight processes operated by the competent 
authority. 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 8 of 187 

The ANS Safety Management Unit produces a Corporate Safety Strategy Policy document, which 

aligns with the State Safety Plan and is designed to meet the evolving requirements of the SES 

Reference Period (RP2) Performance Scheme and associated regulations. The SMS has been aligned 

with the CANSO Standard of Excellence (SoE) framework and remains in accordance with ICAO and 

EASA requirements. 

We have found that the ANSP‘s safety performance benchmarks well against industry norms, having 

achieved consistently high levels of SMS maturity scores in the EASA regulatory annual assessment. 

Annual assessments rank the ANSP amongst the leading ANSPs in this field, with the ANSP already 

assessing itself as either ―managing and measuring‖ or ―continuously improving‖ in safety management 

(the two highest maturity levels). The EASA annual assessments are validated and filed through the 

SRD to the EASA Performance Review Board. The ANSP also undertakes its own gap analysis to 

strive for even further improvement, such as its further promotion of Just Culture. 

Our findings are consistent with these annual assessments, but we note that the CANSO process 

encourages continuous improvements and this examination has identified a number of areas where 

further performance improvement may be obtained. These are set out below. 

 

Balancing usage of resource 

Our observations show that the IAA is an organisation that is able to balance competing demands to 

make most efficient use of limited resources. Our view is that the matrix management
4
 approach 

appears to work well within the ANSP. This enables the Project Managers to maintain oversight of the 

various activities associated with their project. With traffic levels increasing and the associated 

establishment of major and novel projects, the ANSP will have to ensure that this approach to project 

management is maintained to continue to safely and efficiently meet capacity demands.  

The volume of work required to meet the increasing levels of capacity with strong overarching 

economic regulation requires shared working with other European partners. Specialised skills are 

needed to cope with this. The IAA places emphasis on developing tools and technology to support its 

staff, with the focus on technology to support productivity. The IAA (both the SRD and the ANSP) 

should continue its emphasis on this by maintaining its involvement in partnership working groups. For 

example, COOPANS partners, SESAR, UK-Ireland FAB, Borealis and Entry Point North (EPN) training. 

To maintain appropriate resource balance, we have the following recommendations. 

In light of increasing traffic and related projects to meet the demands of capacity and maintain 

safety levels, it is recommended that the IAA ANSP should: 

 continue to focus on opportunities derived from partnerships, particularly through 

COOPANS partners, EPN training and Borealis industrial partnerships and shared 

airspace arrangements through the UK-Ireland FAB; and, 

 proactively ensure mechanisms and staff are in place to ensure that Project Managers 

continue to be supported (e.g. through partners and cross-ANSP training programmes) 

to perform their multiple roles on larger, more complex projects. 

 

                                                

4
 In the context of this report, this is defined as multiple roles, functions and competencies of key staff 

members. For example, project manager with inclusion of safety and quality management roles, 
functions and competencies. 
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Implementation of Safety Management 

The IAA maintains a performance (risk) based approach to incident investigations. Safety Targets in 

alignment with the Safety Key Performance Indicators (SKPIs) associated with Regulation (EU) 

390/2013 focus particularly on separation, level bust and runway incursion incidents.  

It is recommended that the IAA ANSP should further engage with the SRD to develop its 

existing centralised database(s) to ensure: 

 continued efficient recording and tracking of all internal and external audit results and 

actions; 

 links between safety targets (trends) set at SRD-level and at ANSP-level (with particular 

focus on investigations and operational demonstration of risk); 

 a more integrated organisation-wide demonstration of risk. 

 

Further staff development through a comprehensive training programme 

A positive aspect observed in all IAA departments and divisions examined is the high level of 

competence of personnel, benefitting from a high degree of training support. Inspectors are familiar 

with the fast changing European regulatory framework and have participated in the EASA rulemaking 

process as member of advisory groups while some others are involved in activities contracted by 

EASA. The examination has identified a particular area where further clarity could be made relating to 

the role of human performance analyses associated with incident investigations and the change 

management process. 

It is recommended that policy and process should more clearly define specialist Human 

Performance (HP) assessment for incident investigations, major change and complex projects 

to continue to progress the development of HP procedures and training. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 General 

This document is the final report produced by Helios and Egis Avia under contract 
RFT/2010/00632/JIVCV1/2011. It summarises the results and recommendations 
from the examination of the Irish Aviation Authority on behalf of the Department of 
Transport, Tourism and Sport in accordance with Section 32 of the IAA Act, 1993. 

Section 32, 3(a) of the Irish Aviation Authority Act, 1993, requires the Transport 
Minister to ―appoint a person to carry out an examination of the performance by 
the company of its functions in so far as they relate to the application and 
enforcement of technical and safety standards in relation to aircraft and air 
navigation...‖ 

The objective of the examination is to review, report and if necessary, make 
recommendations on safety performance of the IAA of its statutory functions 
through an assessment of its effectiveness based on compliance and best 
practices in the context of ICAO annexes, EASA and EUROCONTROL 
requirements as well as international best practices, including performance and 
effectiveness of the company‘s functions in relation to safety management. In 
particular this has been achieved through: 

 Review of the existing ICAO and EASA audits already conducted on the IAA; 

 Consultation with industry stakeholders in relation to the IAA; 

 Comparison with the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Management 
Systems. 

The examination has covered both the SRD and the ANSP functions of the IAA. 
The SRD is also the NSA in Ireland, specifically the ANSD. 

Analysis includes the overall IAA organisation structure in the management of 
safety, including the interface between the SRD and the ANSP. 

It should be noted that Section 32 was written in 1993, when prescriptive 
regulation was paramount, but now performance-based (or risk-based) regulation 
is becoming increasingly important. The last such examination was undertaken in 
2004 and further ICAO and EASA audits have taken place since then. Most of the 
regulatory material, certainly that of a technical nature, has been examined 
through the existing ICAO and EASA audits. It has therefore been agreed with 
DTTAS to focus on a more detailed analysis of safety performance associated with 
safety aspects and interface with technical standards, supported by some other 
emerging elements (e.g. conformity assessment) where they relate to technical 
regulations. 

A gap analysis has therefore validated the findings of these audits, identifying 
areas covered and not covered by the audits. This examination has particularly 
focused on effectiveness of safety management and performance, identifying what 
is already working well and areas where there may be further improvement. 
Inevitably, there was some overlap with the ICAO and EASA examinations in order 
to ensure a thorough examination and identify where further detail on performance 
was required. 
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This report is therefore divided into two distinct areas: 

 Safety Regulation and Oversight 

- Air Navigation Services Safety Regulation oversight; 

- Certifying and registering aircraft airworthiness; 

- Licensing personnel and organisations involved in aircraft maintenance; 

- Licensing pilots, air traffic controllers and aerodromes; 

- Approving and monitoring air carrier operating standards. 

 Air Navigation Services 

- Air Navigation Services Provision. 

1.2 Entities consulted during the examination 

Throughout the examination, Helios and Egis Avia consulted approximately 20 
entities working with the IAA. This included entities regulated by SRD (referred to 
as ―regulated entities‖ or ―consulted entities‖ in the remainder of the report) but 
also other aviation stakeholders interfacing with the IAA. Over ten regulated 
companies were consulted, and further regulated companies were consulted via 
teleconference and associated questionnaire. The scope of activities of the 
companies consulted include air operators, maintenance, leasing, training, general 
aviation, aerodromes, military and unions. The large number of organisations 
consulted provides a representative view of the various sectors of the Irish aviation 
industry. The interviewed staff had the expected level of responsibilities and 
experience, typically including executives through to operations managers and 
safety experts. 

Entities were consulted through a combination of visits, telephone conferences 
and email exchanges. Their feedback constitutes a body of evidence providing 
information on the IAA‘s performance and supports the conclusion of this study. 

Specific information gathered is confidential and has been de-identified prior to its 
use in this report. Entities are referred to in generic terms and in stakeholder 
groups rather than individual organisations. The feedback provided has been 
blended in the text of the report to support the argument drawn in the subsequent 
sections. Some organisations were visited several times to cover different topics 
(including the ANSP and SRD).  
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1.3 Report Structure 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

 Section 2: Institutional Arrangements 

 Section 3: Examination of Safety Regulation Division 

 Section 4: Examination of Air Navigation Services – Safety Oversight 

 Section 5: Examination of Flight Operations Department 

 Section 6: Examination of Certification and Regulation of Aircraft Airworthiness 

 Section 7: Examination of Aircrew, Aircraft and Maintenance Licensing; 

 Section 8: Examination of Aerodromes Licensing, Certification, Designation 
and Oversight; 

 Section 9: Examination of Air Navigation Services - Provision; 

 Section 10: Recommendations. 

This report is completed by the following annexes: 

 Annex A: Acronyms; 

 Annex B: Traceability matrix supporting the examination of Air Navigation 
Services Provision; 

 Annex C: CANSO SoE in SMS – Appendix 1. 
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2 Institutional Arrangements 

2.1 Introduction 

In order to place our advice in the correct context, this section provides an 
overview of the associated institutional arrangements in Ireland. This section also 
details the current level of compliance with the Single European Sky legislation in 
Ireland. 

2.2 Establishment and structure of the Irish Aviation Authority 

The Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) was established as a commercial, State owned 
company under the Irish Aviation Authority Act, 1993. It employs approximately 
650 people at six locations around Ireland. 

Under the 1993 Act, two primary functions were laid down to: 

a) provide air navigation services in Irish-controlled airspace (including terminal 
navigation services at the three State airports of Dublin, Cork and Shannon); 
and 

b) regulate safety standards within the Irish civil aviation industry through: 

1. Certifying and registering aircraft airworthiness; 

2. Licensing personnel and organisations involved in aircraft maintenance; 

3. Licensing pilots, air traffic controllers and aerodromes; and 

4. Approving and monitoring air carrier operating standards. 

A third function was assigned to the IAA from January 2013 for the responsibility of 
the oversight of aviation security in Ireland under EU Regulation 300/2008. 

Article 14 of the Irish Aviation Authority Act 1993 (―Objects of company‖) therefore 
sets out the three main functions of the IAA: 

 the air traffic management of Irish controlled airspace;  

 the safety regulation of Irish civil aviation; and  

 the oversight of civil aviation security in Ireland. 

The functions are represented through the four organisational divisions of the IAA: 

 Safety Regulation; 

 Human Resources; 

 Technology and Training; and  

 ATM Operations and Strategy (responsible for the provision of ANS). 

The IAA is designated as the ―competent authority‖ in Ireland for the purposes of 
the Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008. In accordance with the regulation and by 
virtue of the 1993 IAA Act, SRD is designated as the ―National Supervisory 
Authority (NSA)‖ for Ireland under SES, with responsibility for certification and 
supervision of all ANSPs in Ireland. The overall organisational structure of the IAA 
is given in Figure 1. For the purpose of this examination, this figure also shows 
where the SRD and ANSP are perceived to sit structurally within the organisation 
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and where these areas are covered in this report. Note that IT services are 
provided by the Technology and Training section to both the SRD and ANSP.
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Figure 1: IAA organisation structure5 

                                                

5
 https://www.iaa.ie/media/IAAOrganisationStructureJune20121.gif 
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2.3 Regulatory and investigative bodies and responsibilities 

The IAA is also a corporate entity established under companies‘ legislation and is 
accordingly subject to the provisions of its Memorandum and Articles of 
Association. As indicated in Figure 1, it has a Board of nine Directors, including the 
Chairman, all of whom are appointed by the Minister for Transport, Tourism and 
Sport with the consent of the Minister for Public Expenditure and Reform. These 
two Ministers are the sole shareholders of the IAA. With the exception of the first 
Chief Executive, each subsequent Chief Executive is appointed by the IAA Board. 

Subject to certain statutory controls on aggregate borrowing and investment limits, 
including the establishment of subsidiaries, as a commercial State body, the IAA 
has significant operational freedom to: 

 provide, operate and manage its resources for the purposes of delivering its 
legislative mandate as per its objects as laid down in Section 14 of the 1993 
Act; and 

 devise its own organisational arrangements and internal reporting 
relationships. 

External reporting requirements of the IAA (and other State bodies) are set down 
in the Code of Practice for the Governance of State Bodies (2009). 

The main aviation regulatory bodies in Ireland are: 

 The Irish Aviation Authority Act 1993 has defined functions of the IAA including 
to give effect to ICAO Annexes 1, 2, 4-8, 10, 11, 14-16, 18 and 19 of the 
Convention of International Civil Aviation. The Act also gives the IAA the power 
to make orders (Statutory Instruments). The SRD is responsible for the safety 
management and oversight of the civil aviation industry. ANSD is responsible 
for safety oversight of ANS. 

 Department for Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS). The main aviation 
responsibilities of the DTTAS are the: 

 overall civil aviation policy including the National Aviation Policy; 

 establishment of national strategy and legal framework on aviation 
development; 

 corporate governance of the IAA; 

 representation of Ireland at International and European civil aviation 
organisations; and 

 signing/implementation of bilateral/multilateral aviation agreements; 

 civil aviation within the Irish Ministry in international relations. 

 Commission for Aviation Regulation (CAR) is an independent public body, 
whose principal function is to set the maximum level of airport charges at 
Dublin Airport. Under regulations implementing EU legislation, it also licenses 
airlines, approves ground handling service providers and discharges Ireland‘s 
responsibilities for schedule coordination and slot allocation at Irish airports. 
The Commission is also responsible for licensing the travel trade in Ireland. 

 Military Aviation in Ireland: the Air Corps is part of the Irish Defence Forces 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defence, which is one of the 
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Government Departments primarily concerned with ensuring the secure and 
stable environment necessary for economic growth and development. The role 
of the Irish Air Corps under the Defence Act is therefore to contribute to the 
security of the State by providing the Military Air Defence of its airspace. The 
primary role of the Air Corps is to support the Army, this includes diverse 
operations such as Observation and Reconnaissance, Casualty Evacuation, 
National Security, maintaining and flying Garda Support Unit Aircraft and Cash 
Escorts.  

In addition, the Air Accident Investigation Unit (AAIU) is part of the DTTAS but 
separate from the IAA. The AAIU is responsible for the investigation of aircraft 
accidents, serious incidents, and incidents (occurrences) that occur within Ireland. 
In addition, the AAIU provides assistance to foreign safety investigation authorities 
who conduct investigations into occurrences of Irish registered and/or operated 
aircraft abroad. The Chief Inspector of Air Accidents reports directly to the Minister 
for Transport, Tourism & Sport. The AAIU conducts its investigations of aviation 
occurrences in accordance with Annex 13 (10th Edition) of the International Civil 
Aviation Organisation Convention, Regulation (EU) No 996/2010, and Statutory 
Instrument No. 460 of 2009. The fundamental purpose of such investigations is to 
determine the circumstances and causes of these events, with a view to the 
preservation of life and the avoidance of similar occurrences in the future. It is not 
the purpose of such investigations to apportion blame or liability. 

2.4 ANS provision 

The IAA is the main ANSP in Ireland. It is responsible for en-route air navigation 
services in the airspace of Ireland, as shown in Figure 2. In addition the ANSP is 
responsible for terminal and approach services at the country‘s State owned 
airports: Cork, Dublin and Shannon. The ANSP‘s North Atlantic Communication 
Centre provides communication services on the eastern half of the North Atlantic 
airspace (Shanwick Oceanic). 
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Figure 2: Irish airspace6 

The en-route and terminal air navigation services for which ANSP is responsible 
comprise: 

 Air traffic services, such as the provision of flight information services, alerting 
services, air traffic advisory services and air traffic control services 
(aerodrome, approach and area control); 

 Communication, navigation and surveillance services; 

 Aeronautical information services; 

 Aeronautical meteorological services. 

Figure 3 provides an overview of the ANSP safety-related departmental divisions 
and their interfaces.

                                                

6
 Air Navigation Services Division - Presentation to Helios Summary of Section 32 Audit Discussions 

16th July 2014 
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Figure 3: ANSP safety-related departmental divisions and their interfaces 
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2.5 Safety Regulation Division 

The safety regulation function is undertaken by the Safety Regulation Division of 
the IAA. 

The IAA is designated as the ―competent authority‖ in Ireland for the purposes of 
the Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008. In accordance with the regulation and by 
virtue of the 1993 IAA Act, SRD is the State NSA responsible for the safety 
management and oversight of the Irish civil aviation industry – the ANSP, the 
airports and airspace users. 

The oversight of civil aviation security involves inspections and audits of 
airports, air carriers, cargo companies, airport suppliers and suppliers of in-flight 
services. 

The safety regulatory functions include: 

 certifying and registering aircraft airworthiness; 

 licensing personnel and organisations involved in aircraft maintenance; 

 licensing pilots, air traffic controllers and aerodromes; 

 approving and monitoring air carrier operating standards; 

 safety oversight of ANS and aerodromes. 

The structure of the SRD is shown in Figure 4 below. This figure also shows where 
the SRD sub-divisions are covered in this report. 
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Figure 4: Structure of SRD 

2.5.1 SRD departments 

The SRD has four departments: Regulatory Performance and Personnel Licensing 
(RPPLD), Airworthiness (AWSD), Flight Operations (FOD), and Aeronautical 
Services (ASD). 
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The RPPLD includes the Technical Library, the Air Safety Analysis Section, the 
Personnel Licensing Division and the Security Section. The functions of the 
RPPLD are: 

 to co-ordinate and monitor the implementation of aviation security 
requirements;  

 to perform safety analysis;  

 to issue licenses for civil aviation personnel;  

 to perform certification and oversight of some training organisations; and 

 to manage the SRD technical library. 

The AWSD includes the Aircraft Registration and Design Control, the Airline 
Airworthiness and the Air Operator and General Aviation (GA) Airworthiness 
divisions. 

The AWSD is basically in charge of certifying and oversight of aircraft 
airworthiness and of approved organisations involved in those tasks which are: 

 design organisations; 

 production organisations; 

 continuing airworthiness management organisations;  

 maintenance organisations; and 

 dangerous goods. 

The FOD includes the Airline Standard and the General Aviation Standards 
divisions. The FOD is in charge of certification and oversight of: 

 commercial air transport operators;  

 other commercial operators; 

 general aviation, air displays, sporting and recreational activities, and other 
special events within the State; and 

 to perform certification and oversight of some training organisations and Flight 
Synthetic Training Devices (FSTD). 

The ASD includes the Air Navigation Service Division (ANSD) and the Aerodrome 
Division (AD). 

The ANSD is responsible for ensuring the safety of ANS, through the certification 
and regulatory oversight of: 

 Air Traffic Services (ATS) providers; 

 Communication, Navigation and Surveillance (CNS); 

 Aeronautical Information Services (AIS); 

 Meteorological (MET); 

 airspace, approval of instrument flight procedures, aeronautical charts and air 
traffic flow management; 
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 investigation of air proximity reports and other ATM related incidents; 

 implementation of Single European Sky (SES) Regulations and Implementing 
Rules. 

The focus on the ANSD is on the ANSP, its associated interfaces with CNS, AIS, 
MET, instrument flight procedures and aeronautical charts, and its compliance with 
SES Regulations and Implementing Rules. 

The AD is responsible for the safety oversight of aerodromes. It licenses the three 
State airports, Dublin, Shannon and Cork, as well as 25 other (public and private) 
aerodromes in Ireland. The functions of AD are to: 

 contribute to the development of standards for aerodromes and associated 
facilities; 

 conduct the certification and functional supervision of aerodromes; 

 coordinate and approve the publication of relevant information in the Irish 
Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP); 

 provide advice to the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport on issues 
relating to international airports or matters relating to aerodrome design. 

The department also covers rescue, firefighting and engineering as specific 
functions associated with aerodrome operations. 

2.5.2 SRD interface 

IAA reports to the DTTAS and has the duty to provide the Minister with an Annual 
Report under its establishing Act (the Irish Aviation Authority Act, 1993). In close 
cooperation with the DTTAS, SRD and the ANSP participate in international 
activities, ICAO meetings and other civil aviation institutions and organisations. 
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2.6 UK-Ireland FAB 

The SES legislation required 
Member States to have created a 
functional airspace block by 12th 
December 2012. Nine such FABs 
have been established and will 
play an increasingly important role 
in the functioning and 
improvement of the European 
ATM Network (EATMN) within the 
framework of the SES legislation. 

Ireland and United Kingdom are 
full members of the UK-Ireland 
FAB which was established in 
July 2008 (see Figure 5). Around 
80 per cent of North Atlantic traffic 
passes through Irish or UK 
airspace and it is therefore 
Europe‘s gateway to the North 
Atlantic. The primary objective of 
the UK-Ireland FAB is to increase 
the airspace efficiency and 
therefore reduce costs to airspace 
users. By 2012 it was estimated 
that the FAB had enabled €24.5m 
in savings. 11 further projects 
were completed in 2012-13 and 
13 projects are currently under 
way. 

 

Figure 5: UK-Ireland FAB interfacing other 
FABs 

 

The UK-Ireland FAB strongly supports inter-FAB connectivity and coordination and 
is working with other FABs, including North European ANS Providers (NEAP) and 
Functional Airspace Block Europe Central (FABEC), to ensure a harmonised 
implementation of the SES initiative at a European level 

State level structures are responsible for the implementation and operation of UK-
Ireland FAB, as imposed by the SES legislation. As summarised in Figure 6, the 
UK-Ireland FAB Agreement establishes the following State-level structures:  

 The ANSP FAB Management Board (FMB) is responsible for the day-to-day 
implementation of FAB activities. It consists of ANSP Directors, ANSP 
Coordinators, and both airline and military representatives. 

 The two NSAs work closely together through the FAB Supervisory Committee 
(FSC), which provides regulatory oversight on behalf of the States. The FSCs 
activities are supported by a Memorandum of Understanding. This has been 
updated to reference some sub-groups established since its inception, to 
reference updated SES legislation, and to provide more detail on FAB related 
regulatory activities. Through the FSC, the NSAs oversee the ANSP plans and 
coordinate advice to Governments. Through the activities of the NSA 
Harmonisation Working Group, the NSAs are also working proactively on 
harmonising regulatory frameworks and collaboratively on new EU legislation 
such as Standardised European Rules of the Air (SERA) and the Performance 
Scheme.



CONFIDENTIAL                           

 

P2052D004 HELIOS 31 of 187 

 

 

 

Figure 6: UK-Ireland FAB Governance Structure 

ANSP-SMU SRD-ANSD 
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Key common NSA work activities under the FAB include: 

 exchange of regulatory personnel in safety auditing action; 

 common procedures for oversight of change to ATM systems; 

 cooperative preparation for EASA safety audit; 

 safety partnership arrangement; 

 performance plan for SES Reference Period 2 (RP2); 

 harmonised transition altitude; 

 low density low complexity airspace. 

2.7 Other interfaces 

The following organisations fall under the supervision of the NSA for Ireland and 
have been certified in accordance with SES legislation: 

 The ANSP (including certification of Operations Directorate as per Figure 1); 

 Donegal ANS; 

 Sligo ANS; 

 Ireland West Airport (Knock) ANS; 

 Kerry ANS; 

 Waterford ANS; 

 Weston ANS; 

 Met Eireann (Aviation Met Services); 

 Training organisations. 

The following also fall under the regulation of SRD: (specific department in 
brackets): 

 Airlines; (RPPLD, AWSD, FOD); 

 General Aviation; (RPPLD, AWSD, FOD); 

 Maintenance companies; (RPPLD, AWSD); 

 Leasing companies (AWSD); 

 Aerodromes (AD). 

The Irish NSA also participates in pan European regulatory activities such as the 
review of proposed SES Implementing Rules and participation at appropriate 
European regulatory meetings. 

In addition, the Irish NSA is engaged in co-operative regulatory activities with the 
Swedish, Danish, Austrian and Croatian NSAs on the COOPANS initiative. 
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3 Examination of Safety Regulation Division 

Sections 4 to 8 cover the examination of the Safety Regulation Division sub-
divisions and their regulated entities. The examination of SRD was based initially 
on a gap-analysis against previous EASA and ICAO audits, focusing on two 
elements: 

 the effectiveness of the organisation management system in ensuring 
acceptable safety performance including compliance with regulatory 
requirements; 

 the effectiveness of services provided to the industry when implementing the 
regulations. 

As an EU Member State, the IAA as the National Aviation Authority of Ireland, is 
subject to continuous audits in the field of Air Operations (OPS), Personnel 
Licensing (PEL), Airworthiness (AIR) and Aerodromes and Ground Aids (AGA) 
from EASA through its standardisation activities in addition to spot, but regular, 
monitoring by ICAO through the ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit 
Programme (USOAP) and other programmes. 

IAA as a mature civil aviation authority has documented policies and procedures to 
describe its organisation, means and methods to achieve compliance with the 
applicable requirements. 

The in-depth audits already performed generated high level surveillance activity 
reports and on-going corrective action plans. The information already available 
through these reports and plans, in addition to IAA documented procedures, were 
used for this examination. A careful initial gap analysis of the reference regulatory 
framework and the outputs from external and internal surveillance was therefore 
undertaken. 

Other key inputs to the audit were the on-going regulatory changes coming from 
new EU requirements in the field of Air Crew, Air Operations and Aerodromes. 

Figure 7 provides an overview of the SRD examination methodology steps. 

 

Figure 7: SRD examination methodology 
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Step 1 consisted of performing an initial gap analysis reviewing all information 
available through the IAA website, external (ICAO, EASA) audit reports, the ICAO 
Annexes and the EASA regulatory framework currently in use. The objective of the 
step was to gain an initial picture of the Irish civil aviation system and to identify 
technical areas/domains on which the examination should focus. 

Step 2 consisted of the on-site SRD examination, consisting of interviews with 
SRD management staff and data collection (SRD procedures, sampled 
documents, presentation of the tools in use). SRD organisation and working 
methods were assessed, while some spot checks on specific technical domains 
were performed. No onsite certification or oversight activities were witnessed as 
such activities are already assessed by EASA during standardisation audits. 

Step 3 consisted of onsite visits or tele-conference with regulated entities. 
Dedicated questionnaires were drafted for each organisation (ANSP, aerodrome 
operator, aircraft lessor, air operator, training organisation, maintenance 
organisation). 

Step 4 consisted of early drafting of the examination report sections and 
identification of possible recommendations. 

Step 5 consisted of additional discussions with SRD to further investigate specific 
domains requiring clarification. This step continued until the first consolidated draft 
report was produced. 

Step 6 consisted of additional discussions with regulated entities. Only additional 
aerodromes operators were considered in this step to confirm feedback from Step 
3. 

Step 7 consisted of consolidating the SRD examination and related 
recommendations that resulted in the SRD part of the draft report. 

The following chapters address SRD‘s transverse domains that were discussed 
during the examination of SRD and which were not duplicated in the following 
―technical‖ sections. 

Recommendations on improvements related to the SRD‘s certification, safety 
oversight activities and processes have been identified through the examination. 

The intention has not been to witness on site certification or oversight activity 
performed by SRD technical staff so far. Such activities are already assessed by 
EASA during standardisation audits. 

The following sub-sections address the transversal domains that were discussed 
during the examination of SRD. These domains provide context to the structure 
and staffing levels associated with SRD, as referred to in the subsequent sections. 

3.1 Finances 

3.1.1 Budget 

In 2014, the SRD had a budget of €17m allocated on an annual basis upon 
recommendation by the SRD Director and Assistant Directors. This figure is in line 
with other EU Member NAAs when considering the staffing level which is kept as 
low as possible. This budget is directly administered under the responsibility of the 
SRD Director, according to IAA financial procedures and internal control (Integra 
Finance System). All departments are involved in quarterly meetings for the 
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preparation and follow-up of the budget. Transfer of funds/budget between 
departments is possible and subject to Financial Department acceptance.  

3.1.2 Fees management 

The SRD turnover from Safety Regulation oversight activities was €19m in 2014 
(about 11% of total IAA turnover), primarily derived from oversight activities 
provided for Irish individuals or organisations. The money levied through these 
fees feeds the overall IAA turnover. 

These fee rates are set by Fees Orders published by the IAA. The rates of 
oversight fees remain unchanged since 2008. Nevertheless, a new Fees Order, 
which will introduce marginal increase of some fees, is under preparation for entry 
in force last quarter 2015. The IAA is also assessing options for introduction of a 
Security charge next year. 

3.2 Human resource management 

3.2.1 Personnel 

The SRD has a staff of about 92 employees (full or part time), most of them being 
technical personnel described as ―multirole inspectors‖ assigned to both safety 
and security tasks since this later function was taken from DTTAS in 2013. 

Only two additional inspectors were recruited to handle security issues. Some 
security related tasks are also now performed by aerodrome or airworthiness 
inspectors during their on-site activities so as not to duplicate staff doing ―similar‖ 
inspections in the same organisations at different times. 

Staffing levels are reviewed yearly, which enables appropriate decisions to be 
made to hire full or part time staff as required. The SRD employs only a limited 
number of external staff, to support particularly ANSD and RPPLD.  

The staff turnover is reported as low, but it was not possible to collect information 
on staff ages. 

The working environment is considered friendly and workload is usually identified 
as high but not excessive. Each inspector is responsible for his/her own planning 
without interference from management. The operator requests are always handled 
first at the inspector level, mainly by writing (email, letter). In case the assigned 
inspector is not available, requests can be delayed or reoriented towards another 
inspector on management discretion. 

3.2.2 Salary setting policy 

The average level of wages of the SRD staff is slightly higher than equivalent 
functions in Irish aviation industry. During the last financial crisis the IAA wages 
were not cut and positions within the IAA remain very attractive. 

There is an ―Entry grid‖ for personnel joining the IAA, depending on functions to be 
held in the Company, but wages are directly negotiated when setting up the 
contract. The procedures for internal promotion and change in salary with seniority 
were not provided as part of this review. 

Personnel and inspectors who are required to travel are appropriately equipped, 
depending upon their functions/tasks (i.e. laptop, smartphones, tablets allowing 
easy access to data and, if necessary, specific clothing). 
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Travel and accommodation of staff when travelling abroad are booked by a travel 
agency which provides air tickets. Personnel have to pay for their own 
accommodation and are then refunded by the Financial Department upon 
justification of the expenses.  

3.2.3 Pension funds 

Pensions for permanent employees are funded through two different systems. The 
assets accumulated are always vested in independent trustees. 

First, for staff employed by IAA prior to 1st January 2012, two defined benefit 
pension schemes are used: The Irish Aviation Authority Staff Superannuation 
Scheme 1996 and the Irish Aviation Authority Staff Superannuation Scheme 2008. 
Both are in a deficit position. Given this situation the IAA has decided that there 
will be no further increase granted on pensions payable under these two schemes 
with effect from 1st January 2015. 

Second, for staff employed since 1st January 2012, a new benefit pension scheme 
is used: The Irish Aviation Authority Hybrid pension Plan 2012. Member 
contributions to this scheme are higher than in the previous pension schemes. 

IAA staff representatives (unions) complain that the changes in pension schemes 
have a huge effect in the future pensions of personnel. They also pointed out that 
they have been introduced without negotiations, following IAA Board decisions.  

They added that in the same time the financial situation of the IAA is improving 
with dividends of €0.17 per share in 2012 and up to €0.37 per share in 2014.  

3.2.4 Internal training 

The IAA retains internal recurrent training capacity covering all regulatory subjects 
across all the domains and the Safety Management System (SMS) and also initial 
SMS training. 

3.3 Access to IAA management board 

On request and depending upon the related subjects, SRD personnel down to 
Department managers can report directly to the IAA management board. Access 
to SRD management is reported to be easy.  

3.4 IAA/SRD audits 

3.4.1 Business (Quality) Management System (BMS) 

The IAA is accredited to the ISO 9001.2008 standard for its quality management 
system.  

There are two levels of internal auditing: 

- At the Company level by the ―Internal Auditor‖ to address legal, financial 
and any other issue that could affect the company as a whole. The 
outcomes are directly reported to the board. 

- At the technical level by the General Manager (GM) Corporate Affairs to 
assess IAA performance related to all requirements it has to comply with 
(ISO, ICAO, EASA, EUROCONTROL, etc.) 

The results of both audits are fed back to the Internal Auditor to give the overall 
view to the management board. 
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The audit programme (internal and external audits) is based on a two year cycle 
and features focused audits.  

3.4.2 Internal audits 

The internal audit team employs seven lead auditors and twelve internal auditors 
(including two SRD auditors). 

The internal audit programme features 25 audits spread over the two years with 25 
per cent of the audits focused on safety regulation (the remaining audits focused 
on operations and other corporate issues such as finance, human resources, etc.). 
Airworthiness, air navigation and security were assessed in 2014 while 
aerodromes, personnel licensing and flight operations are being assessed this 
year. Outputs from the audits result in specific compliance or improvement actions. 
The internal audit system is comprehensive in volume and scope and seems to 
work well according to the information provided. 

3.4.3 External audits    

In addition to the ICAO and EASA audit programmes, the IAA is subject to external 
audits carried out by the National Standards Authority of Ireland (NSAI), which is 
the organisation in charge of IAA ISO 9001 certification. 

The external NSAI ISO 9001 surveillance audit in 2014 lasted five days, focused 
on ATM/ANS aspects and revealed only two findings related to ATM engineering 
training procedure and preventive maintenance inspections for the service 
provider. The next NSAI surveillance audit will address all the other technical 
domains and will be undertaken in November 2015. 

3.5 Internal documents management 

The software SharePoint is used as the depositary for SRD policies and 
procedures. 

3.5.1 Technical library 

The Technical Library is under the responsibility of the Regulatory Performance 
and Personnel Licensing Department. Its main function is to source, store and 
update specific documentation (ICAO, EASA, and Irish Aviation Legislation) for the 
benefit of the whole SRD. The Technical Library is also in charge of maintaining 
and updating technical manuals as agreed with each SRD Department. 

The Technical Library is not engaged in rulemaking beyond informing SRD of 
specific documentation updates or notices for amendment. 

3.5.2 Internal procedures 

The SRD organisation is described in the IAA Policy and Procedure SRD.002 
―Organisation, Structure, Functions and Responsibilities of Safety Regulation 
Division Policy and Procedures‖. It is noted that this SRD.002 is still using some 
―Joint Aviation Requirements for the operation of commercial air transport (JAR-
OPS)‖ references and is not updated to incorporate all the content of the latest EU 
regulations for Flight Ops and Aircrew. 

About forty SRD Policies and Procedures are used to organise and describe 
common activities within the SRD. These Policies and Procedures are completed 
by other policies and Procedures specific to each SRD department. 
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3.6 Participation in international activities 

IAA personnel are well involved in international activities. About 20 specialists are 
participating to ICAO, EASA, EC/ECAC and others committees, working groups 
task forces and conferences. A report of these international activities (International 
Affairs Committee – Report to senior management) is published on a regular basis 
to inform and assist the IAA in the development of international policy and share 
the information with the Executive Group. 

3.7 Conclusion 

Careful budget and resource management allow SRD to fund its activities within 
the limits of the revenues it generates. This is maintained, despite pension fund 
issues resulting from the 2007 financial crisis and its unchanged service charge 
fees. 

SRD is appropriately staffed, with access to the Board. It has an active role in the 
international scene, participating with many events, committees or working groups 
related to its activities. 
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4 Examination of Air Navigation Services – Safety Oversight  

4.1 Overview 

The role of ANS safety oversight in Ireland is undertaken by the ANS Division 
(ANSD) of SRD. As well as safety oversight to the IAA ANSP, it also provides 
oversight to the other ANSPs in Ireland. This section provides the output from the 
ANSD examination in the main elements of safety oversight in ANS. 

4.1.1 The Air Navigation Services Department 

The focus of the ANSD is on the IAA ANSP, its associated interfaces with CNS, 
AIS, MET, instrument flight procedures and aeronautical charts, and its 
compliance with SES Regulations and Implementing Rules. 

The SRD is the National Supervisory Authority (NSA) in Ireland, ensuring safety 
management and oversight of the Irish civil aviation industry under Single 
European Sky (SES) legislation. Specifically the NSA tasks fall under the ANSD as 
the entity responsible for oversight of air navigation services within the Irish 
airspace.  

ANSD ensures the supervision of the ANS regulatory framework in Ireland, 
including the IAA ANSP and other ANSPs in Ireland.  

The remit of ANSD is in line with the SES (NSA) legislation and covers (at the 
highest level): oversight, support and management. The resources required to 
perform NSA tasks are: 

 Management (head of NSA); 

 ATS Inspector; 

 ASM/ATFM Expert; 

 CNS Inspector; 

 AIS Inspector; 

 MET Inspector; 

 Performance Expert. 

There is no simple list of all the tasks required by the NSA. Tasks are derived from 
legal requirements, support to other parts of SRD and administrative requirements. 

The NSA requirements could be described as: 

 Management tasks relating to planning processes. For example: 

- Business Plan (including resource assessment, recruitment plan); 

- Unit management (including quality); 

- Rulemaking; 

- Maintenance of internal procedures, guidance and manuals. 

 Safety Oversight Tasks: 

- ATCO Licensing; 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 40 of 187 

- Air Traffic Safety Electronics Personnel (ATSEP) Competency Scheme 
Oversight; 

- Certification, designation; 

- Common requirements oversight including SMS, QMS, financial oversight, 
security oversight; 

- Training organisation certification and oversight; 

- Audit Management; 

- ATS Audit; 

- ASM/ATFM Audit; 

- AIS Audit; 

- MET Audit; 

- FUA Oversight and performance monitoring; 

- Oversight of functional changes; 

- Interoperability Supervision and Coordination; 

- Occurrence Reporting Management; 

- ATFM Adherence; 

- Enforcement (including issuing Safety Directives); 

- PANS OPS Acceptance. 

 Performance Tasks 

- Performance Plan Elaboration; 

- Performance Plan Monitoring; 

- Annual Report. 

 Co-ordination tasks 

- EU Meetings; 

- EUROCONTROL (Local Single Sky ImPlementation (LSSIP) Monitoring, 
SES Annual Report); 

- FAB Coordination Meetings and Tasks; 

- International (ICAO); 

- Stakeholder consultations. 

 Other 

- Administration; 

- Training. 

ANSD staff are also expected to attend significant training each year in order to 
maintain their position as qualified inspectors. 
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4.1.2 Regulatory Requirements and Organisational Structure 

The ANSD safety oversight is in accordance with Commission Implementing 
Regulation (EU) No 1034/2011 of 17 October 2011 on safety oversight in air traffic 
management and air navigation services and amending Regulation (EU) No 
691/2010 [2011]. In close cooperation with the DTTAS, ANSD participates in 
international activities, ICAO/EASA meetings and other civil aviation institutions 
and organisations. 

4.2 Summary of Findings 

4.2.1 Safety policy 

ANSD policy is reflected in the State Safety Plan (SSP) and focuses on the total 
‗ATM system‘ and national safety targets that link to Commission Implementing 
Regulation (EU) No 390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), which in turn reflects 
ICAO Annex 19 (Safety Management) and EASA Safety Key Performance 
Indicators (Effectiveness of Safety Management, Just Culture7 and implementation 
of Risk Analysis Tool). The SSP identifies actions being taken at State level to 
address key risks. This includes plans for the State to encourage the 
implementation of pro-active and operations focused recommended actions for 
regulated entities to improve safety in a number of key risk areas. The Annual 
Safety Review informs the SSP. 

4.2.2 Safety oversight and compliance monitoring 

4.2.2.1 Structure 

The IAA Policy and Procedure SRD.002 defines ―Organisation, Structure, 
Functions and Responsibilities of Safety Regulation Division Policy and 
Procedures‖. SRD has its own high level safety regulation procedure (including 
guiding principles, organisation, legal compliance, etc.). This is to ensure that 
separation and appropriate reporting lines are in place between the SRD 
(regulatory) and the ANSP function (service provision). 

4.2.2.2 Quality assurance in safety 

Oversight of the IAA‘s Quality Management System (QMS) is conducted by the 
internal corporate department. The QMS process is also audited by the National 
Standards Authority of Ireland (NSAI), which is the organisation in charge of IAA 
ISO 9001 certification. This external audit is performed every year; details of the 
latest audit are stated in section 3.4.3. 

4.2.2.3 Conformity assessment 

In terms of Conformity Assessment (CA) activities, ANSD proactively 
communicates with ANSPs on a regular basis to ascertain planned changes. In 
addition, ANSPs are required to inform the division of all safety related changes. If 

                                                

7
 Just Culture is where front-line operators and others are not punished for actions, omissions or 

decisions taken by them which are commensurate with their experience and training, but where gross 
negligence, wilful violations and destructive acts are not tolerated. 
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the change is to an EATMN system, Conformity Assessment activities are 
mandatory (as described in Notice to ANSPs S.07 on Interoperability (IOP)8). 

ANSD has procedures in place defining the oversight activities the division is 
expected to perform with regards to Conformity Assessment. ASD.234 details the 
activities required to ensure that the ANSPs have the right capabilities, check that 
new systems comply with the Interoperability Regulation EU 552/2004 and how to 
supervise the appointment of Notified Bodies. The procedure also describes the 
safeguards ANSD can implement in case CA activities have not been performed 
adequately. 

ANSD inspectors can use a checklist (not mandatory, at the discretion of the 
inspector) when checking CA documentation, providing a consistent baseline for 
evaluating Technical Files and Declarations of Verification.  

All applicable IOP Regulations are listed in an ASD policy detailing the 
department‘s legal basis. A separate Excel spreadsheet is maintained detailing all 
the various IOP provisions and their associated deadlines (originally developed by 
the UK CAA). To date ANSPs have not provided ANSD with a single all-
encompassing EATMN representation covering all their systems. Instead, ANSPs 
provide details for system changes in their CA/safety assurance submissions, 
describing the scope of the change including system representations/schematics, 
external system interfaces and the regulatory baseline used for the CA activity. 

CA activities are managed by two inspectors who also serve as points of contact in 
case stakeholders have questions regarding the process. CA training is part of the 
generic training syllabus. It is noted that one of the ANSD inspectors also instructs 
in EUROCONTROL. 

ANSD procedures related to CA are reviewed on an annual basis (they need to be 
reapproved on a yearly basis). Documentation is sometimes modified outside this 
regular update cycle, for example if a new regulation enters into force. 

The yearly audit of the IAA Technology and Training Directorate includes CA 
processes. CA document review activity is closely aligned with the overall safety 
oversight of system changes. 

The Irish NSA regularly attends the NSA Co-operation Platform on IOP and tracks 
good practices/process improvements. 

Safety regulatory audit/inspection programme 

Compliance monitoring of regulated entities is done through the audit process. In 
case of non-compliance, the auditee must determine the appropriate corrective 
actions. ANSD will then either accept or reject these actions based on whether the 
actions address the cause of the non-compliance. Where compliance is marginal, 
ANSD may recommend a specific action. Some stakeholders have stated that this 
process is reactive, with little support being provided upfront when new regulatory 
requirements are being rolled out, updated or current texts repealed. This is further 
discussed in section 4.2.2.4, which includes a recommendation. 

ANSD maintains an Annual Audit Programme for ANSPs in Ireland, ensuring all 
requirements are implemented in accordance with applicable legislation and the 
ANSP‘s SMS. Where there are system changes, or where there is a specific focus 

                                                

8
 https://www.iaa.ie/library_download.jsp?libraryID=602 
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(e.g. from investigations), then the audit schedule is updated. The audit schedule 
covers all regulated ANSPs. Regulatory audits are generally performed every 
year. 

ANSD also performs daily reviews and random sampling to ensure that agreed 
processes are appropriately followed.  

Improvement and training 

Inspectors are trained in three phases. An initial introductory course to Quality 
Management delivered by an external company is followed by an in-depth 
EUROCONTROL audit course (including class-based exercises, practical learning 
and sanctioned by an examination). Refresher training is also provided as 
required.  

Safety oversight covers training material issued by regulated entities. This 
documentation is reviewed and approved by the ANSD to ensure it is aligned with 
the safety policy. 

4.2.2.4 Internal and external interfaces, including regulation 

The 1993 IAA Act provides for attendance at international meetings. The IAA 
(regulator) would consider regulation impacts in so far as they relate to the IAAs 
functions under the IAA Act 1993. Participation and contribution to working groups 
is decided on a priority basis, supported by company processes. The focus is on 
meetings that could have the most impact on the IAA, such as SES and EASA 
(standardisation) meetings.  

A FAB harmonisation working group is set up (meetings twice a year) to report on 
the FAB implementation plan and discuss specific issues. The group also decides 
which external communication the FAB will attend.  

The FAB NSA Performance Plan Drafting Group ensures the ANSP submission to 
meet EU legislation is appropriate and sufficient. For large matters (like 
legislation), SRD coordinates with the UK CAA.  

Safety data is shared via the UK-Ireland FAB, including access between UK and 
Ireland occurrence events. Representatives of the Safety Analysis Unit attend the 
international meetings, identifying new trends and improvements emerging, etc. 
Most interaction/coordination of ANSD is with ANSP investigations and associated 
incident trends and the Annual Summary Template (AST) Group. 

ANS Regulation is driven by EASA Safety Key Performance Indicators 
(Effectiveness of Safety Management, Just Culture and implementation of Risk 
Analysis Tool) as directed by Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 
390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), which in turn reflects ICAO Annex 19. The 
SRD Assistant Director (ASD) provides the EASA formal interface. 

SRD maintains a library of regulations and ANSD track and ‗listen-in‘ to safety 
regulations for implementation via Regulatory Fora, Borealis Alliance and Inter-
UK-Ireland FAB group (Regulators and States). COOPANS issues are shared 
between COOPANS partners. ANSD also attends European Regulatory Fora, 
including the SES Committee / EASA ATM/ANS standardisation meetings. SRD is 
a candidate member of the SESAR and North European and Austrian Consortium 
(NORACON) working groups, which further collaborations are made regarding 
EASA regulation influence and implementation. 
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It can be noted that the trend analysis between the SRD and the UK CAA are not 
aligned although the ANSD believes that the ethos is the same (move towards a 
more performance-/operations-oriented system). The UK CAA is focusing on 
performance (risk) based regulation into a formalised Performance Management 
Structure (Enhancing Safety Programme). ANSD will examine the new system 
once it is more mature.  

The ANSD ensures that new legislation is reviewed and that its regulatory 
procedures are updated and aligned as appropriate in compliance with such 
changes, working with the IAA ANSP and other ANSPs. ANSD attends EASA 
working groups and decides if regulation outcomes could be better reflected via 
the FAB (or other) working groups. In some cases, IAA can be represented by UK 
CAA/NATS or vice versa. Due to the size of UK CAA/NATS compared with IAA, 
UK CAA/NATS typically represent IAA. Refer to section 9.4.4 for the combined 
SRD and ANSP attendance at the UK-Ireland FAB. Section 9.4.4 also provides 
details on the military interface. 

It is the responsibility of the regulated entity to ensure that it is up to date with 
existing regulations. The intent of Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) is to 
allow greater flexibility to organisations so varying use of AMC are acceptable as 
long as compliance is demonstrated with the requirements established in hard law.  
ANSD aims to provide information and guidance however, as this is not part of its 
core responsibilities; these actions only take place where resources are available. 
Notices are made available on the IAA website, which are issued to assist and 
advise the ANSPs of the introduction of new regulations. 

As part of the process for ANSP certification, ―Regulation Matrices‖ are made 
available to applicants and fora organised to discuss the impact of new 
regulations. However, this approach is only taken for SES certification, while in 
other cases (e.g. conformity assessment) it is the ANSP‘s responsibility to 
demonstrate compliance which may include the production of compliance 
matrices. 

ANSD works closely with the ANSP in influencing and translating EASA regulation 
to ANSP level, particularly through UK-Ireland FAB working groups. 
Implementation deadlines are set by the EU and the Irish NSA is given the 
opportunity to comment on these deadlines (along with other stakeholders via the 
Notices of Proposed Amendment (NPA) process) when the regulations are drafted 
for review by EASA or EC. Despite this, there is some consensus with the 
consulted entities that regulations are implemented too quickly.  

4.2.2.5 Safety (risk) performance monitoring 

Occurrence reporting and investigation 

The focus on safety targets is at the level of Safety Key Performance Indicators 
(SKPIs) in alignment with Regulation (EU) 390/2013, focusing particularly on 
separation, level bust and runway incursion incidents. ANSD drives the safety 
targets for the regulated entities in Ireland and maintains an integrated and clearly 
defined incident trend profile at a high level for stakeholders‘ internal trend 
analyses. It is acknowledged that there should be greater focus on contributing 
factors to the State level incidents (reduced separations, level busts, runway 
incursions, etc.) to ensure that it is clear to the unit as to its contribution to the 
increased/decreased trend. 

The process of oversight of occurrence reporting is based on the 
EUROCONTROL ESARR2 guidance (as described in ASD.213). The occurrence 
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monitoring process (ASD.214) defines the actions to be undertaken when a 
Mandatory Occurrence Report (MOR) report is received. Investigation procedures 
are defined in ASD.216, which require the use of qualified investigators. ESARR2 
is now superseded by EU 376/2014 – ANSD informs that it is in the process of 
referencing EU 376/2014 directly. 

The ANSD uses the Safety Occurrence Tracking System (SOTS) database to 
manage MORs which are directly submitted to the department. Typically, ANSD 
will focus on 200 MORs per week with approximately 20 associated with ANS. 
ANSD also focuses on the severity in MOR trends to direct attention. 

With regard to mandatory and voluntary reporting, the highest risk reported events 
are subject to full investigation, in conjunction with the reporting entity, including 
root cause analysis and subsequent corrective or mitigating actions as a natural 
part of the process.   

Incoming occurrence reports (~9000 per year for all MOR reports) are categorised 
and classified to facilitate safety analysis and the results are summarised either in 
an aggregated manner for public consumption, or for example per operator, etc for 
review as part of safety oversight reviews, management reviews, etc. The IAA has 
also held industry safety workshops to review the aggregated data (e.g. on 
accidents and serious incidents in the State). 

Some regulated entities mentioned that they do not receive any feedback on the 
conclusions of the MORs investigations even though they would benefit from 
having those findings. The ANSD stipulated that it will investigate the most serious 
incidents (ANSPs are the primary investigators) and, once investigations are 
completed, final reports are distributed to the concerned unit if relevant (as well as 
shared with other units) and important information might be de-identified and used 
for communications on specific issues. According to some consulted stakeholders, 
when internal investigations performed locally are forwarded on to the ANSD, no 
feedback (such as who is investigating or what the final conclusions are) is 
provided. Regulated entities are only informed of the conclusions of the 
investigation in certain cases where specific recommendations are issued. The 
confusion may occur in that even though all MORs are sent to the SRD, only the 
most serious ones are subject to an independent investigation by the ANSD; 
hence why the entity receives no feedback in some cases. 

From ANSD‘s perspective, all incident reports submitted by ANSPs are reviewed. 
ANSPs are responsible for investigating occurrences (including root cause 
analysis based on risk assessment) and determining appropriate actions under 
their own SMS. ANSD ensures that this is accomplished properly as part of 
oversight activities. Where the content of a report is judged inadequate, ANSPs 
are requested to review and amend their report as appropriate. If a report is 
adequate then no comment is made. If ANSD conducts an investigation all 
stakeholders are informed of the outcomes. 

ANSD collects and reviews occurrences every week to get an understanding of 
the level of safety throughout the State. Occurrence trends are also reviewed on 
an annual basis. Meetings are organised with regional airports every quarter to 
discuss occurrences reported and recommendations. 

The IAA issues Safety Analysis Bulletins, which provide more detailed analysis of 
key risks and which include analysis of main causal factors and consequences.  
This analysis is shared with industry through the safety oversight meetings.  

Leading and lagging indicators 
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Leading indicators are typically proactive indicators (or Safety Key Performance 
Indicators) to reveal where preventative measures can reduce safety risk (e.g. 
triggers or focal points in the operations room). Lagging indicators are typically 
reactive indicators (or Safety Key Performance Indicators) related to incident 
trends or particular incidents. 

ANSD sets and monitors safety targets as described above. These annual Safety 
Key Performance Indicator (SKPI) targets are published in an Aeronautical Notice 
available on the IAA‘s public website. Targets are set using a methodology 
adapted from the ICAO SMM, Doc 9859 based on target and alert threshold, 
detailed in procedure ASD.233. 

Through the year the ANSD monitors the level of safety achieved (i.e. incident 
rates) against these targets and liaises with the IAA ANSP and other ANSPs in 
case of concerns. The monitoring also includes airspace performance, 
Organisational ATM Safety Committee (OASC) reporting (trends, review of 
effectiveness of the action plan, monitoring of significant incidents) (see IAA ANSP 
section 9), quarterly MOR reports and annual MOR reports. Reports on 
performance with regards to SKPIs are circulated. 

ANSD is involved with UK CAA at FAB level to define RP2 targets (from safety 
and financial perspectives). 

Note that the SKPIs are also reviewed as part of the audit scope/program 
(including a record of the level of reporting). 

Oversight of ANSP change management 

Acceptance and oversight considerations 

There are ANSD procedures for safety oversight of changes in ATM systems 
(ASD.212) in accordance with Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 
1034/2011 (ATM / ANS Oversight), providing guidance and template to inspectors, 
including tracking of open safety requirements. ANSD maintains sight of a safety 
case as it develops but will not respond unless it finds an issue with the proposed 
change. The ANSD audit process enables sampling of implemented changes. 

ANSD maintains a change register and will sample some assessments via audit 
and files for safety cases are maintained for tracking. There is not a formal time 
between submission of a safety case and the operational date, since ANSD knows 
well in advance when safety assessments will be due. However, there is guidance 
as to when notification should be made. 

In accordance with 1034/2011, the ANSD is notified of all safety changes with 
severity 1 to 4 (as defined in the IAA ANSP‘s SMM SP400 and the other ANSPs‘ 
own SMS processes). It reviews all level 1 and 2 safety issues to ensure that 
safety assessments are of the required quality, and that safety assessments are 
developed by staff with appropriate qualifications (tested against the SMM and 
regulatory requirements). ANSD may review changes with severity 3 or 4 if the 
change is considered complex or involves the introduction of new technology. 

Follow-up actions 

Assuming a safety issue is discovered through monitoring of a change, the SRD 
would issue a safety directive and write to the Member States and EASA. This 
said, such a stage should never be reached as oversight of occurrence reporting is 
actively tracked by EASA (EASA can decide to investigate independently of SRD). 
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4.3 Evaluation 

Safety Policy 

ANSD drives the safety targets for the ANSPs of Ireland and ‗liaises‘ with the other 
SRD departments for other stakeholders‘ targets (e.g. airspace operators, 
airports). The Aeronautical Notice S17 includes definitions on safety targets, which 
are also published in the UK-Ireland FAB Performance Plan. Perception within 
ANSD is that stakeholders should agree to common solutions as, for example, 
ANSPs currently have different methods of scoring themselves. 

Refer to REC_SRD_3 in section 10.1. 

The SRD and ANSP divisions 

Overview 

A key goal of the National Aviation Policy is to foster growth of aviation enterprise 
and to maximise the contribution of the aviation sector to Ireland‘s economic 
growth and development.  However, the overriding objective of that Policy is to 
maintain safety as the number one priority in Irish aviation and to ensure that 
safety regulation is robust, effective and efficient. In light of this, it is key to have 
systems which allow ―warning signs‖ to be picked up and independently 
considered by the regulator. The issue of the separation of the NSA from the 
ANSP has long been a topic of discussion within the EU and the minimum 
requirement of functional separation is specified through Regulation (EC) 
549/2004. While the organisational status of NSA-ANSP separation differs 
throughout Europe and worldwide, within the EU the most common model is one 
of legal separation of these functions. The IAA maintains integrated responsibility 
for the NSA and ANSP at the highest level in the organisation although functional 
separation exists at operational level between departments. Potential conflicts that 
might arise from this organisational structure include:  

 the IAA regulating itself insofar as the safe provision of air navigation services 
is concerned, which potentially give rise to a conflict between safety 
expenditures and profitability;  and 

 the role of the IAA in regulating the safety of airlines which are customers of 
the air navigation services function: the two largest airlines based in Ireland 
are among the top six customers for air navigation services. 

While IAA have procedures in place to manage these risks it is critical that these 
arrangements and their effectiveness are kept under review. 

Industry guidance related to separation of regulation from service provision 

Within the industry, there are both positives and negatives associated with non-
organisational separation of the regulator and provider of ANS. The positive 
argument relates to the availability of staff resources. Research carried out for the 
FAA and discussed further below9 concludes that the structural relationship 
between the regulator and the non-ANSP elements of the industry was not 

                                                

9
 CAA International Structures, Dan Brown, Tom Berry, Steve Welman, E.J.Spear, MITRE, October 

2014 
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affected by the ANSP‘s separation, in that the regulator maintained the same legal 
authority to certify skill competencies, monitor performance, inspect operations 
and enforce industry compliance. Separation can further ensure transparency and 
effective independent oversight to ensure that safety risks are not missed. 

However, separation from the ANSP can make it difficult for the NSA to recruit and 
retain personnel with adequate technical knowledge, expertise and skill in the 
ANSP areas, as there is a tendency for ANSP salaries to be higher than the NSA. 
The fact that the regulator and service provider exist as a joint organisation 
ensures provision of the aviation services is cost effective, processes are efficient 
and competence levels are high (which in turn reduces safety risk). 

In light of the IAA website‘s stated desire for the regulated environment to ―not 
inhibit the development and growth of the aviation industry in Ireland10‖, there still 
needs to be a recognition and management of this protection versus production 
trade-off. 

European legislation related to separation of regulation from service provision 

Regulation (EC) 549/2004 laying down the framework for the creation of the single 
European sky (the framework Regulation) in Article 4 requires that ―NSAs shall 
be independent of air navigation service providers. This independence shall 
be achieved through adequate separation, at the functional level at least, 
between the national supervisory authorities and such providers‖. Member 
States shall ensure that national supervisory authorities exercise their powers 
impartially and transparently. This regulation is related to the provision of ANS. 

The (SES II) regulation amending the 4 high level regulations under SES I came 
into force on 4 December 2009. On 12 June 2013, the EC presented its SES II+ 
proposal, consisting of two draft regulations. In particular, Chapter II, Article 3 
states that: 

 The NSAs shall be independent, in particular in organisational, hierarchical and 
decision-making terms, from any ANSPs; 

 The NSAs shall be either legally or functionally distinct from the ANSPs; 

 In the case where NSAs are not legally distinct from the ANSPs, the Member 
States shall inform the Commission on the measures they have taken to 
ensure that they meet the requirements and shall document how this 
separation is achieved, showing effectiveness of the authorities‘ 
independence‖; 

 To this end, where the NSA and the ANSP are part of the same administration, 
the NSA shall not seek nor take instructions from a hierarchical level of that 
administration having authority over the ANSPs as far as their tasks referred to 
in Article 411 and related decisions are concerned; 

 In addition, the ANSP shall have no decision-making power over the allocation 
of budget of the NSA. 

                                                

10
 IAA website: safety regulation description, and IAA input to DTTAS Statement of Strategy 2015-2017 

(dated 15
th
 October 2014) 

11
 Specific reference to SES II+ proposal Chapter II, Article 4 
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For other aviation stakeholders there is an ICAO recommendation in article 2.4.9 
of ICAO Doc 9734 Safety Oversight Manual Part A:  

In those States where the State is both the regulatory authority and an air traffic 
service provider, aerodrome operator, air operator, manufacturer or maintenance 
organization, the requirements of the Convention will be met, and public interest 
will be served, by clear separation of the authority and responsibility between the 
State operating agency and the State regulatory authority. The approval, 
certification and continued surveillance procedures should be followed as though 
the operating agency were a non-governmental entity. 

These statements are considered further in this section to draw upon conclusion 
and recommendation for the IAA. 

General situation related to separation of regulation from service provision in 
Europe and globally 

The NSA status compared with the ANSP differs throughout Europe and 
worldwide. European common practice is to establish separate organisations. This 
establishes a fully independent regulator whose role is not only to check that 
standard processes are working well, but also to ensure that the processes 
themselves are not missing anything or being subverted by commercial pressures. 

In many countries a transition to the separate NSA took place and there are 
differences in the organisational structures of the regulators, their funding and 
autonomy. To provide some more context in relation to the practicalities and 
differences associated with a separate NSA, and to help with the conclusion and 
recommendation for the IAA, Table 1 provides some facts12 about the funding and 
governance of Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) separation from service provider 
based on six States. This research12 was conducted on behalf of the United States 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to investigate international CAAs. This 
examination has conducted further research to determine whether or not 
regulation and service provision are legally distinct for these States. The results of 
this research are shown in the final column of Table 1 below. 

Regulator Funding Governance 
CAA and ANSP 
Distinction (legal) 

United Kingdom 
(UK CAA) 

Almost entirely funded 
by users. 

Complex scheme of 
charges covering nearly 
all persons, business, 
or organisations in civil 
aviation. 

Required rate of return: 
6% 

Small grants (2 million 
pounds) from British 
Treasury for non-
regulatory activities. 

CAA is a non-profit 
corporation with a 
governing board of 
directors (7 – 16 
members) 

Licensed by UK 
government to provide 
all services under a 
monopoly. 

Accountable to 
Secretary of State for 
Transport to 
Parliament. 

Yes. 

The regulatory oversight 
of civil aviation in the UK 
has been licensed to a 
non-profit corporation, 
the UK CAA. 

NATS (ANSP) is a 
public private 
partnership between the 
Airline Group, which 
holds 42%, NATS staff 
who hold 5%, UK airport 
operator LHR Airports 
Limited with 4%, and 
the government which 
holds 49%, and a 

                                                

12
 CAA International Structures, Dan Brown, Tom Berry, Steve Welman, E.J.Spear, MITRE, October 

2014 
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Regulator Funding Governance 
CAA and ANSP 
Distinction (legal) 

golden share. 

France (DGAC) Funded mainly (83%) 
by users through air 
navigation service and 
passenger charges. 

7% operational reserve, 
0.5% reserve for staff 
costs. 

Government 
department. 

Reports to the Ministry 
for transports, Sea, and 
Fisheries. 

No. 

All ATC functions are 
performed by the 
French government 
inside the Director 
General of Civil Aviation 
(DGAC), by the 
Directorate of Air 
Navigation Services 
(DSNA).  

Germany (BAF) Fully funded by users 
through air navigation 
service charges. 

Government 
department. 

Headed by Director of 
BAF. 

Reports to the Ministry 
of Transport and 
Information. 

Yes. 

The Federal 
Supervisory Authority 
for Air Navigation 
Services (BAF) is an 
autonomous executive 
agency of BMVI 
(Ministry of Transport). 

DFS (ANSP) is a limited 
liability (GmbH) 
corporation that is under 
control of the BMVI. 

Canada (TCCA) CAA funding is 
determined within the 
Canadian transportation 
department‘s (Transport 
Canada‘s) annual 
budget process. 

Payments made by the 
aviation industry flow to 
Canada‘s government 
or to Transport Canada, 
not the CAA. 

The majority of 
regulatory payments 
(84%) come from land 
lease charges to 
Canadian airports. 

Government 
department embedded 
within Transport 
Canada. 

Director General, Civil 
Aviation heads the CAA 
within Transport 
Canada. 

Yes. 

Canada‘s CAA, 
Transport Canada Civil 
Aviation (TCAA), is 
embedded within the 
layers of the ministerial 
department overseeing 
transportation, 
Transport Canada. 

NAV Canada (ANSP) is 
the world‘s first fully 
privatized civil air 
navigation service 
provider, created in 
1996 

New Zealand 
(CAA NZ) 

Funded mainly by 
passengers and the 
aviation industry. 

70% of funding from 
passenger safety 
charges (International 
$1.30 per passenger, 
domestic $1.70 per 
passenger). 

18% of funding from 
industry certification 
and licensing charges. 

10% of funds from 
general tax revenues 
appropriated for specific 

Government 
department headed by 
a board. 

Responsible for 
strategic planning and 
financial management 
of CAA. 

Yes. 

CAA NZ is an 
autonomous 
organization that is 
governed by a Board. 
Each of the five non-
executive members on 
CAA NZ‘s Board is 
appointed by the 
Minister of Transport. 

Airways New Zealand 
(ANSP) is a State 
Owned Enterprise.  
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Regulator Funding Governance 
CAA and ANSP 
Distinction (legal) 

projects and functions 
in CAA. 

$4 million reserve fund. 

Funding structure did 
not change for over a 
decade until Cabinet 
allowed for review every 
3 years. 

Australia (CASA) Funded mostly by 
charges to the aviation 
industry and 
government funds. 

66% of revenues come 
from an excise charge 
on jet fuel. 

23% of revenues are 
come from general fund 
appropriations. 

Balance from other 
regulatory charges. 

Government 
department. 

Governing board of 3–5 
members. 

 

Yes. 

CASA has a governing 
Board of up to 6 
members, plus the 
Director of Aviation 
Safety. The Minister of 
the Department of 
Infrastructure and 
regional development 
appoints all non-
executive board 
members. 

Airservices Australia 
(ANSP) is a government 
owned organisation. 

Table 1: Characteristics of CAAs 

In common with IAA, France is the only other EU Member State with an integrated 
structure. The legal background to this structure and the arrangements to ensure 
separation of functions and decision-making are summarised below.  

The reorganisation of DGAC is based on five decrees passed by the French 
Council of State. Dated 28th February 2005, these were published in the Official 
Journal, thus becoming effective on 1st March 2005: 

 Decree n°2005-199 modifying decree n°85-659 of 2nd July 1985 concerning 
the organisation of the central administration for the Ministry for Town 
Planning, Housing and Transport; 

 Decree n°2005-200 creating the Air Navigation Services Directorate; 

 Decree n°2005-201 modifying decree n°60-652 of 28th June 1960 already 
modified, concerning organisation of decentralised mainland civil aviation 
services; 

 Decree n°2005-202 concerning the organisation of the Indian Ocean Civil 
Aviation Service; 

 Decree n°2005-203 modifying decree n°62-993 of 18th August 1962 
concerning the organisation of external civil aviation services in the West 
Indies-Guyana group of Départements. 

DGAC‘s view is that there are three main reasons for restructuring and thereby 
creating DSNA: 
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 Profound reforms within the Government have led DGAC - and all other 
administrative bodies - to be more determined in its regulatory role, balancing 
and adapting the market to the new challenges and changes to the economy 
and society, moving towards greater decentralisation and liberalisation that 
offer more room to the initiative of economic players and professional 
operators; 

 There was a need for greater efficiency in terms of the service provided to all 
operators in the aviation sector, under parliamentary control; 

 It was imperative to strengthen, continually and at every opportunity, their 
organisation and procedures in order to improve the safety and security of air 
transport.  

DGAC‘s view is that a linear organisation connected through the professions it 
covers, and no longer a vertical one divided by function, seemed to be better able 
to meet the needs of operators, whilst still capable of compliance with European 
and International regulations. 

With regard to separation of regulator and service provider, DGAC refers to the 
European Commission Single Sky Directive to separate ―the supervisory authority‖ 
from ―the service provider‖ to ensure the independence of the functions of control 
from those performed by the operator. DGAC‘s view is that the new organisation 
conforms to this principle by drawing a distinction between the field of air 
navigation operators, and those of supervision and core activities, noting that 
DSNA covers all DGAC units directly connected with the provision of air navigation 
services. 

Organisational structure, regulation costs and resources to support separate NSA 

There are different financial models in use throughout Europe: 

 Regulator fully financed by the Government but the authorities charge service 
providers for each operation (certification, issue of license, etc.). The collected 
fees are returned to the State budget and in most cases do not fully cover the 
agency costs because the agency is a ―public‖ institution paid from citizen 
taxes; 

 Mixed finance model, where some parts are financed from the State budget 
and some are financed from, for instance, navigation fees. For example, this 
model could be used to finance all functions related to the ANS oversight and 
(at least part of) supporting functions. The legal basis for this is in the Annex II 
Table 1 of the EU 391/2013 laying down a common charging scheme for air 
navigation services (before 1794/2006). The new SES II+ regulation will 
provide more emphasis on financing of ANS regulators (NSA) through the 
navigation fees; 

 Financed independently from the State budget, where the authority is fully paid 
from agency revenues, and where the fees are collected from ―aviation 
stakeholders‖ to cover agency costs. 

Financial flows are usually clearer and more traceable when monitored in separate 
organisations. As the establishment of procedures and practices to ensure safe 
and secure air transportation environment is one of the main objectives of both the 
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regulator and service provider, there is evidence13 that effectiveness of regulatory 
oversight can be reached better by a separate regulator and service provider than 
by ‗self-regulation‘. 

Whereas a separation may have an impact on the existing situation whereby IAA 
sets its own charges, the focus of this examination remains the performance by 
the company of its functions in so far as they relate to the application and 
enforcement of technical and safety standards in relation to aircraft and air 
navigation. It is also important to note that there is no evidence of any serious 
safety incident as a direct result of the single accountable executive. This section 
therefore further considers the structure and resources of the company to evaluate 
whether there are recommendations, in relation to SES II+ principles, for 
consideration of further separation factors to ensure increased focus on safety by 
the regulator and the ANSP. 

IAA policy and structure 

The staff retention, remuneration of activities and structure are contributing factors 
to the safety of an organisation. IAA maintains its policy and structure to maintain 
flexibility and ensure resources can be placed and focused on key safety areas 
and remain responsive to significant issues and proactively manage 
improvements. This cohesiveness was visible and seen to be working well during 
the onsite discussions with SRD and ANS.  

The IAA Chief Executive has overall responsibility and accountability for Safety 
and Security Regulation and Provision of ANS, including to ensure effective safety 
management in the IAA. The Director Operations and Strategy is the senior 
accountable post holder cited in the approvals issued by the competent authority 
for the provision of the ATM/ANS services provided by the IAA ANSP. He is 
responsible and accountable for both the safety policy and safety performance of 
the ANSP and for all operational aspects for the safe provision of ATM/ANS 
services. 

Conclusion and recommendation for NSA and ANSP independence 

Whilst there is integrated responsibility at the highest level (i.e. Chief Executive), 
functional separation exists throughout the departments (e.g. between ANS 
Provision and the ANSD). Corrective actions were required as a consequence of 
the EASA audit of SRD early in 2015. There is now one certificate holder (Director 
Operations) and the SMM has been amended to reflect the changed Safety 
Accountabilities of all relevant Directors. This action was formally accepted 
approved by EASA in August 2015. 

Nevertheless, whilst IAA is in conformance with Regulation (EC) 549/2004, which 
states NSAs shall be independent of air navigation service providers through 
adequate separation at least at the functional level, SES II+ seems to be urging 
increased separation in that: 

 NSAs shall be independent, in particular in organisational, hierarchical and 
decision-making terms, from any ANSPs; and 

                                                

13
 CAA International Structures, Dan Brown, Tom Berry, Steve Welman, E.J.Spear, MITRE, October 

2014 
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 where the NSA and the ANSP are part of the same administration, the NSA 
shall not seek nor take instructions from a hierarchical level of that 
administration having authority over the ANSPs in certain tasks. 

Views have also been expressed from some stakeholder feedback that the IAA 
needs to further ‗demonstrate‘ functional separation. Whilst functional separation 
exists throughout the departments, it is recommended that policy and structure 
more clearly define this at the highest level in the organisation and that the 
responsibilities and accountabilities are more clearly defined to the public. For 
example, the separation of the ANSP and SRD at senior level is not explicitly clear 
in the IAA organisation structure, as shown in Figure 1 of section 2.2. In addition, 
the IAA should maintain a close view and emphasis on the situation as the SES II+ 
principles become more prevalent. 

The solution should not need to impact the strong working output of the current 
functional separation arrangement, giving benefits in resourcing the regulator 
financially and with competent individuals. Therefore the recommendation is for 
clearer structures and reporting lines, and for clearer definition to the public of 
functional separation in line with SES II+ principles. 

Refer to REC_SRD_1 in section 10.1. 

Internal and external interfaces, including regulation 

Whilst there is strong emphasis of ANSD working closely with the ANSP and the 
UK-Ireland FAB, including sharing of resources at committees and working 
groups, there needs to be resource allocation to enable ANSD to work more 
closely with other ANSPs. Whilst it is the requirement for ANSPs to implement the 
regulations, further guidance should be provided by ANSD resource. 

Despite ANSD‘s aim to respond to reports/requests within credible time frames, 
the division‘s responsiveness could be improved; some regulated entities noting 
that it can take several weeks for ANSD to answer requests (via emails or phone 
calls). This was mentioned when dealing with regulatory matters but was also 
experienced when requesting review/approval of procedures. ANSD mentioned 
that the quality and number of requests means that its available resource needs to 
prioritise tasks, which can therefore lead to some delayed responses. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Occurrence reporting and investigation 

There is a common theme of non-feedback of some reports and correspondence 
amongst the responses from consulted entities questioned. It is of note that 
feedback from most regulated entities was provided at senior operational and/or 
technical level and the communication break-down may not necessarily completely 
remain within the SRD. Nonetheless, SRD should liaise further and work with the 
stakeholders to ensure a complete process is in place to maintain communication 
through the channels within both SRD and within the stakeholders‘ organisations. 
This should include transparency to all stakeholder staff on the type of feedback 
that SRD does and does not provide, including clear guidance on the IAA website. 

Refer to REC_SRD_4 in section 10.1. 

Leading and lagging indicators 

The current ANSD methodology defines safety targets encompassing a total 
aviation system, including elements outside of the control of the ANSP. ANSD 
argues this is to push stakeholders to implement a common solution. Regional 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 55 of 187 

airports are required to monitor SKPIs and establish their own safety targets 
(derived from national targets and based on local trends). These targets are set 
independently and forwarded on to the ANSD, which then monitors the achieved 
level of safety against them. 

SRD should continue to work with and influence EASA working groups for the 
formalisation of ‗safety management‘ performance/effectiveness indicators at both 
State and organisational level, developed across all domains, including focus on 
causal factors to aviation hazards. 

Refer to REC_SRD_3 in section 10.1. 
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4.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 2 provides a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis associated with the ANS Department (and also includes more generic 
elements related to the SRD). It links with recommendations associated with the 
evaluation section. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.1. 

 HELPFUL  HARMFUL                          Recommendations 

In
te

rn
a
l 
o

ri
g
in

 

Strengths 

 Clear dedication to safety, 

supported by the safety policy 

 Well-structured set of procedures 

 Close cooperation with UK CAA 

through the FAB 

 Comprehensive monitoring 

Weaknesses 

 SRD/ANSP separation at executive 

level 

 Communication with stakeholders 

– reporting and support to regulatory 

compliance 

 Clarity to stakeholders in 

SKPIs/targets and leading/lagging 

indicators 

 

SRD_1 

 

SRD_2, 

4 

 

SRD_3 

E
x
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a

l 
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g
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Opportunities 

 Further strengthen occurrence 

trend analysis and development of 

safety targets/SKPIs 

 Formalisation of the IAA‘s 

―effectiveness of safety 

management‖ to influence other 

NSAs 

Threats 

 Stakeholders involved but not 

necessarily receive feedback for all 

investigations. Confirmation required 

for Just Culture implementation at 

the stakeholder level. 

 

 

SRD_4 

 

 

 

Table 2: ANSD SWOT 
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5 Examination of Flight Operations Department 

5.1 Overview 

This section provides an overview of the SRD‘s Flight Operation department 
including the applicable regulatory framework and the entities it regulates (number 
of air carriers, commercial air operation organisation, flying clubs). 

Section 5.2 below explains SRD functions related to commercial air operations, 
other commercial operations and general aviation, the applicable framework and 
explains IAA related procedures. 

Section 5.3 describes the evaluation of the Flight Operations Department based 
on discussions held with both the regulator and operators. Section 5.4 then 
provides a conclusion in the form of a SWOT matrix with related 
recommendations. The generic methodology employed when conducting the 
examination of flight operations is summarised in Figure 8 below. 

 

Figure 8: Certification and regulation of flight operation examination 
methodology 

5.1.1 The Flight Operations Department 

The Flight Operations Department (FOD) is in charge of operating standards of the 
Irish aviation industry. It is responsible for issuing Air Operator Certificates (AOC), 
setting safety standards and providing surveillance in respect of commercial air 
transport operations, aerial work, general aviation, sporting and recreational 
activities, air displays, airspace standards and dangerous goods. It participates to 
the aeronautical assessments of flight and cabin personnel. It is responsible for 
the approval of flight crew and cabin crew training organisations, and for the 
qualification of Flight Synthetic Training Devices (FSTD). 

Safety Assessment of Foreign Aircraft (SAFA) inspection teams include both flight 
operations and airworthiness inspectors. 
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The table below displays key figures of operator activities at the end of 2014. 

 

Type of approvals Number 

AOCs, fixed wings 10 

AOCs, rotary wings 5 

Flight simulators 9 

Airline aircraft (large 
aeroplane more than 
13000 kg) 

728 

Airline small aircraft and 
General aviation aircraft 
(includes all helicopters, 
balloons and gliders, but 
not gyrocopters and 
microlights) 

434 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Operator activities 

Source: SRD/28 June 2015 

 

5.1.2 Legal and regulatory framework 

National primary law 

The IAA Act, 1993 provides the expectations in relation to flight operations related 
matters. In the IAA Act, Section 14 sets the objectives of the Irish Aviation 
Authority for the operation of aircraft. 

The IAA Act also requires the incorporation of the ICAO SARPs in the national 
legislation. 

National regulations 

Regulations are promulgated in pursuance of IAA Act which confers on the Irish 
Aviation Authority the power to establish and enforce Statutory Instruments and 
orders. 

Several orders contain provisions for flight operations. The main ones are: 

 The Irish Aviation Authority (Air Operator Certificates) Order, S.I. No. 420 of 
1999, to comply with ICAO Annex 6 standards. 

 The Irish Aviation Authority (Operations) Order, S.I. No. 61 of 2006. This order 
introduces, inter alia, Joint Aviation Requirements for the operation of 
commercial air transport (JAR-OPS) rules and is now mostly obsolete. 

 The Irish Aviation Authority (rockets and small aircraft) Order, S.I. No. 25 of 
2000. This order introduces specific rules for very small flying rockets and 
models. It is also the basic regulation for Remote Piloted Aircraft Systems 
(RPAS) or drones. This order is modified since June 2015 by the Aeronautical 
Notice No 63 and the Safety Regulation Division Policy and Procedures 
Operations Advisory Memorandum to introduce the latest rules and procedures 
applying to drone operation in Ireland. 
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European regulations 

One European regulation heavily impacts the regulatory framework for flight 
operations:  

 Commission Regulation (EC) No 965/2012 of 5 October 2012 laying down 
technical requirements and administrative procedures related to air operations 
pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council - amended by Regulations (EC) No 800/2013, 71/2014, 379/2014, 
2015/140 and 2015/640; 

This regulation encompasses the scope of air operations with aeroplanes, 
helicopters, balloons and sailplanes, including ramp inspections of aircraft of 
operators under the safety oversight of another State when landed at aerodromes 
located in Ireland, and the deadline for their applicability. Some parts of these 
regulations are in force since April 2014 (or 28 October 2014 for Air Operator 
Certificates). Other deadlines apply to different parts of the regulation. By way of 
derogation, these dates may be postponed for a limited period of time at the 
Member State‘s discretion. By the Aeronautical Notice No.77 published on 27 May 
2015, the IAA exempted aircraft, personnel and operators to comply with the 
following relevant technical requirements of Commission Regulation (EU) No. 
965/2012 until the 24 August 2016: 

 Annex II (Part ORO) Organisation Requirements for Air Operations; 

 Annex VI (Part NCC), with regard to Non-commercial air operations with 
complex motor powered aircraft; 

 Annex VII (Part NCO), with regard to Non-commercial air operations with 
other-than-complex motor-powered aircraft; and, 

 Annex VIII (Part SPO), with regard to specialised operations. 

Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) and Guidance Material (GM) are 
associated to this Commission Regulation (EC) No 965/2012. The areas outside 
the scope of this European regulation (flying an Annex II aircraft) will remain under 
existing Irish National Requirements. 

International standards and audits 

The latest ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme (USOAP) of the 
Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) performed in 2010 revealed one finding related to the 
Operation of aircraft (OPS). This finding is now reported to be closed. 

The latest EASA standardisation audit, for flight operations occurred in June 2009. 
Two findings were issued for flight operations and three observations. All the 
findings are now reported to be closed. 

The regulatory context, including all applicable regulations with regards to flight 
operations licensing, is summarised in the figure below. 
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Figure 9: Applicable regulations to air operations 
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5.2 Summary of findings (Function of the Safety Regulation Directorate related 
to Flight Operations) 

All functions related to flight operations are held within the IAA by the SRD, and 
more especially by the FOD. Some agents of this department are directly involved 
or provide expertise for the other departments (Regulatory Performance & 
Personnel Licensing and Airworthiness Standards). 

The approval of training organisations and the flight simulator qualifications are 
fully done by the department. The Dangerous Goods and the SAFA inspections 
are managed by the Airworthiness Department.  

Within the FOD there are two divisions: the Airlines Standards Division and the 
General Aviation Standards division, plus an administrative support unit. 

Scope of functions and tasks of responsible IAA Department 

 

Figure 10: Flight Operations Department 

The Fight Operations Department is responsible for implementation of ICAO 
Annexes 2, 6 and 19 (i.e. provisions related to Safety Management Systems for 
approved training organisations), and European Regulation 965/2012 as 
amended. 

The Flight Operations Department is described in the IAA Policy and Procedure 
SRD.002 ―Organisation, Structure, Functions and Responsibilities of Safety 
Regulation Division Policy and Procedures‖. It is responsible for ensuring that 
individuals and organisations operating Irish registered aircraft are applying safety 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Airlines Standards 

Division 

Assistant Director 

Flight Operations Department 

General Aviation 

Standards Division 

Aeronautical Officer 

Airlines Standards 

Division 

Aeronautical Officer  

Airlines Standards 

Division 

Administrative 

Support 

IAA Corporate 

Ground 
Operations 
Coordinator 

Cabin Crew 

Coordinator 

Commision for 
Aviation 

Regulation 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 62 of 187 

standards in respect of air transport operations, aerial work, general aviation, air 
displays, sporting and recreational activities, special events and airspace 
standards within Ireland. 

The two divisions of the Flight Operations Department are headed by a Division 
Manager who reports to the FOD Assistant Director and are organised as follows.  

The Airline Standards Division has responsibility for: 

 Air Operator Certificate (only fixed wing); 

 Flight crew and cabin crew training; 

 ATO (when operated by a fixed wing airline); 

 Qualification of Flight Synthetic training Devices; 

 Ground operations; 

 Operational approvals/authorisation (all weather operations, Reduced Vertical 
Separation Minima (RVSM), Minimum Navigation Performance Specification 
(MNPS), Required Navigation Performance (RNP), Extended-range Twin-
engine Operational Performance Standards (ETOPS)); 

 ECCAIRS database including categorisation and submission of data to the 
European Central Repository. 

The General Aviation Standards Division has responsibility for: 

 Air Operator Certificate (only rotary wing); 

 ATO (other than those operated by a fixed wing airline) and Registered 
Training Facilities; 

 Aerial work permissions; 

 General and corporate aviation; 

 Sport and Operational aviation activities; 

 Air display and events approvals; 

 Ballooning, gyrocopters, microlights activities; 

 Parachute centres approvals; 

 Assessment of the competence of associations managing specific functions by 
delegation of the IAA (gliders, gyrocopters and microlight associations). 

The transfer (promotion) of one key staff member into FOD from RPPLD, who was 
responsible for the implementation of the new EU IR for Aircrew, resulted in the 
transfer of functions related to certain ATOs (i.e. FTO/RTF) from RPPLD to FOD. 
The main focus of the FOD was to ensure that the oversight procedures and 
associated checklists were amended to reflect the new EU regulations and to 
ensure that the affected organisations were approved under the new regulatory 
framework. The higher level procedure SRD.002 was not amended due to 
priorities related to the tight timeline associated with the implementation 
programme, however revised responsibilities were described in an ―Operations 
Internal Memorandum (OIM) –OIM004‖ as an interim measure, which identifies the 
inspectors assigned to AOCs, ATOs, cabin crew operations, cabin crew training 
organisations, ground operations, FSTDs, drones, (RPAS/Unmanned Aerial 
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Vehicle (UAV)) examiner oversight program and other administrative tasks. This 
explains why the reference to this OIM was not found in the SRD Procedures and 
Policies. This also explains why the document, which is practical and prepares the 
implementation of the latest EU regulations, introduces an organisation that differs 
from that described in SRD.002. 

Because the functions and tasks of the two divisions are recently modified and not 
fully documented in SRD.002, the actual organisation of the Flight Operations 
Department is identified by SRD.002 as amended by OIM.004. Most of the task 
assignments are on an individual basis (one lead inspector or expert per 
airline/organisation or domain) and these inspectors report to their line managers 
in the FOD (i.e. Manager Airline Standards or Manager General Aviation 
Standards as applicable).  

Moreover, it is noted that SRD.002 is still using some obsolete references and has 
not been updated to incorporate all the content of the latest EU 965/2012 
amendments (part Organisation Requirements for Aircrew (part ORA)). The 
functions to monitor compliance of the Flight Operations management system and 
to provide feedback to the senior management are missing. The FOD also agreed 
that the implementation of the part ARO is not completed and advised that work 
was already underway to update the SRD.002 procedure to address the issues 
noted above. 

Interfaces with other Department or Division 

The Flight Operations Department interfaces with other departments/divisions. 
These interfaces are poorly described in the Procedure SRD.002 but most of them 
seem to be mainly based on coordination and circulation of files between 
inspectors and specialists. The Flight Operations Department interfaces with the 
following: 

 Airworthiness Department in relation to issuance of Air Operator Certificate; 

 Airworthiness Department in relation to oversight of dangerous goods 
approvals granted to operators; 

 Airworthiness Department in relation to SAFA inspections of Irish Air Operator 
Certificate; 

 RPPLD for the provision of expertise in relation to conduct of theoretical 
knowledge exams and skill tests for flight crew personnel; 

 RPPLD for the provision of expertise in relation to safety oversight of skill test 
and practical examination of flight crew; 

 Aviation Security Section for all affairs related to airlines security. 

Interfaces with the industry 

The consultation with industry is carried out through permanent groups, which 
have regular meetings: 

 For Fixed Wing: Flight Operations Consultation Group, AOC Post Holders, 
Heads of Training, Cabin Crew Safety Forum, Air Safety Management Working 
Group, Operations Quality Manager Forum, Ground Operations Working 
Group;  

 For Rotary Wing: Commercial Helicopter Group (CHOG), Rotary Wing AOC 
Post Holders, Heads of Training.  
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These independent industry consultation groups were designed to address the 
relevant EU regulations affecting safety management, flight operations and crew 
training, including any interface issues that arise. The method of consulting with 
industry is positive in terms of information exchange. The method of information 
exchange with the interfacing groups was less clear; however it is noted that there 
is no requirement for groups to report to each other. 

Staffing 

The Flight Operations Department has about twenty five full-time Flight Operations 
Inspectors (FOIs) and support agents.  

Qualification criteria 

The FOD has a good level of experienced FOIs, based on a recruitment policy to 
maintain an excellent FOI body. The IAA considers the FOI body to be amongst 
the best in Europe, since it retains currency as line pilots, as well as up to date 
training in regulatory matters. At the time of the examination, there were some 
relatively new FOIs (3 years) assigned to the authority. Qualification criteria for 
FOIs, experts and support personnel are detailed in Procedure SRD.005, but the 
description of the qualifications of the FSTD flight inspector specialist is missing. 
Feedback from FOD is that not all authorised tasks need to be specifically 
mentioned in the high level procedure SRD.005.  The FSTD assignment is 
controlled through SRD.007 in common with other authorisation on this form (e.g. 
to be an FSTD inspector you must first have been a licenced IRE/TRE). 
Authorised signatures are listed in Procedure SRD.007. 

Training 

The training requirements are detailed in dedicated procedures (SRD SR.006) 

Recurrent training is performed on a yearly cycle. FOD has a staff training 
programme for each category of staff member. Each staff has a ―training credit‖ of 
about 6 days per year comprising ―self-training‖ sessions or attendance at 
meetings, seminars/conferences and technical workshops. Each member of staff 
is requested to identify his/her own needs, and prepares his/her recurrent training 
plan, which is validated by the management. This training plan may include 
additional training items to those listed in the programme, depending on individual 
needs. 

The respective training log of the FOIs is recorded in the SharePoint site. Each 
course followed is listed with the scanned copy of the certificate or attendance list 
attached. 

5.2.1 Procedures 

Air Operator Certificates 

The oversight of AOCs is efficient with a good follow-up of any findings. 

Approved Training Organisations 

The transition from TRTOs and FTOs to ATOs compliant with EU Aircrew 
Regulations (with completion date, including opt-out provision), of 8th April 2014 
proved to be very difficult to implement on time in many EU member States 
(including Ireland). A pragmatic approach was adopted by the IAA to prevent 
unnecessary negative operational impact due to outstanding issues for many 
ATOs, which were mainly administrative in nature (i.e. submission of fully 
compliant procedures manuals). This approach was based on the issuance of 
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certificates compliant to Part ORA to all FTOs and TRTOs approved on 8th April 
2014 with an associated Level 2 Finding to track the closure of outstanding issues. 
The organisations were given thirty days (i.e. until 7th May 2014) to address 
outstanding deficiencies in their procedures or expect an escalation of the issue, 
which could then directly impact on operations. As it transpired the revised 
manuals of the affected organisations were approved before the thirty day limit 
expired. This process is detailed in the Personnel Licensing Advisory 
Memorandum available on the website of the IAA. The licences and ratings 
courses were all reviewed (based on draft manual inputs) before the certificates 
were issued.  The Level 2 findings addressed any deficiencies identified during 
this review and all were closed within the 30 day limit. 

5.3 Evaluation 

5.3.1 Discussion with IAA 

Organisation 

The SRD.002, in its actual version, does not accurately describe the Flight 
Operations Department organisation. It is complemented by an Operation Internal 
Memorandum which presents a different functions/task sharing. Moreover, the 
content of the latest EU 965/2012 amendments applying to the Flight Operations 
department (Part ARO) is not implemented in SRD.002. 

Organisation procedures  

Some procedures are available to detail the interfaces of the Flight Operations 
Department with other divisions/departments. It has subsequently been reported 
that in many cases detailed interface procedures are not required since the related 
checklists and forms facilitate dual signature by inspectors from other departments 
where relevant and this is laid down in the related procedures (e.g. AOC and MEL 
checklists are counter signed by AWSD inspectors, etc.).  All related AOC and 
OPS Specification information is centrally located on SharePoint in a common 
filing system accessible to all staff (FOD or other) that require it. There is therefore 
a need to more clearly document the coordination practices and the transfer of 
information. 

Many Flight Operations processes are available to standardise the actions of the 
personnel. The attached forms are updated by inspectors, reflecting the latest 
Operations amendments. However many documented processes still contain 
obsolete references. 

Rulemaking 

EU regulations take precedence over national legislation. Where a new EU 
regulation is issued, the national legislation areas covered by the regulation are 
obsolete and automatically cancelled by the EU regulation. However, for areas 
that the EU regulation does not address at all, or where the EU regulation provides 
for transition arrangements, the SI remains in force. Based on the fact that ―EU 
legislation is directly applicable and overrides any existing national legislation for 
the areas that the legislation covers‖, EU regulations for Operations have been 
introduced without amending the IAA Order, S.I. No 61 where necessary, which 
means that many sections of this order are now obsolete. However, the review 
process for amending or withdrawing S.I. No 61 remains in progress to ensure that 
there are no outstanding ICAO requirements that are not currently addressed 
under EU regulatory framework or not yet effective pending end of transition 
periods contained therein. 
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The method used for transition from FTO/TRTOs to ATOs, is identified as not 
compliant with the requirements of Part ARO.GEN.330 which reads: ―Upon 
receiving an application for a change that requires prior approval, the competent 
authority shall verify the organisation‘s compliance with the applicable 
requirements before issuing the approval‖ and ―When satisfied that the 
organisation is in compliance with the applicable requirements, the competent 
authority shall approve the change‖. However, similar to the ATO transition above, 
feedback from FOD is that this method was a pragmatic short term measure (30 
days) taken to avoid the unnecessary grounding of aircraft and was subject to 
careful review of legalities before the measure was agreed. This explains the 
observation that the issuance of first ATO certificates was done without receiving 
documentation that fully demonstrated compliance to the new Part ATO or 
performing an audit. 

5.3.2 Discussion with the industry 

Overall feedback 

The inspectors are found to be competent by all the interviewed operators.  

The largest organisations, which have several inspectors assigned to their 
activities and a direct access to management when participating in meetings with 
the Flight Operations Department, are pleased about the way the IAA prepare the 
implementation of new regulations. The feedback from some of the smaller 
organisations complained that they have frequent difficulties to contact their lead 
inspector and were unable to get in touch with the FOD management. Further 
feedback from FOD in relation to this is that FOD management is readily available, 
weekends included. 

A few organisations expressed that they have difficulty to obtain appropriate 
answers from the IAA. The reported cases were linked to: 

 How to get confirmation of the meaning of a requirement or an AMC, and how 
best to comply; 

 Complaints about the conditions of compliance to a regulation, against an 
inspector interpretation of a rule or the lack of available IAA personnel. 

Their complaints are always oriented to the officer in charge of the operator, even 
if this person is his/herself involved in the complaint. Some have difficulty to get in 
touch with another officer or manager who could have a more ―neutral‖ approach 
to the case. Where evidence of IAA response to complaints was produced during 
the interviews, it was observed that the responses are obviously affected by the 
way the complaints are addressed. They are mostly negative and often do not 
clearly express how the requirement must be enforced. However the examination 
team did not find in any of these cases that the operator or person considered 
availing of the formal appeals procedures available under the regulations, or 
raising the issue to IAA senior management using available complaints 
procedures. Further feedback from the IAA is that there are appeals processes 
available that can escalate as far as the IAA Chief Executive and further to EASA 
and European Courts if necessary. At the softer level there are also several means 
to communicate complaints to IAA at both corporate and SRD level. 

5.3.3 Summary 

Organisation and implementation of Part ARO (Compliance Monitoring) 
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The organisation of the SRD for the functions attached to flight operations involves 
several entities. This organisation seems more based on individual areas of 
expertise than on an organisation chart indicating main domains and lines of 
management.  

The SRD has not already fully implemented the Part ARO, which is setting formal 
and detailed requirements for the Authorities. The organisation of the FOD and the 
procedures of the SRD (SRD.002) does not reflect all the requirements of the Part 
ARO, even if most of them are already fulfilled. It is identified that the ―Compliance 
Monitoring‖ function/position is missing. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 and 5 in section 10.1. 

Rulemaking specialist 

Parts of the Order S.I. No 61 are obsolete. The order S.I. No 25 is significantly 
amended by a lower level documents (SRD Policy and Procedures Operations 
Advisory Memorandum) with the aim to introduce the new requirements for drone 
(RPA) activities. The transition from Flight Training Organisations (FTOs)/ Type 
Rating Training Organisations (TRTOs) towards ATOs was done outside the 
requirements of the Part ARO. However an interim approach was undertaken by 
the IAA for the transition. S.I. No 61 remains in place at least until the end of the 
transition periods. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Complaints and questions from operators/organisations 

On the basis of the SRD Operations Internal Memorandum, there is no evidence 
that responses to complaints are prepared in collaboration with other personnel 
and the management. However, there is no evidence that they are not coordinated 
responses either. Further feedback from FOD states that all but the most detailed 
issues are discussed fully between FOIs and with relevant managers in order to 
gain a common understanding. At conclusion, the assigned FOI communicates 
with the organisation as normal but usually representing a commonly agreed IAA 
response. 

Refer to REC_SRD_4 in section 10.1.  
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5.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 4 provides a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis associated with the Flight Operations Department (and also includes 
more generic elements related to the SRD). It links with recommendations 
associated with the evaluation section. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.1. 
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operator requesting appropriate 

oversight policy 
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6 Examination of Certification and Regulation of Aircraft 
Airworthiness 

6.1 Overview 

The overview to this section describes the context (number of aircraft and 
concerned organisations), introduces the overall applicable regulatory framework 
and the SRD‘s Airworthiness department. 

Section 6.2 details the framework applicable to aircraft airworthiness from the 
certification process to the oversight, organisations involved in aircraft 
airworthiness (including design and production, continuing airworthiness 
management and maintenance) and explains IAA procedures. 

Section 6.3 summarises discussions with the IAA and industry, related 
recommendations and general comments about the examination of aircraft 
airworthiness. Section 6.4 then provides a conclusion in the form of a SWOT 
matrix with related recommendations. The generic methodology employed when 
conducting the examination of certification and regulation of aircraft airworthiness 
is summarised in Figure 11 below. 

 

Figure 11: Certification and regulation of aircraft airworthiness examination 
methodology 

6.1.1 The Aircraft Airworthiness Department 

At the time of the examination, the Irish aircraft register featured a total of 1206 
aircraft among which: 

 728 large aeroplanes; 

 440 small aircraft (aeroplanes and gyrocopters); and  

 38 helicopters. 

This figure represents an increase of 60 per cent when compared with 2004 when 
the last IAA Section 32 examination was performed. 
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A major contribution to the number of large aeroplanes is from the size and 
commercial success of Ireland‘s biggest operator (around 300 aircraft currently 
operated) and the attractiveness of the country to aircraft lessors due to its 
ratification of the Cape Town Convention (which includes standards on leases), its 
interests in Aviareto (a joint venture between the Irish Government and SITA to 
establish and operate the International Registry as required by the Cape Town 
Treaty), as well as its comprehensive network of tax treaties and targeted tax rates 
and rulings. IAA support and flexibility may also be an additional incentive. Around 
260 large aircraft are operated by non-Irish air carriers, mainly from Italy and 
Russia. 

The small aircraft can be broken down into 148 EASA certified aircraft and 292 
annex II aircraft such as amateur-built aeroplanes, microlights, gyroplanes or 
aircraft with no Type Certificate Holder (including vintage/historical or former 
military aircraft). These ―Annex II aircraft‖ are not covered by EASA rules and are 
managed according to national regulations. 

The regulated entities are listed below: 

 2 Production Organisations Approvals (POA); 

 6 Design Organisations Approvals (DOA) linked to air carriers; 

 25 Continuing Airworthiness Management Organisations (CAMO), 15 of which 
are linked to an air operator; 

 33 Part-145 approved maintenance organisations; 

 4 Part-M subpart F approved maintenance organisations; 

 6 organisations involved in airworthiness of non-EASA aircraft. 

In addition to these regulated entities, SRD is contracted by EASA to perform 
certification of EASA Part-145 foreign approved maintenance organisations. 

6.1.2 Regulatory context 

According to Section 14 of the Irish Aviation Authority Act, the IAA functions 
related to aircraft are to regulate the registration, airworthiness, operation and 
maintenance of aircraft and the competence of persons engaged in or associated 
with the design, manufacture, maintenance, repair and modification of aircraft. 

EASA sets the regulations to be implemented in the field of aircraft airworthiness, 
Associated Means of Compliance (AMCs), guidance material and procedures for 
the competent authority (section B of the Implementing Rules).  

IAA is an EU Member State National Aviation Authority (NAA) and is obliged to 
interpret regulation for the aircraft covered within the scope of the EU regulatory 
framework. IAA retains full responsibility for aircraft not covered by EASA 
regulations and the organisations and persons involved in the operation, design, 
repair and modification of those aircraft. 

International audits 

IAA is standardised nearly every two years by EASA in the field of airworthiness, 
the latest audits performed in 2012 and 2014 revealed only minor or isolated 
related discrepancies. 
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The latest ICAO USOAP was performed in 2010 and revealed only four 
discrepancies, three of them induced by the content of EASA regulations or 
policies. 

The regulatory context, including all applicable regulations with regards to aircraft 
airworthiness, is summarised in Figure 12. 

 

Figure 12: Applicable regulations to aircraft airworthiness 
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Aircraft registration 

The legal framework for aircraft registration is the Order n° 107 from June 2015 
that transposes requirements from ICAO Annex 7. 

As aircraft registration is involving airworthiness aspects the process is linked to 
the applicable national and EASA regulatory framework which are described below 
and in section 6.3.1. 

Initial and continuing airworthiness 

Order n° 684 of 2003 amends the Principle Airworthiness Order (SI 324/1996) in 
relation to EU Basic Regulation n° 216/2008 on common rules in the field of civil 
aviation and establishing a European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA). 

This Order also formalises the competency transfer from IAA to the EASA in the 
following areas: 

 rulemaking related to initial airworthiness; 

 certification of aircraft; 

 acceptance of modification and repairs; 

 issuance of airworthiness directives (as the State of Design). 

As such EU regulation 748/2012 (implementing rules for initial airworthiness), its 
Annex (Part-21)), and EASA Certification Specification become binding for EASA 
aircraft.  

Order n° 324 of 1996 and Order n° 102 of 1997 transpose Annex 8 initial and 
continuing airworthiness requirements to non-EASA aircraft while Order n° 55 of 
2015 transposes Annex 16 requirements (noise certificates) to non-EASA aircraft. 

The regulatory framework applicable to organisations involved in aircraft 
airworthiness is further described below. 

As already mentioned, Order n° 684 of 2003 enforces the basic regulation (EU) n° 
216/2008. 

As a consequence, EU regulation 748/2012 and its Annex (Part-21 related to 
design and production organisations), EU regulation n° 1321/2014 (implementing 
rules for continuing airworthiness) and its annexes (Annex I - Part-M, Continuing 
Airworthiness Management Organisation - CAMO, Annex II  - Part-145, Approved 
Maintenance Organisation - AMO, Annex III - Part-66, certifying staff and Annex IV 
- Part-147, Maintenance Training Organisation - MTO) become binding on  the 
IAA, the Irish organisations and licence holders. 

Order n° 324 of 1996 and Order n° 102 of 1997 transpose Annex 8 initial and 
continuing airworthiness requirements to non-EASA aircraft while Order n° 333 of 
2000 defines requirements for certifying staff authorised to issue release to service 
on non-EASA aircraft. 

6.1.3 The Airworthiness Department 

The functions related to aircraft airworthiness are held within IAA by the Safety 
Regulation Division and more specifically by the AWSD, which is involved in 
aircraft registration, initial and continuing airworthiness and whose organisation is 
shown in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13: The Airworthiness Department structure 

The AWSD contains three divisions, whose personnel are largely interacting with 
each other. Except for Aircraft Registration and Design Control Division, most of 
the staff is located in the same office. 

Qualification criteria 

Qualification criteria for inspectors, engineers, managers, officers and executives 
are detailed precisely for each position through specific SRD procedures 
supported by IAA policies detailing specific criteria for AWSD personnel.  

AWSD recruitment criteria are highly related to skills, expertise and experience of 
the applicants. IAA does not recruit newly graduated students; only personnel 
having generally a minimum of eight years of industry experience including a 
management position or significant experience at senior level.  

Training 

The training requirements (including initial and recurrent training) are detailed 
through training programmes and plans contained in dedicated AWSD procedures. 
They cover IAA procedures, regulatory training, on-the-job training and specialised 
training on specific technical subjects. 

Training for inspectors involved in airworthiness activities is mainly contracted to 
an external organisation and is performed on IAA premises to benefit to the largest 
audience. IAA does not retain much internal training capacity because of limited 
resources. Internal training related to SMS is conducted by an IAA trainer. 

Recurrent training is performed every quarter and addresses new regulatory 
requirements, procedures, technical subjects, feed-back from previous inspections 
performed and external audits. It involves all technical AWSD personnel while 
other departments‘ personnel may assist and provide some information on other 
technical or regulatory subjects. 

Staffing 

AWSD totals 30 employees including management and administrative staff. 
AWSD staffing is reported as adequate by all representatives met.  

All divisions are using the same resource planning procedures and great care is 
taken about the inspector‘s workload. The Chief Executive Officer (CEO) is 
reported as being aware and supportive of continuous IAA capacity to address the 
tasks induced by the growing number of aircraft on the Irish register. AWSD does 
not employ any external resources to perform its activities. 
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Rulemaking 

All internal SRD & AWSD procedures are available through SharePoint. 

The AWSD performs weekly reviews of changes to reference regulation or 
projected changes (i.e. EASA‘s Notices of Proposed Amendments – NPAs) and is 
participating in some EASA rulemaking groups. All procedures are reviewed at 
least yearly according to SRD policies. 

All samples performed on the implementation of the latest EASA regulations 
related to aircraft airworthiness were found to be satisfactory. 

6.2 Summary of findings (SRD functions related to aircraft airworthiness) 

The general process for certification and regulation of aircraft airworthiness can be 
further detailed: 

 certification:  

- registration of the aircraft including: 

- for EASA aircraft: issuance of the Certificate of Airworthiness (CoA) and 
initial Airworthiness Review Certificate (ARC); 

- for non-EASA aircraft: acceptance of the Type Certificate (TC) and 
issuance of the Permit to Fly (PtF); 

- issuance of the Noise Certificate; 

- issuance of the  Mode S Code letter; 

- delegation of surveillance for aircraft not operated in Ireland; 

 regulation: 

- annual inspection of a sample of Irish registered and operated aircraft 
through the Aircraft Continuing Airworthiness Monitoring (ACAM) 
programme; 

- sampling of ARC extended or renewed by Continuing Airworthiness 
Management Organisation (CAMO) organisations; 

- annual renewal of CoA for Irish registered aircraft operated out of the EU; 

- annual renewal of PtF it has issued; 

- sampling of PtF extended or renewed by approved organisations; 

- approval of modifications and repairs. 

6.2.1 The aircraft register 

The IAA official register is kept on paper for legal reasons but the main tool used 
by IAA divisions to process aircraft registration is the Empic software that contains 
all information related to the aircraft on line. 

The official register is located in a secured cabinet kept in IAA headquarters in 
Dublin. As a result, all operations on the register are performed from the IAA 
building by the Aircraft Registration and Design Control Division (ARDCD) in 
charge of maintaining the register.  
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No operation on the register can be processed by a remote inspector; AWSD‘s 
personnel have to be available at any time whenever an operation (entry, sale, 
etc.) has to be performed on an aircraft or aircraft engine. 

Procedures 

The applicant for an aircraft registration or change of ownership of an aircraft must 
be an Irish or EU citizen having a place of residence/business in Ireland or an Irish 
registered company having a place of business in Ireland according the provisions 
of Order n° 107. 

All application forms are featured on the IAA website and are detailed enough to 
guide the applicant to gather all information and documentation that will be 
required by IAA. 

The ARDCD first assesses the eligibility of the applicant (formal application form 
properly filled, origin of the owner/lessee, deregistration in the case of used aircraft 
and payment of the registration fee). 

Once eligibility has been determined, the ARDCD issues all the registration 
documents (Registration Certificate, Noise Certificate, Certificate of Airworthiness, 
permit to fly, Mode S Code letter, etc.) and the application is transferred to the 
Airlines Airworthiness Division (AAD) for commercial air transport aircraft or the Air 
Operator and General Aviation Airworthiness Division (AOGAD) for general 
aviation aircraft. 

The concerned division will be tasked to perform all documentary and physical 
inspections of the aircraft. When all investigation have been successfully 
completed, the assigned inspector informs the ARDCD that the ARC associated to 
the Certificate of Airworthiness (CoA) can be issued which means that the aircraft 
can be formally registered.  

All relevant documents supporting the aircraft operations will then be issued on 
paper and signed by an authorised person. A copy of the original signed document 
will be kept in the aircraft‘s paper files.  

The process is the same in case of deregistration or change of owner of the 
aircraft/engines.  

The Divisions involved are using several procedures, forms and associated 
checklists to perform the assigned jobs including some dedicated for the 
registration or deregistration of Irrevocable De-registration and Export Request 
Authorisation (IDERA) aircraft.  

The AWSD has developed around 35 relevant procedures coded ―AWSD4xx, 
which cover all fields of activity from issuance of CoA/PtF, certification and 
oversight of Part 21 approved organisations and EASA contracted work. 

These procedures are now supported since a few years by a specific module of 
the Empic Software dedicated to aircraft registration. All information related to the 
aircraft or engine is available online. The software can generate all certificates, 
forms and letters related to the registration process and also keeps a PDF copy of 
the certificate issued. 
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6.2.2 Aircraft airworthiness certification and oversight 

The SRD is assigned to the following functions via the AWSD (through the Aircraft 
Registration and Design Control Division): 

 registration/deregistration of aircraft, engines & propellers; 

 acceptance of aircraft TC for non EASA aircraft; 

 issuance of aircraft individual CoA; 

 issuance of Permit to Fly (PtF); 

 issuance of noise certificates; 

 implementation of Article 83bis agreements and schedules; 

 acceptance of modifications and repairs for non EASA aircraft; 

 audit and recommendation to EASA for the acceptance of major repairs and 
modifications; 

 issuance of airworthiness directives in response to a safety concern. 

Within the SRD, the ARDCD has overall responsibility and control over the 
registration/deregistration process including Irrevocable De-registration and Export 
Request Authorisation (IDERA) and insurance registrations.  

ARDC Division is supported by the Airline Airworthiness and Air Operator and 
General Aviation Divisions which will perform all documentary and physical 
inspections related to aircraft or aircraft components including airworthiness 
reviews and sampling of ARCs or PtF extended or renewed by approved 
organisations. 

IAA is also contracted by EASA to perform some tasks in support to the Agency 
such as technical assessment of Supplemental Type Certificates, major 
modifications and repairs. These activities are considered as strategic by IAA as it 
contributes to maintain specific expertise within the company. These activities also 
allow having better access to EASA staff involved in the certification of 
aeronautical products. The level of activity is nevertheless limited as other EU 
Member States‘ NAAs are also seeking for the same type of contracts. 

IDERA aircraft 

Ireland is a signatory to the Convention on International Interests in Mobile 
Equipment and Protocol Thereto on Matters Specific to Aircraft Equipment, also 
known as the Cape Town Convention. The objectives of the Convention are to 
stabilise the rights and interests of lenders and lessors of aircraft, aircraft engines 
and airframes, across national boundaries. The fact that Ireland is a Convention 
signatory is therefore an asset to aircraft lessors or owners. The Convention 
allows lenders and lessors to register an IDERA, which is in fact a creditor‘s 
remedy in case of default by the lessee.  An IDERA must be recorded by the IAA 
for all concerned Irish registered aircraft. 

Initial airworthiness of aircraft 

IAA is issuing individual CoA, initial ARC, mode S letter, EASA Form 45 Noise 
Certificates when all physical and documentary reviews have been successfully 
performed. All relevant information is available in Empic while the original 
certificates will have been issued and signed on paper. 
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The IAA issues national Permits to Fly for unclassified, microlight aircraft and all 
other Annex II aircraft. It is very interesting that IAA chose to mirror EASA Part-M 
regulation related to ARC process to generate Permits to Fly that can be extended 
twice or renewed. This illustrates the way IAA is making use of EASA regulatory 
concepts for non-EASA aircraft when found relevant. 

Implementation of Article 83bis of the Chicago convention 

The transfer of responsibility for Irish registered aircraft operated under dry lease 
is formalised through an agreement stating what responsibilities will be transferred 
from IAA to the State of the operator after the capability of the concerned State will 
have been assessed though a dedicated procedure (AWSD.423). 

Aircraft operated by an EU Member State will see the whole responsibilities 
transferred to the concerned NAAs.  

For aircraft operated by non-EU Member States air carriers, IAA will transfer all 
continuing airworthiness aspect, retaining the yearly renewal of the CoA.  

Aircraft oversight 

The aircraft operated by non-EU operator are scrutinised though the yearly CoA 
renewal as they fall outside the scope of the EU basic regulation (no ARC will be 
associated to the CoA). 

It will be performed by a two inspector team performing full documentary and 
physical review allowing IAA to have adequate control of the aircraft continuing 
airworthiness process despite delegation of continuing airworthiness to the State 
of the operator. 

For the other aircraft on the register (and operated in Ireland), airworthiness 
reviews are mainly conducted by CAMO organisations. IAA has carefully 
implemented the Part-M.B.303 ACAM which consists of ramp inspections (similar 
to the Safety Assessment of National Aircraft (SANA) inspections but focused on 
airworthiness) and in depth surveys (similar to airworthiness reviews) to be 
performed on a sample of the fleet.  

Aircraft are split into two groups: 

 Group 1 (commercial air transport): two aircraft per aircraft type or 5 per cent of 
each type per operator is sampled yearly; and 

 Group 2 (general aviation): 5 per cent of the fleet is sampled yearly. 

Feedback from previous aircraft inspections and from completion of the previous 
ACAM inspection programmes is used to update the inspection plan. As an 
example, the current programme is putting more stress on stored aircraft because 
in the past it was discovered that it was difficult to inspect them due to their fast 
changing status. 

Approval of modification and repairs is limited to non-EASA aircraft and activity 
under EASA contract and is supported by dedicated procedures. 
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6.2.3 Organisations involved in aircraft airworthiness certification and oversight 

The SRD is assigned to the following functions: 

AWS Department (ARDC division) 

 certification and oversight of production organisations; 

 audit and recommendation to EASA for the certification and oversight of 
production and design organisations. 

AWS Department (AA & AO and GA divisions) 

 certification and oversight of Part-M subpart G approved CAMO; 

 certification and oversight of organisation approved to issue and extend 
national Certificates of Validity associated with Permit to Fly; 

 certification and oversight of Part-M subpart F and Part-145 approved 
maintenance organisations; 

 airworthiness aspects related to specific authorisations (CAT II/III, ETOPS, 
RVSM, etc); 

 issuance and sampling of ARCs; 

 annual renewal of CoA for Irish registered aircraft operated by non-EU air 
carriers subject to Article 83bis agreement;  

 inspection programmes for Irish registered (ACAM programme) and foreign 
aircraft (SAFA programme); 

 incidents and defects investigation. 

As already mentioned in section 0, the ARDC division is supported by AA and AO 
& GA Divisions, which perform all documentary and physical inspections related to 
aircraft. 

Procedures 

The process for certification of an organisation involved in aircraft airworthiness is 
generic whatever the specific regulation is. The generic process is as follows: 

 to perform an assessment of the exposition manual of the applicant; the 
manual contains the procedures to be used by the organisation‘s personnel in 
compliance with the relevant Part requirement; 

 to perform an assessment of management personnel (production manager, 
maintenance post holder, maintenance manager, quality manager, etc.) 
submitted by the organisation in accordance with the relevant Part 
requirement; 

 when the exposition manual and the management personnel are acceptable, 
to perform on site audit(s) of the organisation to verify what is stated in the 
manual is correct including: 

- facilities; 

- tooling; 

- available data; 
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- specific personnel (airworthiness review staff, certifying staff, etc.); 

- implementation of procedures on the field; 

 to issue the approval certificate (certificate issued according to EASA 
regulations will have an unlimited validity) when all the non-compliances have 
been fixed. 

The process for regulation of approved entities is generic as well: 

 to apply the certification process for any amendment to the approval as 
determined by EASA regulations or IAA requirements; 

 to implement an oversight cycle (two years for approvals according to EASA 
regulations) and perform at least a full scope audit every two years or at the 
frequency decided by IAA; and 

 to suspend, limit or revoke any approval in the case of a safety or regulatory 
concern. 

Organisation approved according to Reg. (UE) n° 748/2012 (DOA & POA) 

The POA process is performed using IAA adaptation of forms (application, audit 
reports, approval certificates) according to section B (authority requirements) of 
the applicable EASA regulations. 

Procedures implementation related to POA (surveillance plan, oversight cycle, 
yearly audit, approval certificate, audit report and management of findings) were 
sampled and found to be satisfactory.  

DOA and modification approvals are processed through EASA contracts. The IAA 
is using EASA forms and procedures and only provides recommendations, reports 
and findings to the Agency using the tools and application made available for this 
purpose. 

The DOA process is performed according to section B (authority requirements) of 
the applicable EASA regulations. 

POA and DOA (under EASA contract concerning the approvals issued to the Irish 
organisations) are managed through a fully manual process, but there is a plan to 
process POA approvals using new software. 

Organisation approved according to Reg. (UE) n° 1321/2014 (CAMO & AMO) 

The CAMO & Approved Maintenance Organisation (AMO) processes are 
performed using forms (application, audit reports, approval certificates) according 
to section B (authority requirements) of the applicable EASA regulations, but 
adapted by the IAA. 

The IAA is performing one full scope audit every two years as a consequence of 
standardisation team inputs related to the consistency between the date of the 
audits and the dates of audit report (EASA Form 6/13).  

In addition to the biennial audit, findings follow-up and many other on-site activities 
(amendments, any meetings with the industry) are performed by IAA inspectors. 
Record keeping of this additional activity is kept on paper and constitutes 
additional information about oversight performed. 

All Part-M and Part-145 applications are now progressively processed through the 
new software, Empic. Management of findings is still carried out manually. 
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Inspectors are assigned for two years to any approval, one year as an oversight 
team member and another year as the Team Leader. The effect is that assigned 
Team Leaders are rotated yearly to avoid routine relationship with the 
organisations and to promote open minded oversight. Personnel changeover will 
be performed after an audit involving the two inspectors and all relevant 
information related to the organisation communicated. 

The samples performed (EASA forms, audit reports, cover letters, finding 
notification, etc.) showed no discrepancies. 

IAA has implemented a two year cycle for the surveillance of line stations (Part-
145 AMO), with the exception of the biggest AMO whose cycle was extended to 
four years.   

CAMO organisations have all the airworthiness review privilege (subpart-I 
approval), only one air operator‘s CAMO has the privilege to issue Permits to Fly.  

National approvals 

Some national maintenance organisations are performing maintenance on Irish 
registered Annex II aircraft for which they are also approved by the IAA to perform 
airworthiness reviews and issue recommendations for the issue and renewal of the 
Permit to Fly. 

In addition, the IAA has granted the privilege to extend the Validity Certificate 
linked to the non-expiring Permit to Fly to two organisations. The IAA sample 10 % 
of the extended Permit to Fly. 

Safety management 

The IAA has managed to promote a good reporting culture in Ireland. The 
reporting rates are reported to be high when compared to other EU Member 
States NAAs. The figures displayed concerning the five main air carriers confirmed 
the reporting level was consistent and in line with the reporting rate of other AOC 
holders within the EU. 

The IAA has implemented an automatic system to collect reports which will be 
processed (categorised according into ADREP taxonomy) on a weekly basis by 
assigned inspectors. Reports needing further analysis will be then processed and 
monitored on a weekly basis during Department, SRD/OPs and Executive Group 
meetings as necessary. 

Safety is introduced as the primary corporate objective; the involvement of the IAA 
can effectively be witnessed through the whole organisation: 

 Mandatory Occurrence Reports (MOR) are analysed on a weekly basis by 
assigned inspectors to highlight safety concerns that will be discussed during 
Ops and SRD Management Review meetings and during Executive Group 
Meetings; the resulting report being raised to the IAA Board; 

 Monthly safety meetings are organised between some operators at manager 
or post holder level and SRD to discuss safety reports; 

 Yearly meetings between the IAA CEO, the organisation‘s accountable 
managers and board members during which the annual safety performance of 
the biggest organisations (5 main air carriers and aerodromes) is discussed. 
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These reports are analysed and investigated where required. Monthly meetings 
with AOC holders are implemented, to talk through each report from the MORs or 
Flight Data Monitoring schemes. 

6.3 Evaluation 

6.3.1 Discussion with IAA 

Implementation of the Empic software 

Empic Aircraft Registration and Type Certificate modes were only implemented 
since late 2014. While the system is now fully deployed for aircraft registration and 
airworthiness management, some of the data related to Airworthiness Review 
Certificates (ARCs) was not updated since the migration of data from the previous 
system used. 

The information available from the system shows that some ARCs have expired, 
which does not therefore reflect up to date information. In fact, the system is 
updated when relevant information (ARC extension or renewal) is made available 
to the inspector.  

This situation concerns mainly general aviation aircraft and is the result of several 
factors: 

 the updating process can take three or four weeks between the time an ARC 
was renewed and the software updated; the transition from retaining a copy of 
the ARC on the paper file to retaining a copy of the ARC in Empic was in 
progress at the time of the on-site audit; 

 some CAMOs are taking more than the 10 days as required by the regulations 
(Part-M) to send the relevant documents to IAA; 

 some aircraft are not flying and the ARC is discontinued; and 

 updating the system was not considered as a priority task just after the 
migration was undertaken. 

The system has been updated to around 85 per cent compliant because of some 
of the issues mentioned above. Sampling conducted on one registration showed 
no discrepancy. 

It was mentioned during the discussion that some CAMO organisations (including 
foreign CAMOs) involved in continuing airworthiness of aircraft may not always be 
fully compliant with the regulatory requirement in sending a copy of the issued or 
extended ARC to the IAA within the mandatory timeline. The IAA may investigate 
these organisations further and take action if needed. 

Recommendation process 

Several Divisions from the Airworthiness Department are interfacing in the frame 
of the registration process. However, it seems that no process or procedure is 
implemented to formalise the exchange of information including recommendations 
from assigned inspectors in the airworthiness division to the certification division.  

The exchange of information can be by email, phone call or the Filenotes facility, 
which is used to record nearly all relevant information related to the registration 
process. The process is reported as being efficient due to close cooperation 
between the divisions, the tools available for use and the availability of personnel. 
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However, this could change if the IAA faced significant workload increase in the 
future. The nature and content of information implemented into Filenotes is only 
relying on the inspectors‘ good sense and experience. We would therefore 
recommend that the minimum information to be shared is specified and the 
recommendation for the registration is formalised using the most convenient tool 
for the IAA. 

EASA Standardisation outputs 

Some procedures related to Part-21 approved organisations are currently unused. 
These were developed in order for the IAA to be able to support any demands 
from the industry following an accreditation audit. 

The EASA standardisation audits resulted in changes to IAA working methods 
related to continuous oversight. There was some discussion with EASA auditors 
relating to the oversight cycle versus the date of the last audits. As a result the IAA 
now only performs a full scope audit every two years while other on-site activities 
(that also are part of the continuous oversight) are not included in the approval 
recommendation report (Forms 6, 13, 56, etc.). 

6.3.2 Discussion with the industry 

Overall feedback 

The hard work, skills and expertise of IAA personnel are highly respected by the 
industry. Even if some organisations complain about the level of certain fees, the 
level of support for the implementation/interpretation of new regulations or 
overregulation, none of them are seriously considered to be challenging the IAA. 

Fees 

Some organisations (including CAMO) reported fees related to ARC renewal were 
considered as high as the IAA is now only performing sample inspections and not 
systematic airworthiness reviews. An organisation conducted a benchmark with 
another EU Member State NAA for the classification of a large aircraft, which 
revealed the IAA fee was higher. However, this organisation decided to keep its 
aircraft on the Irish register. 

Aircraft lessors reported that fees (for aircraft registration/deregistration and 
annual CoA renewal) were considered as acceptable, otherwise they would leave 
and use another country. 

Regarding the level of service and the availability of inspectors to aircraft lessors, 
different situations were reported: 

 overall good service level with no assigned inspectors, but access to AWSD 
management when needed with reported good results; 

 problems with inspector availability and flexibility that led to one14 aircraft being 
registered in another EU country – the concerned organisation also reported a 
lack of communication with IAA management. 

                                                

14
 Out of over 1200 aircraft on the register 
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6.3.3 Summary 

Examination of aircraft airworthiness certification and regulation provided good 
results overall. The team in place consists of experienced, skilled and highly 
motivated technical personnel.  

This workforce is now supported by a newly introduced information system that will 
simplify administrative and technical processes and allow the team to focus more 
on technical areas. This is an important asset for the IAA going forward as the 
human resources are today considered as sufficient, but with no spare capacity. 

Good working procedures are in place and constantly updated through regulatory 
intelligence and systematic yearly review. 

The approach towards the implementation of EASA regulations is good. 
Sometimes these rules have also been adopted for the regulation of non-EASA 
aircraft, which has the advantage that similar processes are used. 

Growing emphasis is placed on safety management, with systematic review 
processes that are carried out throughout the IAA organisation. 

Some weaknesses were identified as described in Table 5. The most important 
are the lack of systematic deputising in place and the limited support for the 
implementation of new/existing regulation at the Division/Department level. 

Assigned inspector out of the office 

There was a contrasting situation among the lessor industry. All lessors must have 
a face to face meeting with the IAA Senior Management at which contact details 
are exchanged before an application is processed.  In addition, senior 
management contact details are available on IAA website under contacts. 
However, there were isolated situations whereby there was no access to AWSD 
management when the assigned inspector was not available, leading to some 
organisations feeling isolated. 

There is an apparent divergence between resource workload management as 
presented by AWSD staff and in the situation reported by some organisations that 
claimed some amendments took months to be processed due to the absence of 
the assigned inspector(s). 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Implementation of new regulations / regulation interpretation 

Related to the implementation of new regulations, there is feedback from some 
organisations that the IAA does not develop any ‗dedicated‘ communication 
activity. Some organisations reported being satisfied with IAA support while others 
reported relying on the assigned inspector‘s own interpretation or on their own 
interpretation. 

Of course, the IAA is not the regulator anymore and organisations that have to 
comply with any requirement in the requested timeframe can be directly involved 
in the EASA rulemaking process or could even contact EASA directly.  

However, it is not in everybody‘s culture to contact EASA directly or to be involved 
in rulemaking activities. Once a text has been published, it can be considered as 
logical to turn to the IAA for guidance and interpretation if the said text is not self-
explanatory. Some organisations even explained their reluctance to contact EASA 
directly because they felt it could be understood as a lack of respect towards IAA. 
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Clearly different organisations have different expectations here, but if the IAA 
needs to provide guidance on the implementation of new regulations on a regular 
basis, this may impact human and financial resources and then affect the priorities 
today set by the IAA. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 
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6.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 5 provides a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis associated with the Airworthiness Department (and also includes more 
generic elements related to AWSD). It links with recommendations associated with 
the evaluation section. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.1. 

 
HELPFUL  HARMFUL                        

Recommendations 

In
te

rn
a
l 
o

ri
g
in

 

Strengths 

 Safety focus at the company level, 

including CEO personal involvement 

 Overall control on Irish registered 
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 Rulemaking process 

 Involvement in General Aviation 
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Opportunities 

 Dynamic industry 

 General positive perception of IAA 

SRD by the industry 

 New software in the implementation 
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Threats 

 EASA regulatory 

framework changing for 

additional requirements to 

IAA and the industry 

 Larger operators may 

become more demanding 

 Direct involvement in 

structures representing 

some regulated entities or 

civil aviation stakeholders 
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Table 5: AWSD SWOT 
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7 Examination of Aircrew, Aircraft and Maintenance Licensing  

7.1 Overview 

The overview to this section describes the context of personnel licensing (number 
and category of license holders, training organisations). It introduces the overall 
applicable regulatory framework and the SRD‘s RPPL department. 

Section 7.2 describes the SRD function and procedures related to personnel 
licensing. 

Section 7.3 summarises discussions with both the regulator and the operators and 
general comments about examination of personnel licensing. Section 7.4 then 
provides a conclusion in the form of a SWOT matrix with related 
recommendations. The generic methodology employed when conducting the 
examination of aircrew, aircraft and maintenance licensing is summarised in 
Figure 14 below. 

 

Figure 14: Certification and regulation of aircrew, aircraft and maintenance 
licensing examination methodology 

7.1.1 The Regulatory Performance & Personnel Licensing Department 

The RPPLD is in charge of licensing or certifying some aeronautical personnel. It 
is responsible for issuing licences for pilots, cabin crews and maintenance 
engineers. It is also in charge of managing the aeronautical assessments of air 
crew (certification of examiners) and approving maintenance training 
organisations. For Air Traffic Personnel licensing, it is only responsible for 
undertaking the associated administrative functions.  

The licences for pilots include professional and private licences for aeroplanes and 
helicopters, and licences for gliders, balloons and microlights. 

The licences for air traffic personnel include licences for air traffic control officers, 
radio officers, Aerodrome Flight Information Service (AFIS) operators and student 
air traffic controllers. 
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There is no licence for flight dispatchers. 

Some administrative actions for licence or certificate issuances are delegated to 
third parties. 

One of the main features of the licensing context is the fact that several large Irish 
operators request their personnel to hold a licence only issued by the IAA. This is 
leading to a large amount of flight crew licence transfers from other European 
Authorities and a significant growth in the number of personnel files managed.  

Table 6 below display the number of personnel licences and training organisation 
approvals handled by IAA at the end of 2014. 

Type of 
licences/Certificate Number 

Flight Crew 
Professional 7228 

Flight Crew Private 1332 

Cabin Crew xx 

Air Traffic Controller 
Officer 279 

Air Traffic Controller 
Officer - Student 79 

Radio Officer 45 

Radio Officer - 
Student 31 

AFIS Operator 9 

Maintenance 
Engineers 1468 

 

Organisation Approval Number 

Approved Training 
Organisation 11 

Registered Training Facilities 
(RTFs) 30 

Cabin Crew Approved Training 
Organisation 5 

Maintenance Engineer 
Training Organisation (Part 
147) 

8 

Aero-medical Centre 2 

Aero-medical examiners 26 

Table 6: Personnel Licensing, number 
of licences/certificates/approvals 

Source: Safety Regulation Division, 28 
June 2015 

7.1.2 Legal and regulatory framework 

National primary law 

The IAA Act, 1993 provides the expectations in relation to personnel licensing 
related matters. In the IAA Act, Section 14 sets the objectives of the Irish Aviation 
Authority for personnel licensing including arrangements for the medical 
examination of applicants and holders of certificates or licences, and the 
competence of persons engaged in or associated with the operation of aircraft. 

The IAA Act provides for the incorporation in the national legislation of the ICAO 
Safety Standards and Recommendations. 

National regulations 

Regulations are promulgated in pursuance of the IAA Act, which confers on the 
Irish Aviation Authority the power to establish and enforce Statutory Instruments 
and orders. 
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Several orders contain provisions for all aeronautical personnel licensing, including 
microlight and gyroplane pilots. The main one is the Irish Aviation Authority 
(Personnel Licensing) Order, S.I. No. 333 of 2000. 

European regulations 

European regulations heavily impact the regulatory framework for personnel 
licensing, notably: 

 Commission Regulation (EC) No 1178/2011 of 3 November 2011 laying down 
technical requirements and administrative procedures related to civil aviation 
aircrew pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council - amended by Regulations (EC) No 290/2012, 70/2014, 
245/2014 and 2015/445; 

 Commission Regulation (EC) No 1321/2014 of 26 November 2014 on the 
continuing airworthiness of aircraft and aeronautical products, parts and 
appliances, and on the approval of organisations and personnel involved in 
these task – amended by Regulations (EU) 2015/1088. 

The first requirement encompasses the scope of the personnel to be issued with a 
licence or certificate (pilots and cabin crews), the training organisations, the aero-
medical centres and the Flight Synthetic Training Devices to be certificated, the 
applicable rules – including those for the authorities – and the deadline for their 
applicability. Most of these regulations came in force on April 2013. The areas 
outside the scope of this European regulation (flying an Annex II aircraft) remain 
under existing Irish National Requirements. 

The second requirement contains rules for maintenance engineers licensing (Part 
66) and their maintenance training organisation (Part 147). 

AMC and Guidance Material are associated to each of these Commission 
Regulations. 

International standards and audits 

The latest ICAO USOAP of the IAA performed in 2010 did not reveal any finding 
related to the personnel licensing (PEL). 

The latest EASA standardisation audit, for flight crew licensing, medical and 
FSTD, occurred in June 2013. 10 findings (Level c) were issued for flight crew 
licensing and medical, 3 for FSTD certification. All findings are reported to be 
closed today. 

The regulatory context, including all applicable regulations with regards to 
personnel licensing, is summarised in Figure 15. 
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Figure 15: Applicable regulations to Licensing Personnel 
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7.2 Summary of findings (Function of the Safety Regulation Division related to 
Personnel licensing) 

7.2.1 Scope of functions and tasks 

All functions related to aeronautical personnel are held within the IAA by the 
Safety Regulation Division and more especially by the RPPLD. A branch of this 
department (Personnel Licensing) is directly involved or provides coordination and 
administrative tasks (including licence/certificate issuance and record keeping) for 
all aeronautical personnel, with the exception of cabin crew certificates, which are 
only handled by the Flight Operations Department. The SRD Technical Library, the 
Air Safety Analysis and the Security Section of the RPPLD are not involved in 
Personnel Licensing activities. Figure 16 provides an overview. 

 

Figure 16: Regulatory Performance & Personnel Licensing Department 
structure 

Personnel Licensing is responsible for implementation of ICAO Annex 1 and 19 
(i.e. provisions related to Safety Management Systems for approved training 
organisations), Regulation (EC) No 1178/2011, Parts 147 and 66 of Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 1321/2014 and portions of Commission Regulation (EC) No 
216/2008.  

It is responsible for ensuring that individuals operating within the Irish civil aviation 
system (other than Air Traffic Services Personnel) are licensed to appropriate 
standards of competence having regard to ICAO, EU and national requirements 
and legislation. It is responsible for assessing and approving applications for 
licences and ratings, for issuing such licences and ratings if satisfied that the 
applicant fulfils the licensing criteria and for undertaking the administration 
functions associated with ATS personnel licensing. It is also responsible for 
processing validations of foreign licences. It is responsible for setting and 
assessing standards of medical fitness for the privileges the licence holders‘ 
exercise and in discharging this responsibility it appoints medical examiners and 
conducts safety oversight of their activities. 

The Department is responsible for managing and conducting theoretical 
knowledge examinations for flight crew and for ensuring that the organisations and 
individuals conducting flight crew testing are certified to the appropriate standards. 
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It is responsible for conducting oral examinations for type ratings for aircraft 
maintenance engineers in accordance with ICAO and EU legislation and for 
approving, and conducting continuing safety oversight of, training organisations for 
Aircraft Maintenance Engineers. 

The Department is also responsible for contributing to the development of 
standards for licensing of individuals and certification of organisations. The 
Department is responsible for producing and making available guidance material 
for licence holders, prospective licence holders, and examinations for aircrew 
candidates. The certification of the flight synthetic training simulators, which is 
included in the (EU) 1178/2011 Aircrew Regulations, also remains fully under the 
scope of the Flight Operations Department and it is not planned to move this 
section under the umbrella of the RPPLD. It remains unclear which department is 
in charge of flight crew and ANS personnel proficiency language checks. 

The Licensing Personnel organisation is described in the IAA Policy and 
Procedure SRD.002 ―Organisation, Structure, Functions and Responsibilities of 
Safety Regulation Division Policy and Procedures‖. Because the functions and 
tasks are spilt across several departments, the Personnel Licensing organisation 
is complex and mainly relies on small groups of experts or individuals. In some 
cases, the organisational structure does not allow to clearly identify the person 
who has the overall responsibility of the management of the Licensing task. 

Moreover, it is noted that SRD.002 is still using some JAR-OPS references and is 
not updated to incorporate all the content of the latest EU 1178/2011 amendments 
(Part ARA). The function to monitor compliance of the Personnel Licensing 
management system and provide feedback to the senior management is missing. 
The management agreed that the implementation of the Part ARA, which is 
compulsory since April 2014, is not completed.  

Interfaces with other Departments 

The Personnel Licensing interfaces with several other departments. These 
interfaces, which are complex, are only partially described in the Procedure 
SRD.002. The interfaces are mainly based on coordination and circulation of files 
between inspectors and specialists. Personnel Licensing interfaces with the 
following: 

 Airworthiness Department in relation to safety oversight of approved aircraft 
maintenance engineer training organisations. Airworthiness Department 
provides auditors and expertise to undertake audits of such organisations 
under the management of Personnel Licensing; 

 Airworthiness Department in relation to maintenance engineer licences. Some 
Airworthiness inspectors are participating in maintenance engineer licensing 
processes and are authorised signatories for these licences; 

 Flight Operations Department for the provision of expertise related to 
theoretical knowledge exams and skill tests for flight crew personnel; 

 Aeronautical Services Department in relation to licensing of Air Traffic Services 
personnel (Air Traffic Control Officers (ATCOs), Radio Officers and Aerodrome 
Flight Information Service (AFIS) Officers). The Personnel Licensing Section is 
responsible for the administrative aspects of ATS personnel licensing while the 
Aeronautical Services Department is responsible for the technical assessment 
and approval of ATS personnel licenses. 
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Staffing 

A dozen full-time personnel licensing inspectors and support agents staff the 
Personnel department. This total has been increased several times to match the 
growth of pilot licences transferred under the IAA oversight. The last recruitments 
were: 

 A doctor to reinforce the aero medical section, which was understaffed; 

 An airworthiness inspector to help with handling maintenance engineer 
licences. The position was vacant for ten months following internal movement 
within SRD but priority was given to ATCO recruitment at the time. As a result 
Part-66/-147 certificates and approvals were significantly slowed down. The 
backlog is reported to be addressed. 

The manager reports the current staffing of the department as adequate, taking 
into consideration other department help to perform several licensing tasks. 

Qualification criteria 

Qualification criteria for inspectors, experts, doctors, officers and support 
personnel are detailed in Procedure SRD.005. Most of the staff have a good level 
of experienced. 

Authorised signatures are listed in Procedure SRD.007. 

Training 

The training requirements are detailed in dedicated procedures. 

Initial training for inspectors, officers and specialists involved in personnel 
licensing airworthiness is partly contracted externally, mostly by EASA. 

Recurrent training is performed on a yearly cycle. Each staff member has a 
―training credit‖ (up to 6 days per year) comprising ―self-training‖ sessions or 
attendances to meetings, seminars/conferences and technical workshops. Each 
staff member prepares the recurrent training program (based on his/her needs), 
which is then validated by the manager of the department. 

The respective training log of the Personnel Licensing inspectors is recorded in the 
SharePoint site. Each course followed is listed, with the scanned copy of certificate 
or attendance list attached. 

Safety Reporting 

The Flight Operations Consultation Group gives the opportunity to discuss 
emerging trends across all AOC holders, and SRD responses to particular issues. 

It is clear from discussions with the airlines that the core safety reporting (MORs) 
is believed to be working well, and SRD passes on lessons learned where 
appropriate. The average level of reporting across airlines appears to be 
consistent with best practice across Europe. It is recognised that this leads to a 
resource requirement on the SRD, who have an obligation to follow-up and, if 
necessary, investigate reports. 

It was further noted that, where felt necessary, SRD has sometimes insisted risk is 
controlled at the expense of overall efficiency in the aviation system. In some ways 
it would be a worry if the operators did not say this, as it indicates a willingness to 
take difficult decisions in implementing risk controlling (mitigation) measures. 
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Airlines feel involved in the safety cases conducted, with appropriate engagement 
in hazard identification and mitigation determination. 

Regulation (EC) No 376/2014 ―on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of 
occurrences in civil aviation‖ enters into force in November 2015, including in 
Ireland. This applies to all organisations regulated by the SRD.  

The IAA has managed to promote a good reporting culture in Ireland. The 
reporting rate is reported to be high when compared to other EU Member States‘ 
NAAs. The figures displayed concerning the five main air carriers confirmed that 
the reporting level was consistent or higher and in line with the reporting rate of 
AOC holders within the EU. 

The mechanisms in place in Ireland, overseen by SRD, appear to be broadly 
consistent with the new regulation. However, the interviews with operators 
identified a perception of corporate or individual attitudes within companies 
influencing decision-making on reporting, oversight intervention and resultant 
future safety levels. This contrasts with the positive reporting mechanisms 
observed from the examination of the SRD. Given the recurrent mention of this 
perception in various interviews, it is recommended that the SRD works with the 
regulated entities to put in place a review system to ensure true safety-related 
decisions or reports do not lead to punishment (i.e. implementation of a Just 
Culture). Evidently, if wilful misconduct is proven, the protection on the individual is 
removed. Notably, Regulation (EC) No 376/2014 calls for penalties for entities that 
do not enable a Just Culture as part of a wider safety culture. It is recognised that 
this is a subtle but important change in the role and responsibility of the Authority, 
and may require clarification at a European level. Regulation 376/2014 also calls 
for the establishment of a State body to oversee the implementation of Just 
Culture provisions which may or may not be the IAA. 

A Just Culture should also be reinforced to the licence holders by SRD, in order to 
build trust in reporting. It should not need to be reiterated that only one or two 
unhelpful punishments by employers, in response to perceived safety issues, can 
lead to many risk-inducing actions or non-reporting. 

As part of this, the SRD might also review its policies towards voluntary reports 
from individual licence holders. Whilst a 100 per cent feedback policy would lead 
to unnecessary and increased workload – given many of the reports will tend to be 
non-safety related – it should be the case that prompt feedback is given to SRD 
where genuine safety-related concerns are brought up. Where these impact the 
operator, these should also be discussed with them, whilst respecting the 
anonymity of the reporter. It is recommend that the IAA provides reassurance to 
reporters that genuine safety-related reports made directly to the IAA (via the 
website) will be treated exactly as ―solicited‖ safety-related reports made through 
the airlines‘ own reporting channels. The IAA should also provide reassurance to 
companies and licence holders that it maintains the importance of a neutral view to 
their reporting, and should ensure the process as designed continues to work 
properly in support of this. Reference should also be made to section 4.2.2.4, 
where this feedback is put into context with feedback provided by ANSD. 

7.2.2 Procedures 

Pilots‘ flight crew licences (FCL) for aeroplanes and helicopters 

The transition from ―Joint Aviation Requirements for flight crew licenses (JAR-
FCL)‖ to European licences complying with Part FCL, implemented under Irish 
national law, started early 2011.  
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IAA published a Personnel Licensing Advisory Memorandum to provide the 
aviation community with key points about the consequence of the introduction of 
the EU legislation. However, this document remains unclear (or not updated) for a 
few situations (Irish National Private Pilot License (PPL), military credit), where the 
process and deadline are still under discussion with the EASA for some specific 
cases (national PPL, military credit). 

All the ―JAR-FCL‖ pilot licences, already issued, automatically become European 
licences on 8th April 2012. Their physical replacement is an on-going process that 
must end before 8th April 2018.  

All other Irish licences for aeroplanes and helicopters, which are not fully compliant 
with ―JAR-FCL‖ are deemed to be national licences. Some licences are subject to 
a conversion report to determine eligibility to a Part FCL licence. Flying in an Irish 
registered ―Annex II‖ aircraft is now requiring one of the following: 

 an Irish National licence; 

 a Part FCL licence (as recognised in Aeronautical Notice P24); or 

 a validation of an ICAO licence.  

The automatic validation of certain ICAO licences (most of them issued by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)) to an EU resident is no longer in force. 
After April 2016, these pilots will not be authorised to fly over Ireland in any EASA 
certified aircraft without holding a European licence. 

Other Pilots’ licences (National) 

The transition from ―JAR-FCL‖ licences to European licences complying with Part 
FCL, implemented under Irish national law, started early 2011. The IAA ―Personnel 
Licensing Advisory Memorandum‖ contains some detail about the implementation 
of the EU Aircrew Regulation for national licences.  

 The entries for any Irish National pilot licence or rating, including ―valid for Irish 
registered aircraft‖ entries, are deleted from all Part-FCL licences; 

 The Irish National PPL will remain valid only for Annex II aircraft; 

 Most of the Irish glider pilots do not hold a licence but only a qualification 
issued by the Irish Glider and Sailing Association (IGSA). The qualifications 
used today will need to be converted into Part-FCL licences before the end of 
the transition period. Discussions to define conversion criteria are still under 
discussion and are not yet presented for agreement to EASA. 

 Irish balloon pilots must hold a licence. Some of them, involved in commercial 
operation, seem to also have a Commercial licence even if this situation is not 
documented in the Irish Aviation Authority (Personnel Licensing) Order, S.I. 
No. 33 of 2000. Irish balloon licences will need to be converted into Part-FCL 
licences before the end of the transition period. Discussions to define 
conversion criteria are still under discussion and are not yet presented for 
submission to EASA. However, for now, Ireland has been required to issue 
only two balloon pilot licences, whereby both pilots hold UK licences and are 
converting to UK EASA licences. 

 The technical requirements for gyroplane licences are set by an Aeronautical 
Notice (P.22) published on May 2012. These requirements are similar to those 
of the Part FCL Light Aircraft Pilot Licence (LAPL). The technical requirements 
for Microlight licences are set by an Aeronautical Notice (P.17), unchanged 
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since December 2012. Both requirements are presented under a format similar 
to JAR-FCL.  

Flight engineers’ licences (National) 

The technical requirements for Flight Engineer licences have been published by 
an Aeronautical Notice (P.13), unchanged since July 2009. These requirements 
are a copy of the JAR-FCL4 and remain in force today. 

Flight Crew Training Organisations 

Personnel Licensing is not involved in the approval of flight crew training 
organisations, which are under the responsibility of the Flight Operations 
Department. Airline Standards takes care of ATO only when they are operated by 
an airline and provide training in aeroplanes. General Aviation is responsible for 
other ATOs (aeroplane and helicopter) and for all Registered Facilities (providing 
training for European private licences (PPL and LAPL) and other National licences 
i.e. microlight and gyroplane). 

Cabin Crew certificates 

The implementation of the Cabin Crew Certificate was initiated when the last EU 
Aircrew Regulation came in force. The Licensing Department is only involved in 
the administrative activity linked to record keeping of these certificates. The 
issuance of Cabin Crew Attestation (CCA) is delegated to five airlines which are 
also providing the initial training and the examination. The oversight of these 
airlines is done by the Flight Operations Department.  

Maintenance engineers licences and Maintenance Training Organisations 

The Maintenance engineer licences are implemented since 1999 according to 
Parts 66 and 147. The Licensing Department is assigned to the following 
functions: 

 Issuance and amendment of Part-66 Aircraft Maintenance Licences; 

 Certification and oversight of Part-147 approved Maintenance Training 
Organisations; and 

 Conduction of oral examination of aircraft maintenance engineers for aircraft 
type rating. 

Personnel Licensing is supported by the Airworthiness Department for the oral 
examination of aircraft maintenance engineer and the approval of on-the-job 
training programmes performed by Part-145 approved maintenance organisations. 

The IAA has not issued B3 licences as there is no demand from individuals. 

Some Irish National maintenance engineer licences (issued according to Part IV of 
S.I. no 333) are still valid. They are held by a few maintenance engineers working 
on Annex II aircraft.  

The process for issuing licences and the training organisation approvals are 
mostly documented by processes and forms (application, audit reports, approval 
certificates) directly taken from the section B (authority requirements) of the 
applicable EASA regulations (Parts 66 and 147).  

Air Traffic Services personnel licences/certificates 
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The Licensing Department is only involved in the administrative activity linked to 
Air Traffic Services personnel (Air Traffic Control Officer licences and AFIS 
certificates). The technical assessment and the issuance of Air Traffic Services 
personnel documents are under the responsibility of the Aeronautical Services 
Department. 

Aeromedical assessment of personnel 

Personnel Licensing manages the medical assessment for the issuance of medical 
certificates to flight crew, cabin crew and air traffic services personnel. To protect 
medical confidentiality, the Aeromedical section is located in dedicated and 
secured offices with an organisation granting direct reporting line to the doctor, the 
head of the Aeromedical section. The Section is responsible for oversight of 
medical examiners and aeromedical centres issuing Class 1, 2 and 3 medical 
certificates. 

Examinations 

Personnel Licensing is responsible for managing and carrying out theoretical 
examinations for flight crew. It is also responsible for ensuring that the flight crew 
examiners responsible for skill tests and proficiency checks are certified to the 
appropriate standards. 

For theoretical examinations, Personnel Licensing has the use of dedicated 
examination room and sets of questions (both EASA and national question sets). 

Personnel Licensing uses expertise provided by the Airlines Standards and 
General Aviation Standards departments for the oversight of flight crew examiners. 

IT tools 

The Empic software is largely used by Personnel Licensing. All licences files are 
already transferred to this system even if some documents are still recorded as 
hard copies. The transfer of the medical reports is ongoing. 

7.3 Evaluation 

7.3.1 Discussion with IAA 

Organisation 

It is noted that SRD.002 is still using some ―JAR‖ references and is not updated to 
incorporate all the content of the latest EU 1178/2011 amendments (part ARA). 
The functions to monitor compliance of the Personnel Licensing management 
system and to provide feedback to the senior management are missing. The 
management agreed that the implementation of the Part ARA, which is 
compulsory since April 2014, is not completed. This situation will lead to findings 
during an EASA audit. 

Organisation procedures  

There are few documented procedures available to describe the complex 
interfaces of Personnel Licensing with other departments or to formalise 
coordination actions and the transfer of information. More written information 
would be useful to define who holds the overall responsibility of a Licensing task 
and how inspectors/experts act together.  

Many forms supplemented by some Licensing processes are used to standardise 
the actions of the personnel. It was found that the forms are efficient and well 
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updated reflecting the latest Aircrew amendments. All these changes are initiated 
by inspectors/experts who use these forms daily. But many related and 
documented processes, which introduce the forms, contain obsolete references or 
procedures that are no longer used. It seems that these processes are not 
reviewed and updated under the authority of the management frequently enough. 
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Rulemaking 

Based on the fact that ―EU legislation is directly applicable and overrides any 
existing national legislation for the areas that the legislation covers‖, EU 
regulations for Aircrew have been introduced without amending the IAA Order, S.I. 
No 333. This leads to a situation in which many sections of the order are obsolete 
and it is not easy to determine the requirements still in force for National licences. 

The use of Aeronautical Notices introducing new technical requirements for 
gyroplanes and microlights instead of amending the IAA Order S.I. No 333 is 
unusual and should be checked by legal experts to confirm that the scope and 
content of an Order can be changed by a text of a lower administrative rank.  

The Personnel Licensing Advisory Memorandum providing information about the 
consequence of the introduction of the EU legislation needs to be updated to 
reflect the progress of discussions with EASA on the transition from Irish to 
European licences. 

7.3.2 Discussion with the industry 

Overall feedback 

The inspectors are found competent and fair by all the operators.  

The largest organisations, which have direct access to RPPL management when 
participating in Flight Operations Consultation or the Commercial Helicopter 
Group/Sub-group meetings, are pleased about the information offered by IAA for 
the implementation of new regulations. 

Others complain of a lack of contact with IAA managers. These organisations are 
typically in contact with only one inspector and sometimes suffered with the low 
availability (up to six months delay for a manual change acceptance). The frequent 
changes in assigned inspectors is also highlighted by a few organisations 
complaining that this rotation always induces a period of observation and often 
new interpretation of rules and AMCs. 

7.3.3 Summary 

Organisation and implementation of Part ARA (Compliance Monitoring) 

Many FOD and RPPL documents still refer to JARs; however it is also of note that 
some JAR references are still valid and licencing flight engineers will continue to 
reference JARs (in parallel to EASA) or until transition arrangements are 
completed. In relation to this, the organisation, lines of management and 
responsibilities of the SRD for the functions attached to personnel licensing are not 
clear. 

The SRD has not already fully implemented the Part ARA requirements, which are 
in force since April 2013. It is the first European text which is setting formal and 
detailed requirements for the Authorities. The actual organisation and procedures 
of the RPPL do not reflect all the requirements of the Part ARA, although most of 
them are fulfilled. It is identified that the ―Compliance Monitoring‖ function/position 
is missing. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 and 5 in section 10.1. 

Rulemaking expertise 
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There appears little opportunity for SRD to obtain advice from legal expertise when 
a new EU regulation is implemented or when an Irish national rule needs to be 
updated. Most of the actual rulemaking expertise is done practically at 
inspector/specialist level but not necessarily with a wider overview of how the 
Regulation impacts the Irish aviation system. 

The SRD has not established a function to coordinate the follow-up and the 
conditions of implementation of an EU regulation. The consequences for the 
industry, and even for the IAA organisation and procedures, are not fully 
documented. 

It is also identified that most of the Irish National licensing rules, which must 
remain in force for some national licences and the operation of Annex II aircraft, 
are not updated. The IAA Order, S.I. No 333, published in 2000, which is the main 
rule for Personnel Licensing, has only been amended once (twelve years ago). 
This was undertaken by the means of documentation (i.e. Aeronautical Notice, 
Memorandum) of a lower ―legal rank‖ than the original Order. Today, the IAA 
Order S.I No 333 is not yet amended, and there is some confusion with the 
National Licensing rules still in force. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Assigned inspector out of the office 

A few maintenance training organisations complained at having no access at all to 
Personnel Licensing management when the assigned inspector is not available. A 
similar comment is made by some flight crew licence holders when their case is 
linked to an operator or an ATO; they report to have difficulty to contact the expert 
in charge. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Conversion of National licences to European licences 

In the future, Irish balloon licences will need to be converted into Part-FCL 
European licences. 

Refer to REC_SRD_6 in section 10.1. 

Improvements in incident reporting and Just Culture 

Processes are in place to promote a safety culture through the management 
oversight of operators and ensuring a Just Culture for operators to report 
incidents. Further recommendations are made for FOD to investigate the 
‗perception‘ of corporate decision-making and individual attitudes affecting 
reporting culture. 

Refer to REC_SRD_4 in section 10.1. 
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7.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 7 provides a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis associated with RPPLD (and also includes more generic elements related 
to the SRD). It links with recommendations associated with the evaluation section. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.1. 

                                                 Recommendations 
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Strengths 

 Skilled, experienced and 

motivated inspectors 

 Teamwork 

 Quality of record-keeping 

 Standardisation forms 

available 

Weaknesses 

 Complex organisation of 

Personnel Licensing 

 Implementation of Part ARA 

not completed 

 Conditions of future 

conversion of Irish national 

licences to European licences 

for glider and balloon pilots not 

yet available. 

 Lack of rulemaking/regulatory 

specialist 

 No systematically deputising 

assigned inspectors out of the 

office for a known significant 

period of time 

 Some lack of information of 

operator to prepare the 

implementation of new rules 

Operator facing on inspectors‘ 

―opinion/interpretation of rules‖ 

 

SRD_5 

 

SRD_5 

SRD_6 

 

 

 

SRD_2 

SRD_2 

 

 

SRD_2 
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Opportunities 

 Dynamic industry 

 General positive perception 

of IAA Licensing Department 

by the industry 

 

Threats 

 Next EASA Aircrew audit 

(Licensing) end 2015 

 Further growth of larger 

operators requesting that all 

licences/certificates of the 

flight crews and maintenance 

engineers be issued by IAA 

 Stakeholders involved but not 

necessarily receive feedback 

for all investigations. 

Confirmation required for Just 

Culture implementation at the 

stakeholder level 

 

SRD_2 

 

 

 

 

SRD_4 

Table 7: RPPLD SWOT 
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8 Examination of Aerodromes Licensing, Certification, 
Designation and Oversight 

8.1 Overview 

The overview to this section describes the context (status of aerodromes, traffic 
figures), and introduces the applicable legal and regulatory framework and the 
SRD‘s Aerodrome Division. 

Section 8.2 describes the description of functions, detailing the safety of 
aerodromes-related tasks performed split into three main lines of activities: 

 Licensing; 

 Oversight; and 

 Conversion towards EASA certificates.  

Section 8.3 summarises the discussions with both the regulator and the operators. 
Section 8.4 then provides a conclusion in the form of a SWOT matrix with related 
recommendations. 

The generic methodology employed when conducting the examination of 
Aerodromes licensing, certification, designation and oversight is summarised in 
Figure 17 below. 

 

Figure 17: Aerodromes licensing, certification, designation and oversight 
examination methodology 

8.1.1 Aerodromes Division 

Status of the aerodromes 

Ireland currently hosts around 25 licensed aerodromes. These aerodromes do not 
include a water aerodrome, a heliport, nor a military base with an area dedicated 
to civil aviation activities. There are also many unlicensed aerodromes, not 
registered. The three main airports, Dublin, Cork and Shannon, are State-owned in 
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accordance with a governmental policy to retain ownership of these 
infrastructures.  

Table 8 (and its legend in Table 9) below reflects the status of these licensed 
aerodromes – and part of the unlicensed ones – in terms of type of traffic, 
aeronautical information provided, licence, and applicability with EASA rules. 
Explanations of each column and data source are also displayed below the table. 

 

Table 8: Status of licensed aerodromes 

 

Table 9: Licensed aerodrome table legend and source 
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Traffic figures 

One of the main features of the aerodromes in Ireland is the primacy of Dublin 
airport, which is reflected in the traffic figures shown in Table 10. In 2014, the 
airport registered 21.7 of the 26.5 million passengers who passed through Irish 
airports. This is a share of 82 per cent based on recent growth (it was 74 per cent 
in 2007). The second airport, Cork, handled less than one-tenth the number of 
passengers of Dublin. This proportion is also noticeable in terms of the number of 
flights handled by the five main Irish airports (80 per cent of around 217,000 flights 
in 2014).  

Apart from the three main gateways, all airports have passenger throughputs of 
less than one million annually; most less than 50,000 flights per year.  

Another interesting feature is the comparison with year 2007 when the total 
number of passengers handled amounted to 31.5 million passengers, almost 20 
per cent higher than the figure of 2014. A sharp decrease occurred in the years 
2008-2010, and since then, a slow but regular recovery is noticeable.  

The tables below display the number of passengers in the Irish airports in 2014 
and the total passenger numbers handled during the period 2007-2014. 

Airport Number of Pax - 2014 

Dublin 21,694,893 

Cork 2,138,057 

Shannon 1,555,225 

Knock 703,670 

Kerry 294,955 

Donegal 35,415 

Waterford 33,189 

Connemara 19,236 

Inishmore 11,491 

TOTAL 26,486,131 

Table 10: Traffic figures per airport 

Scope of responsible tasks 

The Aerodrome Division is one of the two sections that constitute the ASD, the 
other one being the ANSD. The AD‘s scope of responsibilities encompasses both 
rulemaking and oversight activities. AD functions, as displayed on the IAA website, 
are the following: 

 contribute to the development of standards for aerodromes and associated 
facilities; 

 conduct the certification and functional supervision of aerodromes; 

 coordinate and approve the publication of relevant information in the Irish AIP; 

 provide advice to the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport on issues 
relating to international airports or matters relating to aerodrome design. 

The section also covers rescue, fire-fighting and engineering as specialist 
functions associated with the oversight of aerodrome operations. 
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The tasks performed by AD, with their respective approximate percentage 
workload according to the 2014 resource planning, are presented in Table 11. 

Task Contents % 

Licensing Correspondence, inquiries, application 
assessment, licence renewals 

14% 

Audits/inspections Questionnaire preparation, liaising, onsite, 
reporting, follow-up 

23% 

EASA Conversion Rules implementation, certification process 18% 

MORs review Review of the mandatory occurrences reports for 
the weekly reports 

5% 

Planning 
monitoring 

Monitoring of planning applications in the vicinity 
of aerodromes 

5% 

Regulations 
maintenance 

Verification, update of aerodrome regulatory 
provisions 

4% 

External events 
attendance 

Emergency exercises, safety seminars, meetings 
and committees (Aerodromes, EASA, CAOPG, 
Local Runway Safety Team (, LRST),, Bird 
Hazard) 

10% 

Internal & 
administrative 

Meetings, training, filing 4% 

Others AIP amendments, IAA website maintenance, 
obstacles lighting and marking monitoring, ICAO 
correspondence/response, external enquiries 

17% 

Table 11: Tasks performed by AD 

Interfaces with other departments 

There are interfaces with other SRD units to carry out aerodrome-related oversight 
tasks. The inspection of aerodrome fuel installations is undertaken on behalf of the 
AD by the AWSD and it was noted that this arrangement was working well.  

There is also an interface with the Aviation Security Section (AvSec) to divide the 
compliance monitoring tasks of aspects that impact both safety and security (such 
as aerodrome boundaries). AvSec is in charge of the main aerodromes (i.e. not 
subject to a derogation pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 1254/2009), whereas AD 
monitors the remaining ones. This split is indicated in an AvSec procedure 
(Proc.No.SEC.2005). However, no formalisation of the liaising modalities could be 
found, and it appeared that AD is not informed of the outcomes of monitoring 
activities carried out by AvSec.  

Staffing 

The AD is staffed by two skilled full-time aerodrome inspectors who have held this 
position since 1999. The position of AD Manager is currently vacant, which was 
also the case during the last ICAO USOAP audit in 2010. According to the 
resources planning in 2014, the ASD assistant director and an administrator 
dedicate respectively 40 per cent and 30 per cent of their time in AD-related tasks. 

This allocation of resources currently matches the AD workload requirements – 99 
per cent of ―capacity usage‖ - provided that nobody is absent. Indeed, the loss of 
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one person would imply a dramatic increase – 158 per cent of ―capacity usage‖ – 
which cannot be sustainable in terms of continuous and undisturbed fulfilment of 
the tasks to perform. Furthermore, the conversion of the licences of the main 
aerodromes into the new EASA certificate requirements - while the other licensed 
aerodromes would remain in a similar framework as the one in place, thus running 
two regimes in parallel – will imply additional workload for AD staff.  

Training 

The AD inspectors regularly attend training sessions to remain updated with the 
latest developments in the domain of the safety of aerodromes and to refresh 
knowledge. Each aerodrome inspector spends at least 6 days per year in 
―Continuing Professional Development‖, which may also include attendance of 
relevant conferences and workshops. Training is identified by the inspectors 
themselves, who present to their manager a list of training for the next year to 
ensure the cost is budgeted for. No criteria are formally set to frame the recurrent 
training that stems from the appraisal of the beneficiaries. 

The respective training log of the AD inspectors is recorded in the SharePoint site. 
Each course followed is listed with the scanned copy of certificate attached. 
However, neither data on the type of training (basic, refreshing, On-the-Job 
Training (OJT)) nor the contents (outlines) are provided.  

Internal procedures 

The AD has its own internal procedures and policies, currently 24, designated as 
ASD.100 up to ASD.123. They have a standard format that, within a table at the 
top of the first page, reflects the designation number, amendment number, number 
of pages, issuing date, title and responsibility (i.e. the persons responsible as the 
AD inspectors). 

These policies and procedures describe in a concise and clear way the functioning 
of the AD, applicable provisions, tasks to be performed by the AD inspectors, and 
planning of oversight activities. They are drafted and updated/amended by the AD 
inspectors themselves, who are gradually inserting provisions stemming from the 
requirements of Commission Regulation (EC) No 139/2014. Each issue, including 
further amended versions, has to be validated by the ASD assistant director. 
There is nevertheless no intermediary level review of these documents by a third 
party so as to provide an external contribution to make sure that the contents are 
and remain consistent and up-to-date, and that possible misprints are removed. 

8.1.2 Legal and regulatory framework 

National primary law 

Two main Irish Acts provide the expectations in relation to the aerodromes safety-
related matters: the IAA Act, 1993, and the Air Navigation and Transport (AN&T) 
Act, 1988.  

In the IAA Act, Section 60 serves as the legal basis for the issuance of orders in 
relation with the licensing of aerodromes – including renewal, suspension and 
revocation of licences – as well as the regulation and oversight of aerodromes 
safety standards. Section 72 enables the imposition of sanctions including 
operations restrictions.  

In the AN&T Act, Part II reflects the provisions to promote safety and security, 
such as the responsibilities to comply with requirements (section 6), the reporting 
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modalities (section 8), the policy insurance (section 11), the inspections (section 
18), and the use of land in the vicinity of aerodromes (section 23). 

National regulations and other binding provisions 

Regulations are promulgated in pursuance of the IAA Act, which confers on the 
IAA the power to establish and enforce orders. Two main Orders set the 
expectations in relation to the aerodromes safety-related matters: Order 355/2008 
(Aerodromes and Visual Ground Aids) and Order 356/2008 (Aerodrome 
Standards). IAA also issues aeronautical notices (T Series for aerodromes) and 
memorandums (Aerodrome Licensing Memorandums (ALMs)), which contain 
binding provisions. 

Order 355/2008 contains provisions relating to the aerodromes licensing process 
(application, revocation, suspension, surrender of a licence), type of use of aircraft 
and restrictions in licensed aerodromes, operations, obligations of the licence 
holders, and the right of aerodrome inspectors. It also specifies criteria in relation 
to access to and movements on the aerodrome, right of way, low visibility 
operations, aeronautical lights and dangerous lights.   

Order 356/2008, in conjunction with Notice T.03, defines the applicable standards 
by reference to the ICAO Annex 14. All licensed aerodromes and heliports have to 
comply with the standards of Volume I and II respectively. ALM.002 and ALM.003 
clarify the applicability of the recommended practices of ICAO Annex 14 for 
aerodromes for public use and for private use respectively. In both cases, 
compliance with ICAO recommended practices is compulsory, but is allowed to be 
reached through alternative means, provided that a related safety assurance has 
been established and accepted.  

Furthermore, Order 215/2005 defines an obstacle and includes any object that 
penetrates an Annex 14 Obstacle Limitation Surface or an Annex 14 obstacle 
protection surface. The Authority has the power to require marking and lighting of 
any obstacle. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning Order 285/2007 on occurrence reporting in civil 
aviation – including aerodromes – is to be superseded by the Regulation (EC) No 
376/2014 (see below).  

European regulations 

European regulations impacting the safety-related scope of aerodromes are as 
follows: 

 Commission Regulation (EC) No 139/2014 laying down requirements and 
administrative procedures related to aerodromes pursuant to the Basic 
Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 - amended by Regulation (EC) No 1108/2009 – 
in the field of aerodromes, air traffic management and air navigation; 

 Regulation (EU) 376/2014 on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of 
occurrences in civil aviation, repealing the previous 2007 Commission 
Regulations, and which includes occurrences related to aerodromes and 
ground services. 

The first requirement encompasses the scope of the aerodromes to be certified, 
the applicable rules – including those for the authorities – and the deadline for their 
applicability. The areas outside the scope of this European regulation remain 
under ICAO framework. Nonetheless, EASA is in parallel continuing its rulemaking 
tasks and preparing requirements and implementing rules addressing apron 
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management services, rescue and fire-fighting services, co-located Visual Flight 
Rules (VFR) heliports, maintenance of aerodromes in line with ICAO Annex 14 
latest amendments, and certification of aerodrome equipment. 

International standards and audits 

Within the scope of aerodromes, ICAO standards are strictly binding once the 
State has formally implemented them into national legislation, whereas some 
flexibility is provided for the ICAO recommended practices (see above). In relation 
to the EASA rules to be implemented, AD is taking advantage of its audits to check 
the compliance of the aerodromes with the certification specifications (CSs) as 
well as with several aerodrome organisation requirements (ADR.OR), aerodrome 
operations requirements (ADR.OPS) and related acceptable means of compliance 
(AMCs), wherever these urgent needs have yet to be fulfilled. 

The last ICAO USOAP of the IAA was performed in 2010 and revealed eleven 
findings related to the aerodromes, air routes and ground aids (AGA) domain. All 
of them have been solved, except one (AGA/01) pointing at the requirement of 
additional human resources in the AD. This finding is taken into account and 
reviewed in the present report. 

There is currently no standardisation audit by EASA in relation to the aerodromes 
domain. It is likely that this process will commence once the transition period of the 
conversion of the licences into the EASA-ruled aerodrome certificates is 
completed by the end of 2017.  

Figure 18 below displays the significant binding texts at international, European 
and Irish levels that apply specifically or generically to the safety of aerodromes 
domain. Several non-binding items are also mentioned. 
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Figure 18: Applicable regulations to aerodromes 
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8.2 Summary of findings (Description of functions) 

8.2.1 Aerodrome licensing 

Criteria and process to license aerodromes 

The underlying principle is that all aerodromes have to be licensed, but 
exemptions are possible based on the type of aircraft and operation, such as a 
private aeroplane or an aeroplane used by a flying club when not in use for 
instruction in flying (Order 355/2008, art.5§4).  

An aerodrome cannot be used by a commercial transport aircraft, unless it is a 
public licensed aerodrome (Order 355/2008, art.6§7), meaning that the other 
aerodromes, if not subject to exemptions, have to be licensed for private use, 
although the Authority may license an aerodrome for public use if the person 
applying for a licence so requests (Order 355/2008, art.6§2). 

Licensing is a three-phase process following the initial expression of interest: 

 first an assessment of the suitability of the site; 

 then a compliance assessment against ICAO Annex 14 and ALM.002 (public 
use) or ALM.003 (private use), including a risk assessment to demonstrate an 
equivalent level of safety in case of deviation with the applicable standards; 
and 

 finally a review of documentation requested on safeguarding and aerodrome 
boundaries as well as administrative-related matters (insurance, fee).  

Administrative procedures in relation to the licences 

Aerodrome licences have to be renewed on an annual basis. This renewal is 
disconnected from the oversight schedule. Nonetheless, status of remedial actions 
to solve a possible non-compliance, accuracy and timeliness of AIS data, as well 
as the proper updating of the aerodrome manual (including SMS) are verified 
along with the validity of the insurance. If the aerodrome licensee does not meet 
the requirements, a temporary licence can be issued for the time necessary to 
remedy the situation. Otherwise, if the licence should not be renewed, the reasons 
have to be given to the licensee prior to suspension or revocation of the licence. 

8.2.2 Oversight 

Audits/inspections planning and scope 

In principle, an audit is conducted every calendar year in each licensed aerodrome 
by one inspector. The frequency can be increased with additional audits in case of 
non-conformances or irregularities at an aerodrome. If on the contrary there is a 
degree of confidence in the conformance of the aerodrome, the interval between 
two audits can be extended up to a maximum of 23 months. Unannounced 
inspections are seldom: only one in 2014, none planned in 2015. They are 
conducted when it is most appropriate to verify an item, but otherwise they are 
avoided to keep a trustworthy relationship with the aerodrome operators. 

The audits‘ scope includes critical areas that are systematically verified, such as 
rescue and fire-fighting (equipment, vehicles, training records, staffing) and the 
emergency plan or the aerodrome internal safety audits as part of the SMS. 
Selected procedures of the aerodrome manual (three on average) for all the audits 
conducted that year are also addressed as part of a rotating verification. There is 
currently no defined timeframe to complete an oversight planning cycle, but AD 
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inspectors are aware that they will have to introduce this cycle – not exceeding 48 
months - as part of EASA requirements.  

Liaising modalities with operators 

Arrangements to set up an audit are formal. A mutually convenient date is agreed 
with the aerodrome manager, and then a letter is sent to confirm the date in writing 
and outline the scope of the audit. A questionnaire is also sent in advance and has 
to be filled in and returned to AD prior to the audit. The questions point to the 
compliancy of items related to the design, equipment and infrastructure, as well as 
to operational procedures. Link to the corresponding EASA reference – 
Certification Specification (CS) or organisation (ADR.OR) and operation 
requirement (ADR.OPS) – is also indicated.  

At the closing meeting, AD inspectors provide an outline of the findings identified 
during the audit. A report is then issued to the Aerodrome Manager within 15 
working days of the audit, outlining any non-conformances. The Aerodrome is 
expected to respond to the audit findings within 90 days, giving a timescale for any 
remedial action. Once proposed remedial actions are received and accepted, they 
will be monitored and/or verified as part of the next annual audit. 

Management of findings and resolution of concerns 

Audits‘ findings are inserted and recorded in the SharePoint site, along with their 
agreed remedial actions and timeframe where applicable. Deficiencies in relation 
to these findings are also assigned a category level among a three-level scale to 
reflect the degree of impact on safety. AD inspectors use ambiguously either ―3‖ 
(according to ASD.108) or ―Obs.‖ (according to EASA – ADR.AR.C.055) to 
designate an observation or a recommendation. 

Whereas AD carefully and promptly scrutinises any ―1‖ designated deficiency and 
almost all ―2‖ designated deficiencies, it was noticed that a ―2‖ –designated 
deficiency that could be an observation as well and several ―3‖ or ―Obs.‖ 
designated deficiencies are recorded but then remain with a pending status in the 
SharePoint site.  

Other oversight-related tasks 

Regarding aerodrome safeguarding, AD ensures that operators of aerodromes for 
public use monitor any building development and land use planning change in the 
vicinity that may constitute an obstacle or adversely impact navigation aids. 
Indeed, at the consultation stage, an operator can oppose in case of constructions 
impacting safety.  

IAA has no regulatory power on planning application outside the aerodrome 
boundaries, as this is vested in the local planning authority. Nevertheless, IAA 
participates in the setting of local planning rules so as to take into consideration 
the Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS). If a decision of the Local Planning 
Authority conflicts with the safe navigation of aircraft, the Aerodrome Licensee will 
be advised to lodge an appeal with the national planning appeals board. Such an 
appeal will be supported by the Authority. 

AD inspectors also perform a review of the occurrence reports received that will 
feed into the weekly report to IAA management. Contents of such reports can also 
be dealt with via safety committees with the operators, but AD does not provide to 
the reporters visibility on the handling of individual logged issues, nor response to 
confirm the closure of the case.  
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8.2.3 Towards EASA certificates 

Aerodromes to be certified or exempted 

Pursuant to Article 4 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 139/2014, AD has 
informed EASA of the aerodromes to which the provisions of the Basic Regulation 
(EC) No 216/2008 and this Regulation apply. The list encompasses ten 
aerodromes. Among them, two are expected to be exempted based on Article 5 of 
Commission Regulation (EC) No 139/2014. A third one is likely to be exempted. 
Thus, a total of seven or eight aerodromes are currently expected to be certified, 
whereas the other ones will remain under the licensing regime.  

Separate aerodrome certificates are planned to be issued for both the aerodrome 
and the aerodrome operator. There is no provider of apron management services 
acting as a separate entity from the aerodrome operators.  

Steps adopted towards certification, planning, liaising modalities with 
operators 

Although the transition period to convert aerodrome licences into certificates by 
the end of 2017 started at the beginning of 2014, AD initiated the process of 
coordination with the representatives of aerodromes to be certified in June 2015. 

AD explained the principles of conversion to certificates, and then proposed a 
certification timescale based on a three-stage approach: 

 documents preparation and submission; 

 verification and audits; 

 issuance of certificates. 

These are planned in such a manner so as to deal successively with each 
aerodrome, from the largest to the smaller ones. Therefore, experience gained 
and lessons learned from the case of Dublin are going to serve for the next 
aerodromes. The last aerodromes are expected to obtain their certificate during 
Q3 2017, with the last quarter being a safety buffer before the regulatory deadline 
of 31 December 2017.  

This nearly ―just-in-time‖ approach is well planned, provided that aerodromes and 
AD will indeed cope with the tasks by the planned deadlines. AD will also organise 
periodic meetings - every 3 months or so - with the aerodromes to coordinate the 
preparation and to monitor the progress achieved.  

Status of implementation 

AD has prepared the compliance checklists relating to the Authority Requirements 
(ARs), Organisation Requirements (ORs) and Operations Requirements (OPS) 
stemming from the templates used by the Flight Operations Department to meet 
EU OPS requirements. These lists provide the available Acceptable Means of 
Compliance (AMCs) for each rule. The Authority and operators have to complete 
their respective part by indicating the applicable AMCs and whether they are 
compliant.  

In order to cope with ARs, AD will perform a gap analysis to identify what is 
already existing – including in other divisions or departments of the Authority, what 
has to be amended or adapted, and finally what has to be added/drafted. With this 
pragmatic approach, AD will not start from scratch and therefore the workload for 
ARs preparation will be reduced.  
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It is noted that alternative Means of Compliance are not expected to be used from 
the Authority side nor from the operators. Compliance checklist in relation with the 
Certification Specifications (CSs) was in preparation at the time of the 
examination. A gap analysis between the EASA and the national regulatory 
provisions – actually the ICAO SARPs – is also in the pipeline. This will helpful for 
the aerodromes to assess where they are in compliance with EASA provisions.  

8.3 Evaluation 

8.3.1 Discussion with AD 

The discussion was held with the ASD Assistant Director and the two aerodrome 
inspectors. The purpose of this exchange was firstly to understand the scope of 
responsibilities and tasks of AD, its functioning as an entity of the ASD and the 
SRD, and its approach to deal with the aerodromes under its supervision. 
Furthermore, the intention was to ensure that the practices are consistent with AD 
working procedures, and the latter are in line with the applicable international and 
national regulatory provisions. The last point was to consider, if beyond 
consistency and compliancy of the current practices and procedures, there is room 
to improve performance of aerodrome safety-related tasks, bearing in mind that 
AD is a very small unit that oversees a limited number of aerodromes. 

It turns out that AD inspectors have an extended and thorough knowledge and 
experience of the applicable ICAO SARPs. They are also well aware of both the 
ICAO SARPs and the EASA rules, the latter being gradually inserted into their 
oversight scope and internal procedures. Therefore, no regulatory non-compliance 
was detected in the aerodrome domain.  

AD Assistant Director (ASD) is fully aware that the current vacant AD manager 
position should be filled by someone who could be able to take over the 
inspectors‘ tasks. The IAA management considers now that this is a priority to be 
dealt with as soon as possible.  

The fact that there are currently only two full-time aerodrome inspectors having 
worked together for many years implies that formalisation of internal procedures is 
kept at a minimum as it is considered that there would be no added value. In any 
case, the limited number of aerodromes supposes that inspectors and aerodrome 
representatives know each other, and this favours informal but fluid one-to-one 
communication, i.e. phone calls rather than letters.  

This pragmatic approach is however not systematically documented to keep a 
track of the exchanges. An important meeting such as the recent one aimed at 
preparing the implementation of the EASA aerodrome rules, organised by AD on 
12th June 2015 and gathering representatives of the aerodromes to be certified, 
has not been subject to minutes. The ASD indicated that there is a reluctance to 
express issues in front of others who may turn out to be competitors, and therefore 
operators prefer to raise and solve their issues with IAA separately.  

8.3.2 Discussion with the aerodromes 

The purpose of this exchange with aerodrome operators was to collect their 
opinion of the tasks performed by SRD in general, and AD in particular, in relation 
to the safety of their aerodrome. A list of questions – most of them open-ended – 
was prepared and sent prior to the exchange to a sample of operators. Interviews 
were conducted either through onsite visits in the premises of the aerodrome 
operators or over the phone.  
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Reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences  

All operators consider that the mandatory reporting system put in place by IAA is 
effective in collecting information in their respective airport. They share a similar 
opinion in relation to the voluntary reporting system insofar as they have visibility 
of it. There is also a positive and common response from the operators expressing 
that confidentiality and protection from unfair treatment/prejudice of the reporters is 
indeed assured by IAA. 

In relation to the dissemination of information stemming from the analysis of 
occurrences-related data performed by IAA such as the Annual Safety Review, 
most of the operators consider that much more progress could be achieved. They 
expect to be provided with more detailed, proactive-driven and operations-focused 
inputs to get an enhanced safety perspective of their airport as a system 
encompassing all involved stakeholders.  

Some operators also raised the fact that they don‘t have visibility on the 
processing and closing of the voluntary reports.  

Reference should also be made to section 4.2.2.4, where this feedback is put into 
context with feedback provided by ANSD. 

Safety performance indicators 

Leading indicators are typically proactive indicators (or SKPIs) to reveal where 
preventative measures can reduce safety risk (e.g. triggers or focal points in the 
operations room). Lagging indicators are typically reactive indicators (or SKPIs) 
related to incident trends or particular incidents. 

Aerodrome operators have set safety performance indicators (SPIs) - lagging and 
leading - which have been accepted by AD, and are reviewed in the framework of 
the audits. However, operators do not have set associated targets and alert 
settings, which have not been required by AD, but they monitor the trends related 
to the SPIs.  

Oversight 

All aerodrome operators consider that the audits and inspections by the AD 
inspectors are well organised, with formal liaising modalities and clear 
explanations on the scope and timeframe. The general impression is that AD 
inspectors have appropriate methods – a combination of ―compliance approach‖ 
based on checklists and discussion with open questions – to identify possible non-
compliance and to detect sources of potential hazards. 

All aerodrome operators also consider that they have the opportunity to discuss – 
and if necessary to challenge – the findings of the inspectors at the closing 
meeting, allowing therefore to solve a significant part of the disagreements if the 
case arises. AD then sends a letter and a report, or more recently only a letter, 
reflecting the outcomes of this audit/inspection, and this reply is considered 
adequate by the operators.  

There is generally no problem encountered with the corrective action plan 
proposed by the operators when necessary. They also consider that inspectors 
follow the implementation of the mitigating measures. 

Safety support and promotion 

It is a common observation by all the operators that AD is keen to help them. 
However, most of them raised expectation in getting more support to interpret 
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regulatory provisions, in particular the EASA rules. An operator also expected to 
receive more updates on the latest developments of the SMS to keep it as a live 
document. 

The Guidance Material (GM) is considered of good quality but rather limited, which 
is considered understandable due to the size of the operations. Operators 
therefore do not expect more in this regard (except for the above-mentioned 
interpretation of regulatory provisions) and consult GM from other authorities, such 
as the Civil Aviation Publications (CAPs) of the UK CAA.  

Operators are not really aware of the awareness-raising or training activities 
organised by AD. Therefore, most of them did not know about the once-a-year 
consultation forum on safety promotion, or the course on aerodrome safeguarding, 
which are part of the activities to be conducted according to the procedure 
ASD.101. 

The IAA website is regularly consulted and is generally considered useful but 
rather limited. An operator indicated that it is not very user-friendly as information 
related to a specific topic cannot be found in a straightforward manner. For 
instance, information relating to aerodromes is spread in different parts of the 
website and there is no systematic link between them.  

Certification process 

EASA regulations place the responsibility on the operator to ensure compliance 
with the regulation, although the IAA is expected to provide support to the 
operators in the implementation. However, most of the consulted operators 
foresee possible difficulties, in particular with the implementation of AMCs, but 
they are currently unclear as to what extent. Therefore, they expect further support 
from AD to correctly interpret the rules and their corresponding AMCs. 

AD is engaging with the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) on the conversion of Dublin 
and Cork Airports to EASA certification, which are the first two airports in its 
schedule. The deadlines to submit the application for these airports according to 
the proposed timeline by AD are going to be postponed as their common operator 
needs more time for such preparation. Nonetheless, the operator plans to 
gradually send the components of the application, which are ready to allow the 
Authority to start with the verification stage at the earliest opportunity.  

Overall conclusion 

All operators have a good opinion of the aerodrome inspectors, who are 
considered as skilled and motivated, with a fair attitude that does not raise 
discrimination concerns. They also consider that the inspectors react in a rather 
timely manner, subject to the sense of priority (the higher the safety-related 
concern, the quicker the reaction).  

Some of the operators have expressed that an intermediary level of contact 
between the ones with the AD inspectors and the annual one with the IAA CEO is 
useful (when already established) or would be appreciated (when not in place yet).  

Regarding the fees charged by the Authority, no particular issue was raised by the 
operators. They consider that fees could be ideally less expensive but are 
nonetheless not aware of the fee charged by other European authorities for similar 
tasks.  



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 116 of 187 

In the final comments raised by the operators, aimed at suggesting clues to 
improve IAA performance, most of them reverted to the improvement in relation 
with the analysis and follow-up of occurrences.  

8.3.3 Summary 

This part of the examination relating to aerodromes relies on the discussions held 
with the AD Assistant Director (ASD) and the aerodrome inspectors. It also stems 
from the review of the applicable international, European and Irish regulations, as 
well as from the documents and tools used by AD such as working procedures, 
checklists, templates, letters or the SharePoint site. Finally, it also takes into 
consideration the inputs provided by the aerodrome operators.  

Based on the feedback from the aerodromes consulted, AD is a unit performing 
well, complying with the applicable regulatory provisions, and relying on limited but 
resourceful and experienced inspectors. Their approach is pragmatic with a high 
sense of the safety-related priorities, and ensuring availability and flexibility 
towards operators to answer their questions and doubts. As a result, there is a 
general positive perception of AD among the operators. 

Nevertheless, some weaknesses were also noticed. A large part of them relate the 
processing of information, which overlaps with quality management, pointing at 
deficiencies in documenting, formalising, reviewing, updating and recording. 
Moreover, there is room for improvement in the analysis and dissemination of 
aerodrome safety-related information, an aspect which raises a lot of expectation 
from the operators. Staffing is also an issue to be dealt with. Other weak points are 
the underexploited IAA website and liaison at management level. The current 
transition period, which implies a common understanding to implement the new 
rules, could also raise concerns, in particular from small airports.   

Internal procedures 

Creation or update of internal procedure documents should be systematically 
reviewed by a third party to ensure that the contents are and remain consistent 
and up-to-date, and that misprints are removed, prior to the validation by the ASD 
Assistant Director. Name of the author, reviewer and validator, with their 
respective date of intervention, should be displayed in the documents describing 
the internal procedures. 

It is advisable to take advantage of the full transition period to coordinate the 
implementation of the EASA rules with the aerodromes. An earlier start would 
have given a positive signal to the operators that the Authority takes the lead to 
frame this conversion process. It would also have allowed to smooth over a longer 
period the workload needed by the operators to be prepared. It would also have 
allowed to plan longer buffer periods to deal with unexpected issues prior to the 
regulatory deadline. 

AD should ensure they reach a common understanding with the operators 
regarding the interpretation of the EASA rules during the periodic meetings with 
the organisations. 

Refer to REC_SRD_2 in section 10.1. 

Training 

Criteria to identify the contents of the continuous/recurrent training should be 
established. These criteria should be based on the regulatory updates – in 
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particular the EASA ones – and on the topics and procedures as part of a periodic 
refreshment. 

The respective training log of the AD inspectors recorded in the SharePoint site 
should indicate the type of training (basic, refreshing, OJT) and a description of the 
contents (for instance the outlines of the training as an attached document).  

Refer to REC_SRD_7 in section 10.1. 

Interfaces with other department 

Liaising arrangements with the Aviation Security Section (AvSec) to inspect items 
impacting both safety and security should be formalised in the procedures of the 
AD. Two-way communication between AD and AvSec on the inspections should 
be established, including the notification to the other party of the outcomes – or the 
lack of them. 

Refer to REC_SRD_7 in section 10.1. 

Management of observations 

Observations – or so-called level 3 deficiencies – indicated in the SharePoint site 
should be reviewed and updated or removed if they are no longer relevant. For 
those cases not requiring level 1 or level 2 findings, AD should use a standardised 
designation in the SharePoint site for the observations. 

Refer to REC_SRD_7 in section 10.1. 

Staffing 

The AD manager position should be filled as soon as possible in order to ensure 
continuous and undisturbed fulfilment of the tasks to perform. The AD manager 
should be competent to conduct AD inspectors‘ tasks in case he/she has to 
replace them. 

Refer to REC_SRD_7 in section 10.1. 

Reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences 

Occurrence analysis and information dissemination policy to the aerodrome 
operators should be based on the following principles, provided that confidentiality 
is protected: 

 adopt a holistic perspective considering airports as a system and thus 
including all parties (such as ground-handlers for instance) so as to provide 
global, systematic and ongoing visibility;  

 develop outputs in such a way so as to take advantage in terms of "lesson 
learned" opportunities; and  

 insert predictive-oriented analysis and related outcomes to anticipate 
deviations.  

Visibility on the handling and closing of logged issues should be provided to the 
reporters to the largest possible extent. 

Refer to REC_SRD_4 in section 10.1. 

Safety support and promotion 
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The IAA website should be used to promote and keep track of the awareness-
raising and training activities organised by AD itself as well as those by external 
bodies. It should also provide the possibility to download the outcomes of such 
events (outlines, presentations, and minutes). It should also be considered as a 
platform – with restricted access and code assignation to aerodrome operators – 
to access awareness-raising and training activities and information dissemination 
stemming from occurrences.  

The IAA website contents regarding aerodromes should be linked to ease the 
search of information in this domain. 

Refer to REC_SRD_4 in section 10.1. 

Liaising with IAA management 

The IAA should discuss with each public-use licensed aerodrome the 
establishment of an intermediate level of contact between the ones with the AD 
inspectors and the annual one with the IAA CEO. On the Authority‘s side, this 
intermediate level could be arranged either with the Assistant Director (ASD) or 
with the head of SRD depending on the purpose of these exchanges. 

Refer to REC_SRD_7 in section 10.1. 

8.4 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 12 provides a SWOT analysis associated with AD (and also includes more 
generic elements related to the SRD). It links with recommendations associated 
with the evaluation section. As it is noted that AD is compliant with all applicable 
regulatory provisions, the recommendations listed therefore relate to actions 
aimed at improving the procedures and/or adopting best practices. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.1. 
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9 Examination of Air Navigation Services - Provision  

9.1 Overview 

EASA have an extensive ATM Rule Making work programme which will apply the 
total systems approach outlined in the EASA Basic Regulation to all aspects of 
ANS. The common requirements EU Regulation 1035/201115 establishes 
requirements for ANSPs to implement an SMS in order to monitor and assess risk. 
The NSA role (Section 4) is to provide safety oversight in accordance with EU 
Regulation 1034/201116. 

The examination of the IAA Air Navigation Services Provision was based initially 
on a gap-analysis, focusing on two elements: 

 compliance with regulatory requirements; and 

 the effectiveness of safety management in ensuring acceptable safety 
performance. 

The CANSO Standard of Excellence (SoE) in Safety Management, recognised 
throughout the industry, assesses the effectiveness of an ANSP against core 
safety requirements to ensure a safe ANS provision. It sets the benchmark 
standard for SMS maturity within the industry and has been adopted by EASA and 
the European Commission as one of the key Safety Key Performance Indicators 
for the Single European Sky. CANSO has carried out a post-implementation 
review of the SoE in SMS and has added in several other study areas such as 
Safety-by-Design and Fatigue Risk Management and ICAO Annex 19.  The SoE in 
SMS supports the GASP, supported by the ICAO Safety Management Manual, for 
achieving the highest level of SMS maturity. 

The SoE is aligned with, and in some areas complements, ICAO Annex 19 and 
EASA requirements, including Commission Implementing Regulation (EC) No 
390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), EASA‘s ED Decision 2013/032/R 
Effectiveness of Safety Management. It is also aligned with Regulation (EU) No 
376/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 3 April 2014 on the 
reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation and aligned with 
Interoperability Regulation (EC) 552/2004) for conformity assessment. 

The ANSP and ANSD, in common with other ANSPs and NSAs, submit their 
EoSM questionnaires annually to EASA. The EASA EoSM is the primary 
methodology by which the IAA ANSP is measured against in a regulatory context. 
It is of note that EASA‘s assessment of the ANSP safety maturity places it with a 
score above the average safety performance maturity score for SES ANSPs. To 
build on this assessment, Annex B shows the relationship with ICAO Annex 19 
and EASA EoSM regulation and clearly identifies the gaps that the ICAO and 
EASA audits do not cover. The 2004 Section 32 Report and the ICAO and EASA 
reports produced since then were reviewed through the gap analysis process, 

                                                

15
 COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) No 1035/2011 of 17 October 2011 laying down 

common requirements for the provision of air navigation services and amending Regulations (EC) No 
482/2008 and (EU) No 691/2010 [2011]. 

16
 COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) No 1034/2011 of 17 October 2011 on safety 

oversight in air traffic management and air navigation services and amending Regulation (EU) No 
691/2010 [2011]. 
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helping to confirm further areas that the ICAO and EASA reports may not have 
covered, thereby providing focus for the Section 32 examination. 

9.2 Examination Methodology 

The ANSP has been evaluated under 11 separate criteria, as summarised by 
Figure 1. The IAA target based on their approved SES RP2 Performance Plan is 
to achieve level 4 ―Managing and Measuring‖ for all 11 criteria by 31st Dec 2019. 
The evaluation clearly demonstrates that the IAA is on track to achieving their 
2019 goal in that they are currently meeting or exceeding their target in all but 1 of 
11 criteria, ―Fatigue Risk Management‖. In regard to ―Fatigue Risk Management 
the IAA are currently working with a vendor to install a Roster Management 
System which will become operational in 2016 and will be configured to assist with 
Fatigue Risk Management. 

Safety Policy E Continuous 
Improvement 

Safety & Just Culture D Managing & 
Measuring 

Quality Assurance in Safety – 
Auditing Arrangements 

D Managing & 
Measuring 

Improvement & Training D Managing & 
Measuring 

Internal Interfaces – Processes & 
Procedures 

E Continuous 
Improvement 

External interfaces – Regulation and 
working groups within Ireland 

D Managing & 
Measuring 

Safety (risk) performance 
monitoring and management at 
operational unit level 

Occurrence reporting and 
investigation 

D Managing & 
Measuring 

Leading and lagging indicators and 
ongoing risk management 

D Managing & 
Measuring 

Change Management D Managing & 
Measuring 

Fatigue Risk Management C Implementing 

Emergency Response & 
Contingency 

E 
Continuous 
Improvement 

Figure 19: Results from CANSO SoE in Safety Management assessment 
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This report acknowledges the work already undertaken by the ANSP and makes 
recommendations on how IAA can further enhance its performance. The SoE 
process is used to qualitatively evaluate the level of effectiveness of the ANSP 
compared to recognised best practices. From this, recommendations for the 
DTTAS and the ANSP, as well as the SRD, are made to improve processes 
currently in place in order to reach the highest level of safety maturity. In particular, 
this is to reach ‗Continuous Improvement‘ (see definitions below), the highest level 
of safety maturity attainable in EASA and CANSO terms. 

The generic methodology employed when conducting the examination of Air 
Navigation Services Provision is based on the CANSO SoE in SMS and is 
summarised in Figure 20. 

 

Figure 20: ANSP examination methodology 

Further details about the steps undertaken at each stage of the study are provided 
hereafter: 

 Step 1 consisted of performing a gap analysis to understand the degree of 
overlap between CANSO SoE in SMS, ICAO Annex 19 and EASA Decision 
2014/035/R. Traceability was established between the regulatory requirements 
captured in each document and highlight any gaps. This traceability enabled to 
feed in material from previous ICAO and EASA audits into this Section 32 
examination, hence ensuring that all key findings were taken into account in 
this study. Further details are provided in Annex B; 
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 Step 2 included the first round of visits to IAA headquarters (HQ) and Dublin 
Terminal Control to gather information. Appendix A (―Enabler and Elements: 
Safety Objectives and Maturity Level Descriptors‖) of the CANSO SoE in SMS 
was used as a prompt to get an initial understanding of the level of 
effectiveness of the processes implemented by the ANSP and ANSD. The 
prompt can be found in Annex C; 

 Step 3 consisted of processing the initial feedback provided by the ANSP and 
therefore support the examination of certain areas in more detail. This also 
helped identify which areas to target with the consulted stakeholders from the 
perspective of related safety improvement interfaces with the ANSP; 

 Step 4 was another round of visits and consultations to gather additional 
feedback; 

 Step 5 evaluated the level of maturity of the ANSP compared to the Maturity 
Level described in the CANSO SoE and SMS (see Annex C). This was done 
by comparing processes observed during our visits with the typical elements 
expected to be seen to reach each particular level of maturity. The summary of 
our evaluation is provided in the remainder of this section; 

 Step 6 reused the output of step 5 to produce recommendations (provided 
throughout this section and summarised in section 9) which would enable the 
ANSP to reach a higher Maturity Level.  
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A specific template is used to capture the information gathered during the 
examination and formulate our evaluation. This pro forma is given in Table 13: 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

Provides the CANSO requirement (also referred to as Safety Objective in the 
source document). 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

Summary of findings and evidence provided by the ANSP. 

Evaluation 

Evaluation of the level of effectiveness of the SMS based on the key elements 
expected to be implemented at each Maturity Level (see Annex C). 

Score/Justification 

Visual representation of the Maturity Level of the ANSP based on evidence 
provided in the examination and justification supporting our evaluation. The 
Maturity Levels are based on the CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) at the 
beginning of this table and in turn referenced from Appendix 1 within the 
CANSO SoE in SMS. Details on the various levels are provided below. 

 

Recommendation(s) 

Provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10 to improve 
the processes currently in place which would in turn support the achievement of 
a high level of SMS maturity (or continue to maintain the level E). 

Table 13: CANSO SoE in SMS feedback pro forma 

The CANSO SoE in SMS defines Maturity Levels allowing to evaluate the level of 
maturity of the SMS when compared to industry best practises. This allows for a 
phased, step-by-step implementation of the SMS.  

The various Maturity Levels, ranging from A to E are as follows: 

A - Initiating: The SMS framework is very immature or non-existent in the 
organisation. 

B - Planning/Initial Implementation: The SMS framework is not yet effective and 
does not yet meet the required regulatory standard. 

C - Implementing: SMS framework meets the required regulatory standard and 
complies with the SMS requirements of ICAO Annex 19. 

D - Managing and Measuring: The SMS framework is functioning and is effective 
in achieving the overall safety policy and objectives of the organisation. 
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E - Continuous Improvement: The SMS framework is regularly reviewed and 
enhanced to achieve excellence in ATM safety management. This step, as the 
name suggests, is a continual process recognising that planning for safety should 
never cease within an ANSP. Ongoing planning must assure that safety 
management activities are integrated and drive priorities for operational safety 
improvement. 

ANSPs should strive to achieve level C ―Implementing‖, while levels D and E focus 
on further optimisation of established SMS processes. As a result the 
recommendations stated in this section should be seen as further improvements to 
an already well performing organisation. 

It can be noted that these levels are directly aligned with the Effectiveness Levels 
defined in EASA‘s annex to ED Decision 2014-03517. 

 

Figure 21: CANSO SoE in SMS Maturity Pathway 

The Maturity Level is determined using Appendix A of the CANSO SoE in SMS, as 
explained in Annex C of this report. 

The information included in the pro forma is a summary of the feedback collected 
during various visits and interviews with the ANSP and other stakeholders 
(including material presented by the various stakeholders).  

9.3 Safety policy 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

2.1 - The safety policy of the organisation presents the organisation‘s 
commitment to safety and its resourcing. The priority of safety within the 
organisation is also articulated. 

2.2 - The safety policy addresses key attributes of the organisation‘s approach 
to safety. These attributes will most likely include culture, visible endorsement, 
communication and safety reporting. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

The ANSP safety policy is aligned with the UK-Ireland FAB safety policy within 
the FAB Safety Management Arrangements Document and has been agreed 

                                                

17
 Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material for the implementation and measurement 

of Safety (Key) Performance Indicators (S(KP)Is) (ATM performance IR) 
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with both Irish and UK regulators. In addition to generic statements aiming at 
maintaining safety levels, the policy commits the ANSP to monitor ―defined 
safety objectives & safety performance predictive indicators‖. 

The safety policy encompasses key principles aligned with EASA, ICAO and 
CANSO best practices. 

The SMU produces the Safety Strategy Policy document. This aligns with the 
State Safety Plan, which follows Regulation (EC) No 390/2013 as described in 
section 4.1 at SRD-level. For example, the State Safety Plan encourages 
performance-based safety oversight and the need to focus on measurements 
and leading indicators. 

The SMS is recorded and audited in accordance with extant Regulatory 
requirements. The SMS has been upgraded to the CANSO format, which in 
turn aligns with ICAO and parallels with EASA. 

Note further details as the Regulation (ANSD) level in section 4.1.1. 

Evaluation 

The ANSP implements an advanced safety policy that is consistent with all 
regulatory requirements and recognises industry best practices. It also 
accounts for the reviewing and improvement of the safety performance of the 
organisation. 

In the background of required cost savings and an already lean organisation, 
there should be continued focus on technology and tools, building on the 
already progressed advancements in the COOPANS advanced Flight Data 
Processor (FDP) system and Voice Communications Control System (VCCS) 
and Mode S implementation and more influence on SESAR to support staff in 
meeting the demands of capacity. An example would be an integrated 
(enterprise) risk management focus, driven from the executive committee level, 
with policy further committed to technology supporting productivity rather than 
focus on productivity in itself. The SES II cost reductions by reducing staffing 
levels have been achieved by the use of technology capabilities; feedback from 
the examination also suggested there is the need for further consideration to 
release operational staff for supporting roles, including training in new 
technologies and ensuring controllers have the opportunity to attend continued 
training in accordance with regulations, as well as further training in SMS and 
human machine interface developments. The SMU runs training courses for 
operations personnel, including safety risk management/SMS, hazard 
identification and risk assessment. Places are also reserved on the ICAO SMS 
course when it is run (operational personnel attend when available). In 
conjunction with operations, external training is arranged for staff when 
required, including human factors modules and hazard ‗bow tie‘ methodology. 

Score/Justification 

The organisation benchmarks its safety policy primarily against regulatory 
requirements, the SSP and international SMS ATM best practice developments, 
with a particular focus on technology and tools to support productivity. 
Recommendations are provided to further this policy in line with regulatory 
developments associated with RP2. 

The organisation continues to question its overall approach to safety and its 
management. It will implement change when evidence is available that the 
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current approach can be enhanced. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_1 

  

9.4 Safety Management System 

9.4.1 Safety and Just Culture 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

1.1 - A positive and pro-active, flexible, and informed safety culture (the shared 
beliefs, assumptions, and values regarding safety) that supports reporting and 
learning led by management. 

1.2 - A just and open climate for reporting and investigation of occurrences. 

1.3 - Regular measurement of safety culture and an improvement programme 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

At corporate level, the safety culture is articulated in the IAA Corporate Safety 
Strategy. The ANSP‘s safety culture is promoted through the SMS and is 
captured by the SMM. At unit level, this is translated to high-level slogans 
focusing on safety such as "how we work when nobody is watching". 

Team Safety Representatives at unit level provide a direct communication 
channel between operational staff and management through the Unit Safety 
Management Committee (USMC), which is chaired by the Unit General 
Manager. The SMU and Unit General Manager provide the link between the 
USMC and the Organisational ATM Safety Committee (OASC). The OASC is 
held quarterly, providing direction at CEO/Director level and at the level of the 
ICAO Strategic Safety Committee as per ICAO SMM (document 9859). 

All Operations and Engineering Management and SMU personnel receive MOR 
notifications. 

Just Culture is a key element of the ANSP‘s safety culture. It is defined by a 
high-level policy goal, in alignment with Commission Implementing Regulation 
(EC) No 390/2013 (Performance Regulation II). The policy is expressed at FAB-
level and has been endorsed by IAA‘s Management team, two out of three Irish 
unions (Engineering and Radio Officers)18 as well as NATS Management team 
and unions. This translates into a number of clearly defined processes and 

                                                

18
 The SMU mentioned that the Irish ATCO union has been briefed and further engagements are 

planned in September 2015, the aim being to agree formal endorsement of the Just Culture Policy. 
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procedures at National Policy level as well as staff roles and responsibilities. 
ANSPs are therefore expected to practically implement the 
processes/procedures via frontline and managerial personnel. The ANSP 
applies Just Culture processes to occurrence investigation. This is supported by 
confidential (CAOR), mandatory (MOR) and voluntary (VOR) occurrence 
reporting systems. Staff are informed about Just Culture as part of the generic 
training. The SMU maintains the Just Culture Manual of procedures and 
guidance. 

Safety issues can be raised through the Safety Issues Register, and such 
information helps to determine appropriate focus of attention. A safety 
suggestion and risk identification form is available to ATCOs (option for 
anonymity). The USM SharePoint portal includes the Safety Issues Register, 
allowing voluntary reporting of non-MOR issues that individuals believe should 
be addressed. Issues are tracked and closed via the USM, including discussion 
at the USMC. 

Safety Culture Surveys are conducted at appropriate times, as determined by 
the SMU, with no particular trigger but in line with best practice in Europe. The 
ANSP took part in a Safety Culture Survey performed by EUROCONTROL in 
2009 supported by Aberdeen University. A  Safety Culture Survey Report was 
published, with a four-year Action Plan tracked and managed through the 
OASC. A mid-term ‗After Care‘ survey review was completed by the 
EUROCONTROL Human Performance Team in 2013.  

Another (2nd) Safety Culture Survey will be performed by EUROCONTROL in 
Q4 2015 (to be completed in Q1 2016), supported by the London School of 
Economics. 

The ‗Team Briefing‘ quarterly communication publication, which applies to all 
ANSP sections, is led by Directors via a rota. Unit management report weekly 
to the Director Operations, who in turn provides a weekly briefing to the 
Executive. 

Evaluation 

Safety is clearly the key preoccupation of the ANSP division and of the IAA in 
general. This is communicated effectively within the ANSP. The ANSP has 
implemented an advanced Just Culture, which other ANSPs have adopted. The 
ANSP is liaising with other European Just Culture adopters (EUROCONTROL 
and Austro Control for example). The Just Culture guidance is published and is 
subject to review and development as is necessary based on operational 
experience of its use. While a clear overarching policy and process is in place 
for supporting occurrence reporting and investigation process, additional 
guidance remains to be developed (e.g. how to ensure dialogue with judicial 
authorities and media). 

The timing of Safety Culture Surveys appears reasonable. They are not 
undertaken annually, which would be impractical to enable appropriate analysis 
of feedback and ensure tracking of actions. The second ANSP Safety Culture 
Survey is scheduled to commence later in 2015 with EUROCONTROL, 
supported by the London School of Economics, as a consequence of 
completing all improvement actions from the action plan from the first survey. 
Operational Safety Surveys are conducted in accordance with the unit annual 
scheduled survey plan. Day-to-Day Operational Surveys are planned joint with 
FAB activities. 
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Score/Justification 

Employees are adequately trained to perform their safety management related 
duties. The value of safety to the organisation is promoted both within and 
outside the organisation through appropriate communication committees. 
Management systems and processes support employees in their quest to be 
informed of and be adequately prepared for changes that may affect safety, 
including through communication via the Team Safety Representatives at unit 
level. 

Individuals and organisational process support sharing safety information and 
concerns across organisational boundaries, supported by a Safety Issues 
Register at unit level. Lessons learnt are actively sought and utilised to improve 
safety standards and processes. 

Within the organisation, the line between acceptable and unacceptable 
behaviours is established and is known and accepted by the all levels in the 
organisation through a formalised policy and procedures. Just Culture reporting 
and investigation principles and processes are systematically applied within 
organisation. 

The organisation assesses its safety culture, through surveys, on a regular 
basis and implements improvements to any identified weaknesses. Safety 
Culture enablers and barriers are identified, and solutions to reduce barriers are 
being implemented. Safety Culture Surveys are carried out in line with 
developing regulation and introduction of new technology and procedures and 
at times to allowing previous actions to be embedded for re-assessment. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

Based on evaluation, no recommendations are made for Safety and Just 
Culture at ANSP level, since it is considered that the ANSP continues to 
manage and measure culture, establishing the processes needed for 
continuous improvement. 

 

9.4.2 Quality assurance in safety 

9.4.2.1 Auditing arrangements 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

5.3 – Safety management documents are regularly reviewed, assessed, and 
maintained. 

12.1 – Internal and independent (external) operational safety surveys and SMS 
audits. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 
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All safety documentation is produced under the IAA‘s Quality Management 
System. Documents are reviewed by the QMS department before approval by 
the endorser. 

The OASC reviews and endorses the ANSP Safety Management policy, 
principles, procedures, organisation and responsibilities allocation. In parallel 
the USMC reviews MORs, Unit SKPI trends and progress of Local Safety 
Action Plans implementation. 

The ANS division, through the SMU and in accordance with Safety Procedure 
201, performs safety audits at regular intervals. Note that this process is an 
internal auditing arrangement. External auditing of the ANS division is also 
performed by ANSD (see Section 4.2.2.2). 

Safety surveys are conducted at unit level in accordance with Safety Procedure 
200 for both ATC and engineering staff, overseen by the Unit Safety Manager. 

Internally, the SMU performs audits of safety activities at units annually. Results 
from the audits are centralised in an Excel database (both non-compliances 
(NCRs) and actions), enabling the SMU to track the progress made. The results 
of the audits are recorded in a report which is provided to the CEO (and the 
units). Units must prioritise audit actions, which are tracked by the SMU. 

SMU maintains an annual plan of audits, with a schedule to observe Units and 
Departments. The SMU aims to conduct audits internally prior to the formal 
ANSD audits, as well as random desktop sampling (through internal SharePoint 
portal access). The details are held on the audit tracking tool ‗DAAMS‘. It is 
worth noting that DAAMS is a new company-wide system which currently acts 
as a repository for quality, SMU and audit data. The first audit via DAAMS is 
scheduled from September 2015, which will then enable automatic flagging of 
actions (owner and tracking built into email notifications). 

Note that the ANSP is regularly audited by both ICAO and EASA as described 
in Section 1.1. 

Evaluation 

The SMU internal auditing arrangements are adequate for the size and 
complexity of the ANS division. The regularity of the audits, combined with the 
constant monitoring of the recommendations, ensures that all Non-
Conformances (NCRs) are actively tracked. The NCR classification system 
ensures that the most immediate findings are dealt with in a timely manner. 

Score/Justification 

There is a formal process in place to periodically review safety and safety 
management procedures and ensure that they remain relevant, consistent with 
industry practice and effective. 

Internal and external (by ANSD) operational surveys and SMS audits are 
carried out in a systematic way. This includes random desktop sampling of 
documents produced through the SMM. There is a process in place to monitor, 
analyse trends, and identify areas that require follow-up safety surveys or 
audits associated with operational safety and the SMS. 

All safety-related procedures are documented in an appropriate manner and 
are known by the staff.  

At the time of the audit, the tracking mechanism ensuring that NCRs are being 
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addressed was on a MS Excel spreadsheet. Whilst adequate for the time being, 
there would be benefits in implementing a dedicated process easily accessible 
by all involved. The ANSP recognises that need and is transferring its tracking 
mechanism via the new DAAMS system. It is planned that this system will 
centralise a number of company elements, which already includes quality, SMU 
and audit data. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_4 

 

9.4.2.2 Improvement and training 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

16.1 – Staff, and contractors where appropriate, are educated and trained in 
safety and safety management and, where required, licensed. 

Note this objective is primarily focussed on ATC, Engineering and Senior staff 
who have the ability to affect the safety of the operational service. 

16.2 – Staff are competent to conduct their obligations under the SMS. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

SMS training is conducted based on Safety Modules in line with the SMS via 
the SMU. A training programme/log is held of all personnel who require and 
have undertaken SMS training (including refresher Modules) in accordance with 
their position. Training is required by all personnel from Chief 
Executive/Directors level to Heads of Services and project and operational 
personnel, including all contractors. Grouping of staff and their training is 
conducted based on workshop scenarios relevant to their positions but also 
ensuring operational focus. There is a particular focus on risk assessments for 
all staff types, including report-writing and interview techniques. There is also 
separate SMU and safety assessment facilitator training. The SMS training 
framework has been developed with ANSD.  

Internally the ANSP uses several means to inform staff about safety 
information, lessons learned and safety critical information relevant to their 
position. These include handbooks (e.g. on Just Culture), face-to-face briefings, 
internal communication (e.g. flyers), electronic notice boards or surveys. There 
is a computerised electronic briefing system (EBS) for communicating 
information to controllers, including NOTice to AirMen (NOTAMs). Investigation 
reports (potentially de-identified) and articles of interest (e.g. from Skybrary) are 
displayed to ATCOs. Safety promotion is done through workshops involving 
multiple stakeholders but also degraded modes training, bulletins, EBS, 
memos, reports, promotional posters, promotional items, slides on IAA TVs, 
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etc. 

Projects are typically managed at the operational unit level by operational staff 
for airspace developments or technical staff for new technology. Such 
personnel receive SMS training, with an emphasis on risk assessment. 
Operational Team Safety Representatives at unit level (typically ATCO experts, 
but also an engineer), who maintain a key liaison of issues and suggested 
improvements between operations staff and management via the USMC, also 
receive initial and refresher training based on a specific training programme via 
modules. A track record of staff competency is maintained to re-assess what 
has been taught. 

Training feedback forms and results from investigations may influence update 
of the training syllabus. The ANSP is considering fostering a better integration 
of all safety activities (in addition to already agreed action plans), more over-
the-shoulder monitoring and the deployment and optimisation of tools to 
facilitate the SMS. Reference should be made to recommendations identified in 
Section 0 on integrating data. 

The SMU is developing competence, procedures and training in human factors 
(particularly human machine interface aspects), with key investigations 
personnel undertaking formal human factors education. 

The Just Culture (JC) process and principles have been communicated to 
operational staff via presentations and the distribution of the Just Culture 
Handbook published by the SMU. JC forms part of the ongoing generic and 
SMS educational and refresher training. The Just Culture Manual of procedures 
and guidance is a QMS controlled document and is maintained by the SMU. 

Conformity Assessment training is delivered as part of the Project Managers 
engineering process training. Staff are also encouraged to become familiar with 
EUROCONTROL-GUID-137. PMs and Domain Managers are expected to 
remain up to date with the latest regulatory developments. 

Evaluation 

It is clear that SMU maintains a comprehensive training programme in SMS, 
tailored to the various roles within the ANSP, with competency levels tracked 
through a centralised database. This applies to initial and refresher training, as 
well as competence within the SMU itself. 

The evidence also suggests that the SMU training programme is tailored to the 
organisation, rather than being outsourced to external training organisations. 
There was evidence that trainers maintain competence with industry 
developments in SMS. More recently this includes degree-level competence in 
Human Performance with the intention to develop the process within SMU 
processes and the SMM. 

Whilst evidence was provided that human factors assessment and competence 
is being formalised in procedures and training for change management and 
investigations, it was not clear to what extent this has progressed so far. This is 
possibly due to resource availability to ‗push forward‘. For example, the 
intention is for a ‗checkbox‘ for HF support in projects, whereby HF expertise 
would be allocated to a team, but there was no indication how far this is being 
progressed and to what extent the support would be outsourced externally. 

There were indications that the human factors competence is to be embedded 
into the investigations processes. It is noted that human factors can be 
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resource intensive and ANSP has HF consultancy support on larger projects. 

There is an effective matrix management structure19 in the ANSP, and Project 
Managers maintain a number of sub-roles. There was good evidence provided 
in relation to the training of the Project Manager in SMS. It is also important that 
competence is maintained in quality management, conformity assessment (as 
stipulated by the Interoperability Regulation (EC) No 552/2004) and human 
factors. Whilst it is noted that human factors competence is in the process of 
being integrated into projects, further evidence is needed as  to the competence 
of project managers in their various roles overall. 

Score/Justification 

There is a process for the Training Provider(s) to receive feedback on the 
effectiveness of training programmes; based on feedback, the training 
programmes are revised to improve effectiveness. 

Training plans cover safety and SMS activities and allow for the improvement of 
staff skills and competency. 

Competency methods (including proficiency, licensing, and training) are 
periodically reviewed and improved with industry best practices adopted. In 
particular, there is emphasis on human performance analysis competency 
being developed to align with the investigations and change management 
processes. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_5 

 

9.4.3 Internal interfaces, processes and procedures 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

3.1 – An approved, clearly documented, and recognised system for the 
management of safety. Management structure, responsibilities, accountabilities 
and authorities are clearly defined and documented. 

3.2 – A clearly defined safety management function/safety manager that is 
independent of line management. 

3.3 – Clear understanding and acceptance of safety management 

                                                

19
 In the context of this report, this is defined as multiple roles, functions and competencies of key staff 

members. For example, project manager with inclusion of safety and quality management roles, 
functions and competencies. 
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accountabilities and responsibilities by all relevant staff and contractors. 

5.1 – A formal SMS that meets all applicable safety and regulatory 
requirements. 

5.2 – Clearly defined and documented safety standards and procedures 

9.1 – Effectively managed safety-related internal interfaces (e.g. quality 
management system, security, and environment). 

15.1 – An integrated planning process drives the continual improvement of the 
SMS. 

17.1 – Staff are informed about safety and safety management standards which 
are relevant to their position. 

17.2 – An organisation-wide means to record and disseminate lessons learned 
and safety critical information. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

The ANSP has implemented a SMS for some years, in line with regulatory 
requirements including Regulation (EC) No 1035/2011. This overarching 
structure provides a framework within which the various safety activities 
undertaken by the ANSP are defined, and which are more recently in 
compliance with Commission Implementing Regulation (EC) No 390/2013 
(Performance Regulation II). This in turn reflects ICAO Annex 19 (Safety 
Management) and EASA Safety Key Performance Indicators (Effectiveness of 
Safety Management, Just Culture and implementation of Risk Analysis Tool). 
As such, the SMS ensures the organisational structures, accountabilities, 
policies and procedures, supported by the Safety Management Manual (SMM). 

The SMS also acts as a link with the more generic change management 
process (and procurement process) to ensure that safety is considered 
throughout a project lifecycle. Detailed safety accountabilities and 
responsibilities as well as Safety Management Procedures (SP400 series) are 
described in the SMM, held by the SMU. The ANSP has a mature and 
functioning SMS. 

The ANSP has an established OASC, held quarterly, providing direction at 
CEO/Director level and at the level of the ICAO Strategic Safety Committee as 
per ICAO SMM (document 9859). SMU and the Unit General Manager provide 
the direct link between the OASC and USMC; see below. Terms of reference 
for both the OASC and USMC are defined in the SMM. The OASC‘s functions 
are to review organisation performance and review and endorse the Safety 
Management policy, principles, procedures, organisation, resources allocation, 
cost, projects, etc. The USMC may identify a particular trend (e.g. increased 
issue associated with a sector), which could be taken to OASC level to trigger 
higher level actions. 

The Safety Management Unit (SMU) is an independent function within the 
ANSP and is headed by the Head of Safety Management (HoSM), maintaining 
the point of contact between SMU and ANSD. The HoSM as a direct reporting 
line to the CEO in accordance with the new certification arrangements and is 
supported by a number of ATM specialists focusing on Safety Investigations, 
Risk Management, Safety Performance and ATC Operations and Procedures. 
The SMU is supported by two USM‘s: one covering Terminal Services (Dublin, 
Shannon and Cork) and the other covering enroute, North Atlantic 
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Communications (NAC) (Shanwick) and AIM services. The two USMs report to 
the GMs but support the SMU in implementation at unit level of SMS processes 
and requirements. All SMU staff have a direct reporting line to the HoSM. The 
General Manager Terminal Services and General Manager Enroute Services & 
NAC report to the Director Operations on a weekly basis, who in turn has a 
direct reporting line to the Chief Executive. 

A centralised DAAMS database has been introduced by the SMU as a safety 
improvement initiative. It is a live part of the QMS system and is maintained on 
the Intranet. For the SMU this includes Safety Investigation of Occurrence 
Manual, Just Culture Manual and Safety Management Manual. 

Each unit has its own safety-related USM SharePoint Portal. The SMM Part 4 is 
the unit‘s own compliance matrix, and which the Unit Management uses as a 
reference for who is accountable, approves, accepts, endorses, is responsible, 
etc. The Unit General Manager also tracks accountabilities, etc. 

Each operational unit has Safety Representatives who provide direct 
communication between the unit (e.g. ATCOs and operational engineers) and 
management via the USMC, which in turn links to the OASC via the SMU and 
Unit General Managers. The safety representatives have their own terms of 
reference, documented in the SMM, and are trained in SMS. Approximately 10 
per cent of the staff base is trained as Safety Representatives, with further 
training to be performed. Each operational USMC, led by the appropriate GM, is 
defined by terms of reference from the SMM and is attended by the Safety 
Representatives. 

Local Safety Teams are set-up, depending on where trends are emerging for 
the operational unit. For examples, Dublin Terminal Service is currently 
focusing on stakeholder engagement through the LRST, monitoring against the 
EUROCONTROL Prevention of Runway Incursions Plan. 

Safety data is shared via the UK-Ireland FAB, including access between UK 
and Ireland occurrence events. Representatives attend the international 
meetings, identifying new trends and improvements emerging, etc. 

The interface between the Operations and Technology departments is done 
through a dedicated subgroup aiming at refining requirements from user 
requirements (ATCO) to technical requirements. The Head of Technology holds 
responsibility for the documentation required for technical changes (Hardware, 
Software and dataset) in line with engineering procedure ENG.001, software 
standards and requirements in line with Software Safety Assurance System 
(SSAS) procedure ENG.018 and in accordance with Regulation (EC) No 
482/2008 - Software Safety Assurance in ATM and the ANSP Operational 
Security Policy – (ENG.019). SMU will audit against requirements (software 
procedures, etc.). 

Within the ANSP, the Conformity Assessment process is defined in a set of 
procedures (National Engineering Procedures, including ANS ENGINEERING 
PROCEDURES MANUAL (ENG.002, ENG.020)). These procedures are 
checked through the IAA QMS and are the responsibility of the Head of 
Technology.  

During the development phase of a given project, Conformity Assessment 
activities are under the responsibility of the Project Manager (with SMU 
providing assistance as required). It can be noted that no generic EATMN 
representation exist (despite being recommended by the EUROCONTROL-
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GUID-13720). Instead, the change is represented using system architectures 
and schematic diagrams. 

Once completed, the CA documentation is handed over to ANSD for review. 
The system enters operations following approval of the documentation from the 
regulator. Additional details on the role and activities undertaken by the ANSD 
are provided in section 4.2.2.2. Approved CA documents become part of the 
Facility Transfer File when transferred to the Ops department. Then, CA 
activities fall under the responsibility of the Domain Manager (responsible for a 
particular technical domain). 

Evaluation 

The SMS and the organisational structure that supports the SMS is well-
established in the organisation and there has been much dedication to comply 
with EASA regulation. Improvement on interfaces associated with integrated 
(enterprise) risk management (see 9.3 evaluation and recommendations) and 
safety (risk) performance (see 0 evaluation and recommendations) will ensure 
continuous improvement in the SMS and organisational structure. 

The SES II cost reductions by reducing staffing levels have been achieved by 
use of technology capabilities and a recent staff reduction at the units through 
natural retirement reduction, whilst traffic has increased. It is therefore 
increasingly the expectation of the organisation (at policy/management level) 
for staff to be multidisciplined to align with the matrix management set-up of the 
ANSP. Risk management procedures ensure balanced workload on staff, 
including. Evaluation and recommendations for improvement in the multi-
disciplined approach (and associated processes and procedures) are provided 
in Section 9.4.5.3. 

Conformity Assessment activities are well understood by the staff and there is 
evidence of good communication channels in place with the ANSD. As more 
complex systems are being implemented, combined with the ANSP‘s stated 
drive towards introducing more automation, the ANSP could explore the 
creation of a European Air Traffic Management Network (EATMN) 
representation. This would help identify the potential impact of new changes in 
terms of interoperability.  

Score/Justification 

The SMS is fully implemented and aligns with EASA regulation requirements, 
including a plan to improve the SMS and proactively manage safety risk in line 
with Reference Period (RP2) developments and safety KPIs. SMS processes 
and outputs are monitored regularly to identify deviations, particularly through 
SMU processes and associated audit. There is clear evidence that the safety 
and safety management documentation is readily available to all personnel in 
the organisation. This documentation details safety and safety management 
processes and procedures, including where there is the need to review safety 
authorities, responsibilities, and accountabilities after any significant 
organisational change. 

The CEO recognises his role in the SMS and actively supports the 
development, implementation, maintenance, and promotion of the SMS 

                                                

20
 http://www.eurocontrol.int/sites/default/files/publication/files/20120220-ca-guid-v3.0.pdf 
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throughout the organisation (including support departments). There is clear 
evidence that the CEO plays a pro-active role in the continuous improvement of 
the SMS, including through an integrated committee process that links with 
operational staff. 

Processes are in place and are being applied to give effect to the organisation 
commitment to continuously improve safety and safety management processes 
and procedures. Particularly through the committees, local safety teams and 
operational safety representatives who provide a focal point, staff and 
contractors across the organisation are able to raise comments (issues and 
improvements) through the appropriate register or directly to the safety 
representatives. This allows staff and contractors to take pro-active day-to-day 
action to have rules and procedures changed where they identify a safety 
benefit by the change. Operational surveys also help with this. 

Although there are recommendations (cross-referenced to other sections of this 
report) relating to improvement of interfaces and matrix-management, 
assessment score is set as the higher ‗continuous improvement‘, since the 
recommendations are for continuous improvement as capacity increases. 

Communication mediums are regularly assessed for effectiveness and gaps 
and deficiencies are acknowledged and addressed. Safety is a key focus of 
internal communication and the organisation is looking to increase the number 
of mediums through which safety messages are sent within the organisation. 
Further recommendations are made for communications in other sections of the 
report, including focus mechanisms for identification and monitoring of 
improvements, lessons learned and issues. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_2 

 

9.4.4 External interfaces – Regulation and working groups within Ireland 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

6.1 – An organisation that takes into account the need to ensure, in a timely 
manner, that there are no inconsistencies with regional/international safety 
standards. 

9.2 – The effective management of external interfaces with a safety impact 
(e.g., MIL, airspace users, airports). 

Formalised processes and procedures dealing with external agreements, 
services, and supplies (e.g., cross-border Letters of Agreement). 

15.2 – A structured approach to gather and share information on operational 
safety and SMS best practices from the industry.  
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17.3 - Appropriate safety information and knowledge is shared with industry 
stakeholders. 

Information disclosure is compliant with agreed publication and confidentiality 
policies/agreements 

17.4 – A general public knowledgeable of the ANSP‘s performance through 
routine publication of achieved safety levels and trends. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

ANS Regulation is driven by EASA Safety Key Performance Indicators 
(Effectiveness of Safety Management, Just Culture and implementation of Risk 
Analysis Tool) as directed by Commission Implementing Regulation (EC) No 
390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), which in turn reflects ICAO Annex 19. 
The Head of Stakeholder and Regulatory Affairs provides the EASA formal 
interface. 

There is a UK-Ireland FAB Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) at State, 
regulation and ANSP levels. The UK-Ireland FAB Harmonisation (Group), which 
meets twice a year, is split between the regulation function and ANSP and so is 
attended by ANSD and ANS. The objective of the Group is to optimise the FAB 
airspace and gain the most efficiencies from it. The function of the group is 
therefore to determine how both regions focus their business and expand 
capacity safely and efficiently. Projects are established to drive decisions (e.g. 
dynamic sectorisations, harmonising procedures). The group also decides who 
may represent the FAB at various groups between SRD, ANSP, UK CAA and 
NATS. The FAB Management Board, where senior operations managers and 
military and customer representatives of FAB operations units meet, focuses 
ANSP decisions, with airlines involved as appropriate. 

At the Dublin ACC, ANSP station managers hold daily meetings with DAA and 
airlines to discuss the status of operations at the airport and coordinate in case 
of unexpected situations. Monthly airport/airline stakeholder meetings take 
place to report on tactical operational matters such as the progress made on 
airport development programmes or the development of flight procedures (e.g. 
Point Merge). A Customer Care Programme is also in place with the ANSP‘s 
airline customers. Over 30 airlines are visited at their headquarters each year 
by the ANSP‘s Customer Care Team and frank and open discussions are the 
norm. An annual online survey is conducted and an annual report published. 

Military and the ANSP/ANSD meet to discuss airspace structures and levels of 
usage through the Standing Civil Military Air Navigation (STaCMAN) 
Committee. Military are also represented at FAB-level. Coordination with UK 
military is mainly managed tactically but also through the FAB.  

The ANSP/ANSD coordination with the Irish General Aviation community is 
done through the General Aviation Safety Council of Ireland (GASCI) to discuss 
airspace changes through the public consultation process. Specific initiatives 
can be organised to raise awareness on particular topics. For example, the 
ANSP facilitated an Operational Safety Week in 2014 with airlines, GA and 
airports to focus on key topics to focus on existing issues, solutions and 
improvements associated with Irish airspace and its interfaces. Familiarisation 
flights have also been organised between the ANSP and airlines (for ATCOs to 
sit in cockpits and observe pilots and vice versa in the control tower). 

The ANSP also attends European and Thales User Groups. IAA is a candidate 
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member of the SESAR Joint Undertaking (SJU) and NORACON. 

Other stakeholders the ANSP interfaces with include DTTAS & CAR, Gardai, 
Search & Rescue (SAR), COOPANS, manufacturers & EUROCONTROL for 
systems as well as CANSO, as described further in Section 2.7 and other 
tables in this section. 

Evaluation 

There is evidence that the ANSP works closely with ANSD in influencing and 
translating EASA regulation to ANSP level21, particularly through UK-Ireland 
FAB working groups. 

SESAR, COOPANS/Borealis partners, EASA regulation and UK-Ireland FAB 
should continue to be influenced where technology can support 
productivity/capacity and safety. 

The ANSP should continue to proactively ensure mechanisms and staff support 
are in place to maintain its existing effective matrix management structure. 

Score/Justification 

There is a process in place to address the need for timely and consistent 
compliance with regional or international safety standards. The organisation 
contributes to an international dialogue to improve standards and regulations, 
particularly through the UK-Ireland FAB committees. 

Activities with safety-related external interfaces are coordinated and 
relationships are managed through documented agreements. Contractors are 
trained in SMS and audited as if full-time employees. 

Safety data and information are actively shared particularly through the 
COOPANS partners, UK-Ireland FAB, as well as with the military and GASCI 
fora. There is an active communication between station managers and the 
airport authorities. 

Industry best practices are periodically reviewed to provide the most current 
information which is then assessed for applicability, and adopted as 
appropriate. 

Sharing of safety-related best practices with industry has demonstrated 
improved safety performance. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_1 

                                                

21
 Note also feedback in section 4.2.2.4 in relation to other ANSPs. 
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9.4.5 Safety (risk) performance monitoring and management at operational unit 
level 

9.4.5.1 Occurrence reporting and investigation 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

7.1 – Hazards to operations are reported and assessed. 

7.2 – Assessed risks are mitigated or controlled. 

11.1 - A continuing organisation-wide process to report and investigate safety 
occurrences and risks. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

The ANSP division, through the SMU and in accordance with Safety Procedure 
300/301, contributes to safety assurance management through safety 
occurrence investigation and reporting in alignment with ICAO Annex 13 
‗Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation‘ and the Safety Investigation of 
Occurrences Manual (SIOM)-001. 

The SMU investigation function is independent (set up to comply with 
Regulation (EC) No 376/2014). This is formalised by a Service Level 
Agreement (SLA) between Operations & Technology directorates. This process 
is detailed in the SIOM. 

Reporting mechanisms include Confidential (CAOR) as well as both Mandatory 
(MOR) and Voluntary (VOR) Occurrence Reports. Following a MOR, factual 
information is gathered within 24 hours of the incident happening. A MOR 
database is maintained and tracked. It is aligned with the EUROCONTROL 
TOKAI and the ECCAIRS database, thereby aligning with Regulation (EC) No 
376/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 3 April 2014 on the 
reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation.  

The ANSP maintains a performance (risk) based approach to investigations. 
This is supported by the Aerospace Performance Factor (APF) Tool to support 
management decision making with regards to safety performance, with 
particular focus on the causal factors to incidents and events. This is also 
supported by the EUROCONTROL RAT in accordance with Commission 
Implementing Regulation (EC) No 390/2013 (Performance Regulation II), to 
analyse factors such as controllability and closure rate of separation incidents. 

It is the intention that the APF and the RAT will be integrated with TOKAI in a 
single database later in 2015. Incident causal factors (HF Taxonomy) 
information is provided for in the RAT and trending analysis by use of the APF, 
which are mutually inclusive and compatible. The intention is to link HF 
taxonomy and weighted APF data. The raw APF data is weighted in a pairwise 
comparison task utilising Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) in accordance 
with the ESARR2 ‗mind-map‘ contained in the relevant guidance material. This 
provides the ANSP with an analysis system to identify and classify the most 
significant events and their criticality. The ANSP focuses on both Air and 
Ground elements of RAT at ANSP level and ANSD verifies the RAT scores. It 
can be noted that at the time of writing, the ANSP was in the process of aligning 
with Regulation (EC) No 376/2014 (superseding ESARR2). 

Internally, the ANSP reviews incidents and recommendations on weekly basis.  
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Quarterly reporting is improved by using the APF. 

The ANSP‘s occurrence reporting and investigation process also implements 
proactive reporting mechanisms. At Unit level, safety issues can be raised 
through the Safety Issues Register as well as directly through the Safety 
Representatives. Such information helps to determine appropriate focus of 
attention. Random inspections (e.g. listening to RT tapes) are being conducted 
to ensure the right behaviours are being implemented. Issues are tracked and 
closed via the USM. Unit safety surveys identify feedback, issues and 
improvements directly from operational staff and station managers. Cross-
function area working groups help to focus attention in relation to such 
feedback, issues and improvements. The Station Managers conduct the initial 
data gathering as part of the reporting step. Electronic briefings can be used to 
communicate investigation or observation findings. The Unit Safety Information 
portal is also available to communicate findings. 

The focus on safety targets is at the level of Safety Key Performance Indicators 
(SKPIs) in alignment with Regulation (EC) No 390/2013, focusing particularly 
on separation, level bust and runway incursion incidents. ANSD interprets the 
KPIs into national and unit targets for the regulated entities, with ANSD 
focusing on the ANSP and the other ANSPs. The ANSP operational units 
determine their trends against these targets, including determining how ANS 
contributes to the trends. Where there is a small number of events and 
therefore it is difficult to draw trends, the focus is then on monitoring.  

It is acknowledged that there should be greater focus on contributing factors to 
the State level incidents of reduced separations, level busts, runway incursions, 
etc. It was also noted from unit level discussions that it is sometimes difficult to 
focus the ‗effectiveness‘ of improvements made in the system when the ANSP 
operational unit cannot directly see the ANS contribution to the event(s). Since 
the safety targets (SKPIs) are kept aviation-level for the provision to ANSP 
operational units, it is not always clear to the unit as to its contribution to the 
increased/decreased trend and therefore focus its attention. 

The SOTS is a national database for tracking MORs. The ANSP has its own 
MOR management system, which interfaces with the SOTS Library (ANSPs, 
airlines, etc.). MORs are submitted to SRD, AAIU (via SOTS – AAIU decide if 
they want to investigate; for large incidents, the SMU can receive a call from 
AAIU) and SMU in parallel. Typically, the ANSP focuses on 20 incidents per 
week. ATM Occurrence Investigators (AOI) conduct the investigation and then 
SMU manages the process including decision of the level of occurrence 
investigation (factual information Level 2 or Level 3). 

Evaluation 

Since the safety targets (SKPIs) are kept aviation-level for the provision to 
ANSP operational units, it is not always clear to the unit as to its contribution to 
the increased/decreased trend and therefore focus its attention. Whilst it is 
‗easier‘ for the units to investigate further the ANS contribution due to the low 
number of occurrences associated with the number of movements, targets 
focused on causal factors will enable the units to focus attention on particular 
areas (e.g. fatigue factors, Human-Machine Interface (HMI) factors) and 
therefore feed into existing (and new) local user groups and/or interface with 
other stakeholders (e.g. airlines, GA, military) as appropriate. 

The integration of RAT into the investigations database has been useful to 
trigger questions behind the events and there are indications of the ANSP‘s 
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intention to develop the APF tool further. 

Score/Justification 

The ANSP maintains a performance (risk) based approach to investigations. 
This is supported by the APF Tool to support management decision making in 
safety performance, with particular focus on the causal factors to incidents and 
events. There is also alignment with improvements in the Risk Analysis Tool 
and TOKAI, with SMU attendance at appropriate industry improvement fora, 
such as CANSO workshops. 

Hazard identification and analysis process and techniques are continually 
refined. Improvements are being made to include stakeholders in both the 
identification and assessment process. Development of the new APF tool will 
particularly ensure efficient management of the interfaces within the 
organisation to focus attention as capacity increases. 

Recommendations are made to align internal and external taxonomy and, along 
with the recommendations under ‗Leading and Lagging Indicators‘ and ‗Change 
Management‘, allow more quantitative analysis techniques to focus attention 
and provide ‗knowledge and visualisation‘ of risk. This will also help focus the 
use of both proactive and predictive methods to inform the organisation about 
inherent risk levels and ensure monitoring arrangements can be put in place to 
visualise improvements at the correct level when changes are made. 

Personnel who report safety occurrences, risks and problems are encouraged 
to suggest corrective actions. Processes and communication channels are in 
place to allow this, depending on the severity of events or whether issues or 
improvements are being raised, and there is a feedback process in place. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_4 

 

9.4.5.2 Leading and lagging indicators and ongoing risk management 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

7.3 – Risk controls are monitored for effectiveness, and remedial action taken if 
controls are not working effectively. 

13.1 – An established and active monitoring system that uses and tracks 
suitable safety indicators and associated targets (e.g., lagging and leading 
indicators). 

13.2 – Methods to measure safety performance, which is compared within and 
between ANSPs. 
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Summary of findings and Evidence 

Leading indicators are typically proactive indicators (or SKPIs) to reveal where 
preventative measures can reduce safety risk (e.g. triggers or focal points in the 
operations room). Lagging indicators are typically reactive indicators (or SKPIs) 
related to incident trends or particular incidents. 

The ANSP collects all mandatory lagging indicators as required by EASA‘s ED 
Decision 2013/032/R.  

The ANSP maintains a performance (risk) based approach to investigations, 
with performance monitored by SMU and operational units. This includes a 
record of incidents and corrective actions taken, monitored and reported to the 
Director of Operations on a weekly basis. 

Unit safety surveys identify feedback, issues and improvements directly from 
operational staff and station managers. Such surveys are typically undertaken 
quarterly. 

There is a Hazard Log per unit, maintained by the USM, whereby hazards 
identified by safety assessments of system changes are logged. Centralising 
hazard assessment information helps the ANSP understand the impact of a 
change on other elements of the ATM system, and therefore assess the overall 
safety impact (integrated risk picture) at unit level. 

An AOI is able to review safety cases and hazard logs to see if hazards that 
come to light as the result of an incident have been previously identified during 
the implementation of a change. Procedures are also in the SMM to ensure that 
as part of a safety case review any incidents or occurrences that have 
happened are reviewed and recorded within the safety case or are added to the 
hazard log. However, there was no evidence that hazards are directly related to 
safety targets/SKPIs and incident investigations; an integrated hazard log with 
incident investigation terminologies (and therefore industry SKPI terminologies) 
will ensure a more efficient process. Dublin, Shannon and Cork aerodrome 
performance is monitored via related targets agreed between ANSD and the 
ANSP. 

Unit safety surveys identify feedback, issues and improvements directly from 
operational staff and station managers. Such surveys are typically undertaken 
quarterly. Safety Culture Surveys help to re-address the leading indicators (e.g. 
through Safety Survey mechanisms) associated with the operational units. The 
ANSP is looking to other ANSPs for best practice in Normal Operations Safety 
Surveys (NOSS), Day-to-Day and other survey measures. Currently, sectors 
are sampled across the ANSP and NATS under the FAB programme (e.g. 
ANSP surveyors observing NATS and vice versa). 

The ANSP performs radio transmission read back reviews to monitor the 
phraseology used by ATCOs (results are distributed to Units and can be used 
to review ATCO training needs). A similar process is being trialed to monitor 
ATCOs‘ adherence to operational standard procedures. 

Evaluation 

The ANSP Operational Units maintain a log of all operational hazards identified 
through the change management process and safety cases associated with 
ATM changes. Whilst safety cases and hazards are logged and managed by 
the USM, there is not currently a structure in place to demonstrate where some 
hazards contribute to others in the log. Such a consolidation approach to a ‗risk 
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picture‘ may reduce the resource requirement to track hazards since it should 
allow clearer analysis of risk associated with changes (consistent with other 
changes) and monitoring of the risk associated with the changes. As airspace 
and technology is further developed in line with SES II and increasing traffic it 
may be more difficult to maintain the process of safety case review and update. 
Having said that, the operational units have a consistent approach to the 
logging of hazards and, along with SMU, have set the foundations in place to 
develop an integrated hazard log that is more easily manageable for system 
changes. The operational personnel consulted in the examination are already 
aware that improvements in the logging of hazards are required and are 
working towards a more structured approach on a step-by-step basis. 

Using a similar approach to hazards and causal factors between investigations 
(as well as common taxonomy with SRD) and the operational units will drive 
where the leading indicators need to be more prevalent in the operations room 
to identify issues, where improvements are being made and where changes are 
required (e.g. conversions of workarounds into procedures). Through similar 
language between the operations rooms and investigations the leading 
indicators will enable the improvements (or otherwise) to be identified in 
operation. 

It was noted that EUROCONTROL assisted in the development of Unit Safety 
Cases in 2014. It is important for the operational units to know their risk as far 
as practicable to direct attention to changes and actions and then continue to 
observe the risk trend. It is recommended that further steps are undertaken for 
the operational units to understand risk and know where to focus for ongoing 
performance. 

All individual safety cases are logged into a repository. The SMS requirement is 
that safety cases are reviewed on an annual basis or where a major change 
has occurred. As airspace and technology is further developed in line with SES 
II and increasing traffic it may be more difficult to maintain this process. A more 
structured database of causes of hazards and outcomes and risk mitigations 
will ensure an improved interface with projects and reduce the administration 
process. 

Safety Culture Surveys help to re-address the focus of leading indicators (i.e. 
Safety Survey mechanisms to identify indicators) on the operational units, 
aligning with the SES II process going forward. The ANSP is looking to other 
ANSPs for best practice in NOSS, Day-to-Day and other survey measures, 
including collaborations through the UK-Ireland FAB programme. Using a 
structure to hazards and pre-cursors between investigations and the 
operational units will help to visualise the safety risk and where leading 
indicators can proactively identify issues, and improvements and where 
changes are required (e.g. conversions of procedure workarounds into 
procedures based on reports from the safety issues register). Through similar 
language between the operations rooms and investigations the leading 
indicators will enable the improvements (or otherwise) to be visualised in 
operation. Commonality will also enable visualisation of whether any issue is 
sector-focused or generic to the operation, and where improvements in one 
sector could be reflected in another. Aerodrome performance is monitored via 
the Airport Authority/Operators, although it was unclear what triggers 
(indicators) are in place to prompt and assist monitoring and tracking of actions. 
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Score/Justification 

Targets are developed based on EASA requirements and trends are analysed 
for safety improvement purposes. 

Operational units maintain a centralised hazard log, and there are indications 
that operational units want to improve how they track their internal risk and 
focus attention. Recommendations are made that will further allow processes 
and practices to be refined to assure that the organisation and in particular 
operational units better understand risk baseline, the controls that are in place, 
and any performance deviations or deficiencies. 

SKPIs are developed by SRD for meeting the safety regulatory requirements 
and therefore set for ANSP units to verify the safety performance. There are 
also additional practices being developed based on similar practices elsewhere 
and developments associated with committees such as FAB and CANSO. 

Various mechanisms are in place at unit level to focus attention via safety 
culture and unit safety surveys and direct techniques in the operations room 
such as Radio Telecommunications analysis. An increased range of risk 
controls could be considered to help address gaps or deficiencies and enable 
continuous monitoring, as reflected in the recommendations, including those in 
the ‗occurrence reporting and investigation‘ and ‗change management‘ 
sections. This is particularly important as capacity increases and new concepts 
and technology is developed. Alignment of hazard logs with investigations and 
therefore the safety targets set in line with SRD and SES will enable qualitative 
and quantitative techniques to be developed further to verify the safety 
performance and to validate the effectiveness of risk controls. 

The reporting, operational safety survey and SMS auditing programmes are 
integral parts of the management and operational processes. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_4 

 

9.4.5.3 Change management 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

8.1 – Design addresses the whole system, people, procedures, airspace and 
equipment. 

Systems contain features to ensure they operate safely and support the 
operator‘s decision making process. 
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Equal weight is given to the success and failure case approaches. 

14.1 - Documentation and reporting mechanisms are in place to assure that 
internal and external stakeholders are provided with assurance about the 
means by which safety risks which may be introduced during and/or following 
implementation of change are managed and mitigated. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

Operational changes are driven by Terminal and Enroute Services, which 
prioritise activities according to investment cycles and a rigid capital 
expenditure allocation aligned with the Customer Care Programme. Drivers for 
change include SESAR interface, automation tools and FDP interface to 
support increases in movements in line with SES II. The ANSP works with 
COOPANS partners for the major changes to the COOPANS system, but is 
also interfacing with SESAR technology (e.g. SJU/NORACON) and emerging 
technologies associated with remote towers, dynamic sectorisation, free route 
airspace and more advanced Medium-Term Conflict Detection (MTCD). There 
is an interface with the applicable airport authority (e.g. affected ground 
infrastructure) based on the investment cycles. 

System change management is undertaken in accordance with Safety 
Procedure 400 series and National Engineering Procedures (in Particular 
ENG.001, ENG.018, ENG.019 and ENG.019), as referenced from the SMM. 
Organisational changes are conducted in accordance with Safety Procedure 
100. 

On the basis of established investment cycle processes, the ANSP works with 
partners as appropriate to develop concepts and technologies, including 
COOPANS partners for major changes to the COOPANS system, 
SJU/NORACON and other stakeholders such as airport authorities. All changes 
are stemming from the Common Change Board (CCB) and regrouped into a 
Configuration Management table. ANSD is notified of all CCB changes (via 
emails) to ensure that appropriate safety activities are undertaken. 

All planned safety related changes are subject to risk assessment in 
accordance with regulatory requirements and in line with SMS procedures. This 
examination noted that safety assessments of changes are conducted in line 
with the EUROCONTROL Safety Assessment Methodology (SAM); the NATS 
four-part safety case methodology may also be used as detailed in the SMM 
SP403.  

It was not clear during the examination of the exact process to initiate a change. 
For example, although feedback suggested that typically changes are initiated 
by an operational need via the operations sub-group (OSG), supported by 
operational staff, whereby an appropriate operational (e.g. airspace change) or 
technical (e.g. CNS equipment) project manager is selected. Focus is then on 
CNS hardware/software (and COOPANS and maintenance) as appropriate to 
support the operational change prior to bringing the assessment back to the 
operational level. 

The overall hazard analysis for the differing types of changes was not clear 
from initial visits to the IAA during the examination and it was understood that 
there is some further development to ensure a cohesive process (e.g. in 
relation to use of the bow-tie hazard assessment principle). However, further 
feedback has confirmed the following process: 

- By following the SMM SP406 and applying the risk classification scheme in 
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the SP401 procedure, any severity 1 or 2 hazards can be identified and 
therefore shall be subject to formal review and regulatory approval in 
accordance with EC 1034/2011 articles 9 and 10. 

- When the change is a major/complex/significant change then it would be 
assessed against a concept of operations or operational change 
description. SP406 and ENG.001 require that before the hazard 
assessment is undertaken the change is correctly documented/described 
and understood by the participants prior to the analysis commencing. It is 
noted that a concept of operations is not formalised. 

- Where a change is minor, the assessment is not undertaken against a 
formalised concept of operations or change to baseline operations. Instead, 
the impact of the proposed change is assessed based on existing 
procedures (e.g. Manual of Air Traffic Services (MATS)) and relevant 
engineering manuals. 

- Acceptance criteria are based on the As Far As Reasonably Practicable 
(AFARP) Principle. This analysis is undertaken by personnel who have 
been trained by SMU personnel and the results are formally recorded. 

- The organisation recognises that the ‗bow-tie‘ approach to hazard 
assessment provides a good starting point for hazard analysis, particularly 
in relation to the SP406 safety assessment procedure in the SMM and 
continues to train in this approach. 

- All technical changes are managed through the ENG.001 (CCB) process. 

- F-043 is a form by which approval of a minor change is undertaken. Given 
the nature of the changes that are approved in this way (hardware, software 
and dataset) some of the questions that are required to be answered in the 
form relate to system or equipment configuration information; others relate 
to testing and V&V activities. 

- ANSD is notified of all CCB changes (via emails). 

- SMU maintains interface with ANSD and provides the necessary notification 
for major and minor changes. 

Feedback from the examination also suggested that, for a significant system 
change, a preliminary SP406 may not be undertaken where a formalised 
requirement for a safety case would be obvious (e.g. major airspace change). 

All major changes are presented and notified to the SMU and SRD via either a 
Safety Plan or formal notification via email. The SMU provides advice to the 
project team, but will not have direct involvement other than 
facilitation/attendance of workshops where there is a need associated with a 
large or complex change. SMU will ensure appropriate controller and technical 
experts drive the hazard identification and assessment process. Pilots are not 
typically involved in hazard assessments, but SRD Flight Ops department 
members are occasionally invited. 

A technical change initiates the ENG.001 process, where risk assessment is 
conducted in accordance with the SP401 risk classification scheme. Once 
complete, if the change is a minor change as defined in the SMM then the F043 
is completed and submitted to ANSD with the associated supporting 
documentation (including Hazard Assessment). If the change is a major change 
then that change is subject to SMU endorsement and regulatory acceptance in 
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line with the SMS procedures. An SP406 form is initiated if operational 
procedures are affected. The project manager manages this process in 
accordance with the SMM. ANSD is notified via email for all major and minor 
changes. 

Operations Manual (ATS) changes are initiated via an ATS Ops Notice (AON), 
which has followed the requirements of the SP406 (completed and included in 
the AON) procedure. 

SMU provides a safety case endorsement role to projects. SMU specialists 
provide guidance to project safety activities, supporting the project manager 
with hazard assessment facilitation workshops for the larger project changes 
where necessary.  

There is a regular review of system safety cases and associated hazards via 
the USM. The USM will track changes via the unit hazard log. All safety cases 
that have been produced to enable the implementation of changes are stored 
on SharePoint and tracked by the USM. The USM will identify all SCs affected 
by future changes and highlight these to the Project Manager so that related 
affected hazards are accounted for by the project. 

The USM will track issues through the Safety Issues Register and track them to 
completion, e.g. colour issue raised and agreed to project level for the change 
(including testing, familiarisation and training as necessary). 

Project managers are selected based on the specific change and the expertise 
required. Airspace changes are typically managed by operational staff and 
technical changes by engineers. Larger operational changes are managed by 
operational staff and maintained at the operational unit. A matrix management 
approach is applied to staff in that the project manager will typically undertake, 
for example, safety management activities rather than delegating the role. 
Project managers are trained in such roles, with guidance from the SMU. SMU 
specialists occasionally support project managers in the facilitation of larger 
hazard assessment workshops. The project manager tracks safety 
requirements‘ compliance through training, procedures, testing, transition, etc. 
based on a Business Management System. 

Evaluation 

There are processes in place for risk assessment at operational (SP406 
procedure) and technical (Eng001 procedure) levels of ANS. 

SMM SP401 provides the overall direction of risk assessment and mitigation. 
The SP406 is used for procedural change assessment to determine if a 
procedural change is major (and therefore requires safety case endorsement by 
the SMU and Regulatory approval) or minor (the change can be approved at 
Unit management level and be endorsed by the unit Safety Manager prior to the 
change taking place). Some feedback from the examination suggested SP406 
is only used for procedures, whereas other feedback suggested SP406 is being 
increasingly used for large operational and technical changes. It is 
recommended that the use of SP406 and ENG.001 in the wider end-to-end 
system changes is clearly understood, including when to use the procedures 
throughout a project‘s lifecycle. 

It is advisable that the ANSP establishes process and procedures for ensuring 
formalised concept of operations, as part of the change management process, 
for major/complex changes. This would help assess the impact of the change 
on the existing operational environment and ensure hazard assessments 
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continue to focus on a top-down operational approach. Emerging best practice 
advice from industry (e.g. SESAR, EUROCONTROL, CANSO) suggests that 
there should be more operational focus at the start of the project change 
management process (e.g. as reflected through SESAR Safety Reference 
Material in ensuring the appropriate level of operational hazards in relation to, in 
the case of ANS, the controller human machine interface). It is noted that the 
IAA has already reflected this approach through formalisation of the already 
established SP406 procedure (‗bow-tie‘ model) as a main trigger for hazard 
analysis prior to technical analysis to ensure the operational focus is 
maintained. 

The matrix management approach is seen to work very well within the ANSP, 
particularly enabling the Project Manager to maintain oversight of the various 
activities associated with the project. The ANSP‘s project management 
approach ensures Project Managers with appropriate operational and technical 
backgrounds commensurate to the concept being developed. With the 
increasing capacity requirements in Ireland and hence the requirement of 
changes to technology and concepts to safely and efficiently meet this capacity, 
the ANSP will have to ensure that this approach to project management is 
maintained to continue to safely and efficiently meet capacity demands. 

Score/Justification 

A robust process using objective data is followed to identify safety features 
which can be implemented in new and existing system designs. The OSG 
initiates and supports changes and there is alignment with established 
investment cycle processes and key external groups such as COOPANS 
partners via the Common Change Board (CCB) and the SJU. In particular, 
there is a strong operational focus to changes, with clear leadership from senior 
operational and technical personnel assigned to the applicable units. The matrix 
management approach to staff enhances the focus of changes and the 
relevance of safety decisions associated with the operation. 

From a strategic level, changes are assessed for impact ahead of the change 
and the impacts of the controls associated with its implementation the change 
are assessed after it has occurred. Change management practices are refined 
on the basis of experience within the organisation, including through the risk 
assessment process that captures all hazards relevant to the change. 

The recommendations will improve the identification of ‗operational‘ hazards 
associated with changes to the operation and the human machine interface. 
This will also ensure the success and failure cases are given equal importance 
during the design process. Re-structuring the hazard logs will also provide a 
clearer identification where issues and improvements identified by personnel 
(e.g. through the Issues Register) relate to the integrated risk picture and 
enable the unit to set the appropriate leading indicators (controls for hazard risk 
reduction) are in place to derive data (e.g. through monitoring, technical data, 
etc). 
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Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_4 

REC_ANS_6 

REC_ANS_7 

 

9.4.5.4 Fatigue risk management 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

10.1 – A data-driven means by continuously monitoring and managing fatigue-
related safety risk that aims to ensure relevant personnel are performing at 
adequate levels of alertness. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

Fatigue risk management is undertaken according to roster in relation to EASA 
regulation. Requirements, including rostering and education, will be rolled out 
by the ANSP, particularly through HF modules. There is close alignment with 
CANSO Future SMS working group developments based on other ANSPs‘ 
approaches. 

There are fatigue related questions in relation to ANSD audit. There is also 
policy regarding overtime on rest days and agreements are in place as to hours 
a controller can be in position – this is based on evidence including complexity 
of sectors, etc. 

Evaluation 

The ANSP recognises the potential impact of fatigue on operational and 
engineering staff and therefore the need to proactively manage such issues. A 
dedicated Fatigue Risk Management System (FRMS) is in place, though not 
formalised, and the ANSP stated that the ATCO rosters were designed with 
generous breaks and a degree of flexibility to adapt to personal preferences 
(e.g. reverse rostering). There is no daily medical monitoring but an intoxication 
policy (alcohol and drugs) is implemented and applies to all staff. 

Score/Justification 

Data and information is used from internal (e.g. audit) and external sources 
(e.g. CANSO) to continually improve its approach to managing fatigue-related 
safety risk. 

Fatigue-related risk is considered as an operational hazard, but there is the 
requirement for the FRMS to be formalised, along with appropriate policy. This 
needs to include: 

1. responsibilities of both management and operational personnel; 

2. methods for assessing and managing fatigue risk; 

3. education and training; 
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4. procedures for continual assessment; and 

5. processes to assess and continually improve approaches to fatigue-risk 
management. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

REC_ANS_3 

 

9.5 Emergency response and contingency 

CANSO SoE in SMS requirement(s) 

4.1 – Emergency response procedures and an emergency response plan that 
documents the orderly and efficient transition from normal to emergency 
operations and return to normal operations. 

Summary of findings and Evidence 

A Crisis Management Plan (CMP) exists at company level of which the National 
Operational Contingency Plan (NOCP) is an integral part. They include many 
aspects of crisis management such as communications with media, business 
continuity and stakeholder management. These plans are rehearsed and 
exercised annually (provided by an externally contracted specialist agency). 

The ANSP annually undertakes mock events (‗Crisis Solutions‘ event) based on 
different scenarios (e.g. vehicle containing acidic fluid collides at Dublin Airport, 
fluid flows into drains and causes loss of transmitters). These drills are 
designed to test contingency procedures and train staff to react appropriately in 
such circumstances. 

The CMP and NOCP exercises generate reports, which include performance 
analysis of the conducted exercises and, as appropriate recommendations for 
either plan‘s improvement. The ANSP has a national contingency plan, from 
which operational emergency procedures are derived. Operational systems 
have built-in contingency functionalities and back-up facilities are also available 
(e.g. in case of full FDP failure). Every year, a crisis scenario is planned to 
simulate a major incident and exercise emergency drills. 

A Degraded Modes event is undertaken at least once annually during Training 
for Unusual CircumstancEs (TRUCE) for ATCOs and Engineers to test 
procedures in degraded scenarios. 

Contingency manuals are held at the units (including contingency procedures, 
contingency facilities/towers, etc.). Procedures include interfacing into the State 
for calling in other organisations (e.g. UK Air Force) as necessary. 
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Evaluation 

Emergency and Contingency plans and procedures are managed centrally and 
efficiently through the SMU, including appropriate interface with ANSD, the 
wider SRD and other key stakeholders associated with ‗mock‘ scenarios. 

Score/Justification 

Primary Air Traffic Management systems are reliable and have redundant 
capabilities and back-up systems. 

The emergency response plan and procedures have been rehearsed through 
desktop or operational exercises. 

The Emergency Response planning processes and Emergency Procedures 
and Plans are regularly exercised and revised to keep them up-to-date. 

 

Related Recommendation(s) in section 10.2 

Based on evaluation, no recommendations are made for Emergency response 
and contingency. 

 

9.6 Aeronautical Data Quality (ADQ) 

9.6.1 ADQ regulation and its implementation  

Irish AIS decided to develop a new web based AIM platform supporting the 
management of aeronautical information and electronic terrain and obstacle data 
to be compliant with European Commission Regulation (EC) No 73/2010 (ADQ 
IR). For the development of the system, Irish AIS selected from 5 vendors CGH 
Tech and contracted development of the Aeronautical Surfaces Screening 
Evaluation Tool (ASSET) being deployed in two phases. 

ASSET is implemented as a cloud-based tool. It has a robust work flow 
component tailored according to the requirements of the ANSP operations that 
allows all stakeholders to manage and share their data on a common services 
platform. Data originators have their data available for the regulator, allowing them 
to comply with the latest aeronautical information requirements.  

ASSET supports origination, management and also distribution of aeronautical 
data and enables compliance in the following areas:  

 dataset format; 

 aeronautical data exchange format (capable of data exchange in AIXM 5.1); 

 data quality (tools and rules for data verification and validation, maintenance of 
data integrity); 
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 data protection; and  

 formal arrangements (digital SLAs). 

ASSET was specified to be fully compliance with the ADQ IR with system 
requirements based on ICAO, industry and EUROCONTROL specifications 
including Data Assurance Levels, Data Quality Requirements, Data Quality 
Origination and Aeronautical Information Exchange. 

From project inception the AIS provider has cooperated closely with IAA SRG to 
ensure regulatory compliance at deployment.  

To provide independent evidence of ASSET compliance with ADQ IR an 
independent audit was completed in 2013. This identified several non-compliances 
and enabled improvement of the system. Following this, several internal audits of 
the ASSET have been performed which focused on completing the compliance 
with ICAO standards and EUROCONTROL recommendations. The improvements 
of ASSET are then monitored using comprehensive compliance matrix.  

The current status of ASSET implementation at the end of Phase 1 is: 

 ASSET is partially deployed but other means of aeronautical data publication 
remain available and therefore not all data originators have signed the terms of 
conditions for ASSET use; 

 the manufacturer of the system has recently issued a Declaration of Suitability 
for Use (DSU) in compliance with the Interoperability Regulation (EC) No 
552/2004;   

 the first Declaration of Verification (DoV) documentation developed by AIS was 
challenged by EASA and the updated DoV documentation is currently under 
development; 

 it is planned that ASSET will fully support electronic AIP (eAIP) at the end of 
2015 and before the system is released into full operation the DoV 
documentation will be issued. 

Training on use of ASSET has been provided following promotion among data 
originators, an information campaign and workshops with different stakeholders 
(e.g. airport operators, wind farm operators, ATC units, developers, the 
construction industry and planning authorities) with the prime focus on the use of 
its obstacle assessment function. The training program and a detailed operational 
manual for ASSET users has been developed by AIS to make the system 
implementation as seamless as possible.  

9.6.2 Results 

Even though the implementation of the system is behind the date the ADQ 
regulation came into force in 2014 and is not 100 % compliant with the ADQ IR, 
the Irish AIS is ahead of most European countries regarding ADQ implementation. 
The process of ADQ implementation within the AIS services is continuously 
managed by the AIS provider and the ASSET system is iteratively improving 
through Phase 2 to reach full compliance in most aspects at the end of this year. 

The promotion activities for ASSET tool could have been better oriented on the 
main data originators who would regularly use the ASSET for update or publication 
of aeronautical static or dynamic data. 
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9.7 Conclusion and recommendations 

Table 14 provides a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis associated with the ANSP. It links with recommendations associated with 
the evaluation sections within the CANSO SoE in SMS tables. 

The SWOT provides cross-reference to related recommendations in section 10.2. 

 

                                              Recommendations 

In
te
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a
l 
o

ri
g
in

 

Strengths 

 Mature SMS adequately 

supported by the SMM 

 Occurrence monitoring and 

trends analysis 

 Audit programme and tracking of 

findings 

 Just Culture, supported by clear 

communication channels, reporting 

mechanisms and training 

Weaknesses 

 Integration of human factors 

support 

 Centralised risk, including targets, 

investigations, audit and unit 

hazards  

 Clarity in the change management 

process, including hazard 

assessment process 

 No EATMN representation to 

assess the impact of a change in 

terms of interoperability 

 Establish process for FRMS 

 

ANS_5 

 

ANS_4 

 

ANS_6, 

7 

 

ANS_2 

 

ANS_3 

E
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Opportunities 

 Focus on integrated risk (ANS_1) 

 Generally good relationships with 

other aviation stakeholders 

 Use UK-FAB vehicle to influence 

the development of regulations 

(ANS_2) 

 Align HF taxonomy (ANS_6) 

Threats 

 Provide additional support to PMs 

as projects become larger and more 

complex 

 

ANS_1 

Table 14: ANSP SWOT 
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10 Recommendations 

This section consolidates all the recommendations made throughout the previous 
sections. The department (including resource) affected and reference to the 
related section of this report is provided alongside each recommendation. 

The recommendations are categorised as follows: 

High – require immediate attention and planning for improvement 

Low – required to be addressed in line with SES developments and/or included in 
existing working groups/processes 

10.1 Recommendations related to the SRD 

All recommendations related to the SRD are consolidated in this sub-section 
according to the responsible authority. 

Safety Regulation Division 

Recommendation Dept Status Section 

REGULATION, POLICY & PROCEDURES 

REC_SRD_1: Whereas EASA has not questioned the 
effectiveness of the functional, as distinct from legal, 
separation of the IAA regulator and the IAA ANSP at the 
highest level in the organisation, such responsibility and 
accountability for certain independent decisions should be 
kept under review to ensure that appropriate safeguards 
in relation to safety oversight are in place. The objective 
should be to ensure that there is demonstrable 
transparency regarding the independence of safety 
regulation and that potential ―conflict of interest‖ issues 
are managed in line with the principles underpinning the 
emerging regulations within the framework of SES II+ and 
with best practice globally. 

ANSD High 4.3 

REC_SRD_2: IAA should ensure: 

 Communication mechanisms are reviewed to 

ensure effective support to stakeholders during 

times of significant regulatory changes. This 

should include identification of the means and 

resource to improve the effectiveness of the 

communication process, and appropriate action 

plans to ensure the industry is fully supported in 

its implementation and interpretation of the 

regulations; 

 A focal point for each sub-division is implemented 

and known to all organisations to make sure 

urgent situations requiring an inspector are 

processed in a timely manner; 

 Personnel with appropriate expertise are involved 

in any rulemaking activity and in regulations 

ANSD High 4.3 

FOD High 5.3.3 

AWSD High 6.3.3 

RPPLD High 7.3.3 

AD High 8.3.3 
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interpretation; 

 Creation or update of internal procedure 

documents are systematically reviewed by a third 

party to ensure that the contents are and remain 

consistent and up-to-date. 

REC_SRD_5: The SRD organisation, policies and 
procedures should be amended to complete the 
implementation of the Part ARO and Part ARA 
compliance monitoring function. 

FOD Low 5.3.3 

RPPLD Low 7.3.3 

REC SRD 6: The conversion reports, to be submitted for 
gliders and balloons pilots and towing ratings, must be 
prepared for future conversion of Irish national 
licences/qualifications/ experiences to European licences. 
Because licensing of these pilots is mainly based first on 
a recognition of their experience and to ease the report 
process, it is recommended to first issue Irish licences in 
accordance with national rules then requested conversion 
to Part FCL licences. 

RPPLD Low 7.3.3 

REC_SRD_7: The following actions are recommended to 
be undertaken by the AD and/or IAA: 

 Aerodrome training to include establishment of criteria 
to identify the contents of the continuous/recurrent 
training, based on the regulatory updates – in 
particular the EASA ones – and on the topics and 
procedures as part of a periodic refreshment; 

 The respective training log of the AD inspectors 
recorded in the SharePoint site should indicate the 
type of training (basic, refreshing, OJT) and a 
description of the contents (for instance, the outlines 
of the training as an attached document); 

 Liaising arrangements with the Aviation Security 
Section (AvSec) to inspect items impacting both 
safety and security should be formalised in the 
procedures of the AD. Two-way communication 
between AD and AvSec on the inspections should be 
established, including the notification to the other 
party of the outcomes or whether follow-up required; 

 AD observations – or so-called level 3 deficiencies – 
indicated in the SharePoint site should be reviewed 
and updated or removed if they are no longer 
relevant. For those cases not requiring level 1 or level 
2 findings, AD should use a standardised designation 
in the SharePoint site for the observations; 

 The AD manager position should be filled as soon as 
possible in order to ensure continuous and 
undisturbed fulfilment of the tasks to perform. The AD 
manager should be competent to conduct AD 

AD Low 8.3.3 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 158 of 187 

inspections‘; 

 Discuss with each public-use licensed aerodrome the 
establishment of an intermediate level of contact 
between the ones with the AD inspectors and the 
annual one with the IAA CEO. On the Authority‘s side, 
this intermediate level could be arranged either with 
the Assistant Director (ASD) or with the head of SRD 
depending on the purpose of these exchanges. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFETY MANAGEMENT 

REC_SRD_3: The SRD should continue to work with 
EASA and stakeholders to ensure that: 

 an EU coordinated set of high level and low level, 

leading and lagging22 safety indicators are 

developed in conformance with the EU 

requirements and agreed with stakeholders, 

which will enable safety targets for regulated 

entities to target their individual resources to 

address key safety concerns and improve 

communications between other organisations and 

with SRD; 

 a common scoring scheme for performance 

targets is developed, along with a common 

communications methodology for sharing 

information both within and between authorities 

and organisations; and 

 relevant indicators for effectiveness of safety 

management at both State and organisational 

level continue to be developed across all 

domains. 

ANSD Low 4.3 

REC_SRD_4: The SRD should further ensure that 

 follow-up reports and lessons learned from 

occurrences reported by one organisation are 

shared with other affected stakeholders (e.g. 

.airports, ANSP, operators), using appropriate 

communication levels and methods, taking due 

account of data protection issues; 

 initial reporters are aware of conclusions if they 

are not directly affected (despite being the initial 

reporter), taking due account of data protection 

issues; 

ANSD High 4.3 

FOD High 5.3.3 

RPPLD High 7.3.3 

AD High 8.3.3 

   

                                                

22
 Leading indicators are typically proactive indicators (or SKPIs) to reveal where preventative 

measures can reduce safety risk (e.g. triggers or focal points in the operations room). Lagging 
indicators are typically reactive indicators (or SKPIs) related to incident trends or particular incidents. 
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 industry professionals and the public are further 

re-assured that information received under 

voluntary or confidential reporting mechanisms, 

including via the website or direct to IAA, is 

treated with the same importance as reports 

received under mandatory reporting schemes; 

 its commitment to industry professionals is re-

affirmed that it will maintain a balanced position on 

reports received by individuals against their own 

organisation; 

 process and procedure is in place for dealing with 

complaints; 

 stakeholders are aware of the associated 

process/procedures; and 

 individual voluntary reporting to oversee effective 

implementation of Just Culture within the 

regulated organisations is further investigated 

(e.g. through survey on those organisations) to 

determine whether there remains to be issues. 

 

10.2 Recommendations related to the ANS 

Recommendation Status Section 

REGULATION, POLICY & PROCEDURES 

REC_ANS_1: In light of increasing traffic and related projects to 
meet the demands of capacity and maintain safety levels, the 
ANSP should: 

 continue to focus on opportunities derived from 

partnerships, particularly through COOPANS partners, 

EPN training and Borealis industrial partnerships and 

shared airspace arrangements through the UK-Ireland 

FAB; and 

 proactively ensure mechanisms and staff are in place to 

ensure that Project Managers continue to be supported 

(e.g. through partners and cross-ANSP training 

programmes) to perform their multiple roles on larger, more 

complex projects. 

Low 9.3 

REC_ANS_2: The creation of an EATMN representation should be 
explored as it would help identify the potential impact of new 
changes in terms of interoperability. 

Low 9.4.3 

REC_ANS_3: FRMS should be formalised through appropriate 
policy and procedures, to ensure fatigue risk management is 
understood by staff and is considered for change and ongoing 
monitoring, providing an appropriate reference point. 

High 9.4.5.4 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFETY MANAGEMENT 

REC_ANS_4: The ANSP should further engage with the SRD to 
develop its existing centralised database(s) to ensure: 

 continued efficient recording and tracking of all internal and 

external audit results and actions; 

 links between safety targets (trends) set at SRD-level and 

at ANSP-level (with particular focus on investigations and 

operational demonstration of risk); 

 a more integrated organisation-wide demonstration of risk. 

Low 9.4.2.1 

9.4.5.1 

9.4.5.2 

9.4.5.3 

REC_ANS_5: Policy and process should more clearly define 
specialist Human Performance (HP) assessment for incident 
investigations, major change and complex projects to continue to 
progress the development of HP procedures and training. 

Low 9.4.2.2 

REC_ANS_6: The ANSP should continue to establish in its safety 
management procedures and training the bow-tie format as an 
initial assessment methodology to support hazard analysis and 
risk assessment associated with all changes on the basis that: 

 IAA has already identified its practicalities with IAA staff 

and observation of its use in other organisations; 

 it is an understandable process in a workshop environment 

to demonstrate of risk; and 

 for a typical change, it ensures the visualisation of hazards 

at the operational level and its associated procedural, 

functional, human causes and operational outcomes 

Low 9.4.5.3 

REC_ANS_7: The ANSP should ensure clearer demonstration of 
how the hazard analysis and risk assessment processes and 
procedures inter-relate so that staff are clear as to a common 
starting point and the steps for hazard assessment associated with 
any type of change. 

Low 9.4.5.3 

 

 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 161 of 187 

A Acronyms 

Acronym Definition 

AAD Airlines Airworthiness Division 

AAIU Air Accident Investigation Unit 

ACAM Aircraft Continuing Airworthiness Monitoring 

AD Aerodrome Division 

ADQ Aeronautical Data Quality 

ADR Aerodrome 

ADREP Accident/incident Data REPorting 

AFIS Aerodrome Flight Information Service 

AGA Air routes and Ground Aids 

AHP Analytical Hierarchy Process 

AIM Aeronautical Information Management 

AIP Aeronautical Information Publication 

AIS Aeronautical Information Services  

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable  

ALM Aerodrome Licensing Memorandum 

AMC Acceptable Means of Compliance 

AMO Approved Maintenance Organisation 

AN&T Air Navigation & Transport 

ANS Air Navigation Services  

ANSD Air Navigation Service Division 

ANSP Air Navigation Service Provider  

AOC Air Operator Certificate 

AOI ATM Occurrence Investigator 

AOGAD Air Operator and General aviation Airworthiness Division 

AON ATS Ops Notice 

APF Aerospace Performance Factor 

AR Authority Requirements 

ARA Authority Requirements for Aircrew 

ARC Airworthiness Review Certificate 

ARDCD Aircraft Registration and Design Control Division 

ARO Authority Requirements for air Operations 

ASD Aeronautical Services Department 

ASD Assistant Director, SRD 

ASR Annual Safety Report 

ASSET Aeronautical Surfaces Screening Evaluation Tool 

AST Annual Summary Template 
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Acronym Definition 

ATC Air Traffic Control  

ATCO Air Traffic Control Officer  

ATM Air Traffic Management 

ATO Approved Training Organisation 

ATS Air Traffic Services 

ATSEP Air Traffic Safety Electronics Personnel 

AWSD Airworthiness Department 

BMS Business Management System 

CA Conformity Assessment 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority, UK 

CAMO Continuous Airworthiness Management Organisation 

CANSO Civil Air Navigation Services Organisation 

CAOR Confidential ATM Reporting system 

CAP Civil Aviation Publication 

CAR Commission for Aircraft Regulation 

CCA Cabin Crew Attestation 

CCB Common Change Board 

CEO Chief Executive Officer 

CHOG Commercial HelicOpter Group 

CMP Crisis Management Plan 

CNS Communication, Navigation and Surveillance  

CoA Certificate of Airworthiness 

COOPANS COOPeration between Air Navigation Services providers 

CS Certification Specification 

DAA Dublin Airport Authority 

DOA Design Organisations Approvals 

DSU Declaration of Suitability of Use 

DTTAS Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport 

DoV Declaration of Verification 

EASA European Aviation Safety Authority 

EATMN European Air Traffic Management Network 

EBS Electronic Briefing System 

EC European Commission 

ECAC European Civil Aviation Conference Area  

ECCAIRS European Coordination Centre for Accidents and Incidents Reporting System 

ED Executive Director 

EPN Entry Point North (training) 

ESARR EUROCONTROL Safety Regulatory Requirements  
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Acronym Definition 

EoSM Effectiveness of Safety Management 

ETOPS Extended-range Twin-engine Operational Performance Standards 

EU European Union  

EUROCONTROL European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration, US 

FAB Functional Airspace Block 

FABEC Functional Airspace Block Europe Central 

FCL Flight Crew Licensing 

FDP Flight Data Processing 

FMB Functional Airspace Block Management Board 

FOD Flight Operations Department 

FOI Flight Operations Inspector 

FRM Fatigue Risk Management 

FRMS Fatigue Risk Management System 

FSC Functional Airspace Block Supervisory Committee 

FSTD Flight Synthetic Training Devices 

FTO Flight Training Organisation 

GA General Aviation 

GASCI General Aviation Safety Council of Ireland 

GASP Global Aviation Safety Plan (ICAO) 

GM General Manager 

GM Guidance Material 

HF Human Factors 

HMI Human Machine Interface 

HQ Headquarters 

HoSM Head of Safety Management 

IAA Irish Aviation Authority 

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organisation 

ICB Industry Consultation Body 

IDERA Irrevocable De-registration and Export Request Authorisation 

IGSA Irish Glider and Sailing Association 

IOP Interoperability 

ILS Instrument Landing System 

IR Implementing Rule 

ISO International Standards Organisation 

JAR-FCL Joint Aviation Requirements for Flight Crew Licensing 

JAR-OPS Joint Aviation Requirements for OPerationS of commercial air transport 

JC Just Culture 
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Acronym Definition 

KPI Key Performance Indicator  

LAPL Light Aircraft Pilot Licensing 

LRST Local Runway Safety Team 

MATS Manual of Air Traffic Services 

MET Meteorological 

MNPS Minimum Navigation Performance Specification 

MOR Mandatory Occurrence Report 

MORS Mandatory Occurrence Reporting Scheme  

MTCD Medium Term Conflict Detection 

MTO Maintenance Training Organisation 

NAA National Aviation Authority 

NAC North Atlantic Communication 

NATS National Air Traffic Services (UK)  

NCA National Competent Authority 

NCC Non-Commercial operations with Complex motor-powered aircraft 

NCO Non-Commercial operations with Other-than complex motor-powered aircraft 

NCR Non-ComfoRmances 

NEAP North European ANS Provider 

NOCP National Operational Contingency Plan 

NORACON NORth European and Austrian CONsortium 

NOSS Normal Operations Safety Survey 

NOTAM Notice to Airmen 

NPA Notices of Proposed Amendments 

NSA National Supervisory Authority 

NSAI National Standards Authority of Ireland 

OASC Officer and Aircrew Selection Center 

OASC Organisational ATM Safety Committee 

OIM Operations Internal Memorandum 

OJT On-the-Job Training 

OLS Obstacle Limitation Surfaces 

OPS OPerationS 

OPS OPerationS of aircraft 

OPS OPerationS requirements 

OR Organisation Requirements 

ORA Organisation Requirements for Aircrew 

ORO Organisation Requirements for air Operations 

OSG Operations Sub-Group 
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Acronym Definition 

PEL PErsonnel Licensing 

PtF Permit to Fly 

POA Production Organisations Approvals 

PPL Private Pilot Licensing 

PRB Performance Review Body (SES) 

QMS Quality Management System 

RAT Risk Analysis Tool 

RNP Required Navigation Performance 

RP Reporting Period 

RPAS Remotely Piloted Aircraft System 

RPPLD Regulatory Performance and Personnel Licensing Department 

RVSM Reduced Vertical Separation Minima 

SAFA Safety Assessment of Foreign Aircraft 

SANA Safety Assessment of National Aircraft 

SAM Safety Assessment Methodology 

SAR Search And Rescue 

SARPs Standard and Recommended Practices 

SoE Standard of Excellence 

SERA Standardised European Rules of the Air 

SES Single European Sky 

SESAR Single European Sky ATM Research Programme 

SI Statutory Instrument 

SIOM Safety Investigation of Occurrences Manual 

SITA Société Internationale de Télécommunications Aéronautique 

SJU SESAR Joint Undertaking 

SKPI Safety Key Performance Indicator 

SLA Service Level Agreement 

SMM Safety Management Manual 

SMS Safety Management System  

SMU Safety Management Unit 

SOTS Safety Occurrence Tracking System 

SPO Special Operations 

SRD Safety Regulation Division (IAA) 

SSAS Software Safety Assurance System 

SSP State Safety Programme 

STaCMAN Standing Civil Military Air Navigation Committee 

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 

TC Type Certificate 
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Acronym Definition 

TF Technical File 

TOKAI Tool Kit for ATM Occurrence Investigation 

TRTO Type Rating Training Organisation 

TRUCE TRaining for Unusual CircumstancEs 

UAV Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 

UK United Kingdom  

US United States (of America) 

USM Unit Safety Manager 

USMC Unite Safety Management Committee 

USOAP Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme 

VFR Visual Flight Rules  

VCCS Voice Communication Control System 

VOR Voluntary Occurrence Report 
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B Traceability matrix supporting the examination of Air 
Navigation Services (Provision) 

As explained in section 9.1, the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety 
Management Systems23 helps deliver a consolidated view of an ANSP‘s SMS level 
of implementation. It goes beyond the traditional ICAO and EASA regulatory 
requirements to provide a comprehensive framework allowing to assess the 
effectiveness of the safety policies in place. 

The CANSO SoE in SMS supports the ICAO Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP), 
which is in turn promoted by the ICAO Safety Management Manual (Doc 9859). 
Additionally, it provides means through which ANSPs can comply with ICAO 
Annex 19 requirements for service provider. 

The CANSO SoE ―SMS Effectiveness criteria‖ are aligned with the ―Levels of 
implementation‖ described in EASA Decision 2014/035/R24. In parallel, the 
Decision maps EASA‘s Management Objectives (MO) to the elements defined in 
ICAO Annex 19. 

Traceability can therefore be established between the CANSO SoE in SMS, ICAO 
Annex 19 and EASA Decision 2014/035/R.  

The degree of alignment between requirements across the three documents varies 
from direct correlation to less explicit relationships. There is therefore some 
subjectivity involved in the determination of whether two requirements are linked. 
This said, despite different wordings, the correlation between requirements is 
generally strong (and subsequently gaps are quite obvious). 

The matrix shows in turn the links between the CANSO and ICAO requirements, 
and then between the ICAO requirements and EASA Management Objectives.  

 

                                                

23
 https://www.canso.org/canso-standard-excellence-safety-management-systems 

24
 Executive Director Decision 2014/035/R of 16 December 2014 adopting Acceptable Means of 

Compliance and Guidance Material for point 1 of Section 2 of Annex I to Regulation (EU) No 390/2013 
and repealing Decision 2011/017/R of the Executive Director of the Agency of 16 December 2011 

https://www.canso.org/canso-standard-excellence-safety-management-systems
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CANSO SoE 

Link 
SoE ->  
Annex 

19 

ICAO Annex 19 

Link 
Annex 
19 -> 
EASA 

EASA 2014/035/R 

Ref Objective 
 

Ref Element Requirement 
 

MO 
# 

MO req 

1.1 A positive and pro-active, flexible, and 
informed safety culture (the shared beliefs, 
assumptions, and values regarding safety) 
that supports reporting and learning led by 
management. 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 

The safety policy shall: 
d) clearly indicate which types of 
behaviours are unacceptable related 
to the service provider‘s aviation 
activities and include the 
circumstances under which 
disciplinary action would not apply 

Link 1.1 
 
5.1 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Establish and promote safety culture within 
the ANSP 

1.2 A just and open climate for reporting and 
investigation of occurrences 

NO 
LINK 

      Link 5.1 Establish and promote safety culture within 
the ANSP 

1.3 Regular measurement of safety culture and 
an improvement programme 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 

The safety policy shall: 
d) clearly indicate which types of 
behaviours are unacceptable related 
to the service provider‘s aviation 
activities and include the 
circumstances under which 
disciplinary action would not apply 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
5.2 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Establish procedures to measure and 
improve safety culture within the ANSP. 

2.1 The safety policy of the organisation presents 
the organisation‘s commitment to both safety 
and its resourcing. The priority of safety 
within the organisation is also articulated 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 

The safety policy shall: 
a) reflect organisational commitment 
regarding safety 
b) include a clear statement of intent 
about the provision of necessary 
resources for the implementation of 
safety policy 
e) be signed by the accountable 
executive of the organisation 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 

Link 1.1 Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 

2.2 The safety policy addresses key attributes of 
the organisations approach to safety. These 
attributes will most likely include culture, 
visible endorsement, communication and 
safety reporting. 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 

The safety policy shall: 
c) include safety reporting 
procedures 
d) clearly indicate which types of 
behaviours are unacceptable related 
to the service provider‘s aviation 
activities and include the 
circumstances under which 
disciplinary action would not apply 
f) be communicated, with visible 
endorsement, throughout the 
organisation, 

Link 1.1 Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 

3.1 An approved, clearly documented, and 
recognised system for the management of 
safety. Management structure, 

Link 1.2 
 
 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 

The service provider shall: 
b) clearly defines lines of safety 
accountability throughout the 

Link 1.2 
 
 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
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responsibilities, accountabilities and 
authorities are clearly defined and 
documented. 

1.5 SMS 
documentation 

organisation, including direct 
accountability for safety on the part 
of senior management 
c) identify accountabilities for all 
members of management, 
irrespective of other functions, as 
well as of employees, with respect to 
the safety performance of the SMS 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation (maturity 
level descriptors reflect this 
requirement) 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation (maturity 
level descriptors reflect this 
requirement) 

 
 
1.5 

performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

3.2 A clearly defined safety management 
function/safety manager that is independent 
of line management. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
 
1.5 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
Appointment of 
key safety 
personnel 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The service provider shall: 
a) identify the accountable executive 
who, irrespective of other functions, 
has ultimate responsibility and 
accountability, on behalf of the 
organisation, for the implementation 
and maintenance of the SMS 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation (maturity 
level descriptors reflect this 
requirement) 
 
The service provider shall appoint a 
safety manager who is responsible 
for the implementation and 
maintenance of an effective SMS 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation (maturity 
level descriptors reflect this 
requirement) 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Define the safety management function to be 
the responsible for the implementation and 
maintenance of SMS. 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

3.3 Clear understanding and acceptance of Link 1.2 Safety The service provider shall: Link 1.2 Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
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safety management accountabilities and 
responsibilities by all relevant staff and 
contractors. 

accountabilities c) identify accountabilities for all 
members of management, 
irrespective of other functions, as 
well as of employees, with respect to 
the safety performance of the SMS 

in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 

4.1 Emergency response procedures and an 
emergency response plan that documents 
the orderly and efficient transition from 
normal to emergency operations and return 
to normal operations 

Link 1.4 Coordination of 
emergency 
response plan 

The service provider shall ensure 
that an emergency response plan is 
properly coordinated with the 
emergency response plans of those 
organisations it must interface with 
during the provision of its products 
or services 

Link 1.4 Define a contingency plan properly 
coordinated with the Network Manager, 
other interfacing ANSPs, other relevant 
stakeholders and FABs 

5.1 A formal SMS that meets all applicable safety 
and regulatory requirements 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
1.5 

Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 
 
Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The safety policy shall: 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
1.5.1 The service shall develop an 
SMS implementation plan that 
defines the organisation‘s approach 
to the management of safety in a 
manner that meets the 
organisation‘s safety objectives 
 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 
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5.2 Clearly defined and documented safety 
standards and procedures 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
1.5 

Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 
 
Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The safety policy shall: 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
1.5.2 The service provider shall and 
maintain SMS documentation that 
describes: 
a) Safety policy and objectives; 
b) SMS requirements; 
c) SMS processes and procedures; 
d) accountabilities, responsibilities 
and authorities for SMS processes 
and procedures; and 
e) SMS outputs 
 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

5.3 Safety management documents are regularly 
reviewed, assessed, and maintained. 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
1.5 

Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 
 
Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The safety policy shall: 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
1.5.3 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain an SMS 
manual as part of its SMS 
documentation 
 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

6.1 An organisation that takes into account the 
need to ensure, in a timely manner, that 
there are no inconsistencies with 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 

The service provider shall define its 
safety policy in accordance with 
international and national 

Link 1.1 Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
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regional/international safety standards. Responsibility requirements. The safety policy 
shall: 

7.1 Hazards to operations are reported and 
assessed. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
2.1 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
Hazard 
identification 

The service provider shall: 
e) define the levels of management 
with authority to make decisions 
regarding safety risk tolerability 
 
2.1.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain a process that 
ensures that hazards in associated 
with its aviation products or services 
are identified 
2.1.2 Hazard identification shall be 
based on a combination of reactive, 
proactive and predictive methods of 
safety data collection. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
2.1 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain a formal process that 
ensures the management of safety risks 

7.2 Assessed risks are mitigated or controlled Link 2.2 Safety risk 
assessment 
and mitigation 

The service provider shall develop 
and maintain a process that ensures 
analysis, assessment and control of 
the safety risks associated with 
identified hazards. 

NO 
LINK 

    

7.3 Risk controls are monitored for effectiveness, 
and remedial action taken if controls are not 
working effectively. 

Link 3.1 Safety 
performance 
monitoring and 
measurement 

3.1.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain the means to 
verify the safety performance of the 
organisation and to validate the 
effectiveness of risk controls 

Link 3.1 Establish means to verify the safety 
performance of the ANSP and the 
effectiveness of safety risk management 

8.1 Design addresses the whole system, people, 
procedures, airspace and equipment. 
Systems contain features to ensure they 
operate safely and support the operator‘s 
decision making process. 
Equal weight is given to the success and 
failure case approaches. 

NO 
LINK 

      NO 
LINK 

    

9.1 Effectively managed safety-related internal 
interfaces (e.g. quality management system, 
security, and environment) 

NO 
LINK 

      Link 1.6a Ensure adequate management of the 
internal interfaces 

9.2 The effective management of external 
interfaces with a safety impact (e.g., MIL, 

NO 
LINK 

      Link 1.6b Ensure adequate management of the 
external interfaces which may influence 
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airspace users, airports). 
Formalised processes and procedures 
dealing with external agreements, services, 
and supplies (e.g., cross-border Letters of 
Agreement). 

directly the safety of their services 

10.1 A data-driven means by continuously 
monitoring and managing fatigue-related 
safety risk that aims to ensure relevant 
personnel are performing at adequate levels 
of alertness 

NO 
LINK 

      NO 
LINK 

    

11.1 A continuing organisation-wide process to 
report and investigate safety occurrences 
and risks. 

Link 1.1 Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 

The safety policy shall: 
c) include safety reporting 
procedures 

Link 1.1 
 
 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Ensure that ATM operational and/or 
technical occurrences are reported and 
those which are considered to have safety 
implications are investigated immediately, 
and any necessary corrective action is taken 

12.1 Internal and independent (external) 
operational safety surveys and SMS audits. 

NO 
LINK 

      NO 
LINK 

    

13.1 An established and active monitoring system 
that uses and tracks suitable safety 
indicators and associated targets (e.g., 
lagging and leading indicators). 

Link 3.1 Safety 
performance 
monitoring and 
measurement 

3.1.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain the means to 
verify the safety performance of the 
organisation and to validate the 
effectiveness of risk controls 
3.1.2 The service provider‘s safety 
performance shall be verified in 
reference to the safety performance 
indicators and safety performance 
targets of the SMS 

Link 3.1 Establish means to verify the safety 
performance of the ANSP and the 
effectiveness of safety risk management 

13.2 Methods to measure safety performance, 
which is compared within and between 
ANSPs. 

Link 3.1 Safety 
performance 
monitoring and 
measurement 

3.1.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain the means to 
verify the safety performance of the 
organisation and to validate the 
effectiveness of risk controls 
3.1.2 The service provider‘s safety 
performance shall be verified in 
reference to the safety performance 
indicators and safety performance 
targets of the SMS 

Link 3.1 Establish means to verify the safety 
performance of the ANSP and the 
effectiveness of safety risk management 
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14.1 Documentation and reporting mechanisms 
are in place to assure that internal and 
external stakeholders are provided with 
assurance about the means by which safety 
risks which may be introduced during and/or 
following implementation of change are 
managed and mitigated 

Link 1.2 
 
 
2.1 
 
 
3.2 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
Hazard 
identification 
 
The 
management of 
change 

The service provider shall: 
e) define the levels of management 
with authority to make decisions 
regarding safety risk tolerability 
 
2.1.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain a process that 
ensures that hazards in associated 
with its aviation products or services 
are identified 
2.1.2 Hazard identification shall be 
based on a combination of reactive, 
proactive and predictive methods of 
safety data collection. 
 
The service provider shall develop 
and maintain a process to identify 
changes which may affect the level 
of safety risk associated with its 
aviation products or services and to 
identify and manage the safety risks 
that may arise from those changes. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
2.1 
 
 
3.2 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain a formal process that 
ensures the management of safety risks 
 
Establish a formal process to identify 
changes and to ensure that safety risk 
assessment and mitigation are 
systematically conducted for identified 
changes 

15.1 An integrated planning process drives the 
continual improvement of the SMS 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
 
1.5 

Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The safety policy shall: 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 
 
1.5.1 The service shall develop an 
SMS implementation plan that 
defines the organisation‘s approach 
to the management of safety in a 
manner that meets the 
organisation‘s safety objectives 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

15.2 A structured approach to gather and share 
information on operational safety and SMS 
best practices from the industry. 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
 
3.3 

Management 
Commitment 
and 
Responsibility 
 
Continuous 
improvement of 
the SMS 

The safety policy shall: 
g) be periodically reviewed to ensure 
it remains relevant and appropriate 
to the service provider 
 
The service provider shall monitor 
and assess the effectiveness of their 
SMS processes to enable 
continuous improvement of the SMS 

Link 1.1 
 
 
 
3.3 

Define the ANSPs‘ safety policy in 
accordance with Regulation (EU) No 
1035/2011 (Common Requirements). 
 
Establish a formal process to systematically 
identify safety improvements 
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16.1 Staff, and contractors where appropriate, that 
are educated and trained, in safety and 
safety management, and where required, 
licensed 
Note this objective is primarily focussed on 
ATC, Engineering and Senior staff who have 
the ability to affect the safety of the 
operational service 

Link 4.1 Training and 
Education 

4.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain a safety 
training programme that ensures 
that personnel are trained and 
competent to perform their SMS 
duties 
The scope of the safety training 
programme shall be appropriate to 
each individual‘s involvement in the 
SMS 

Link 4.1 Establish a safety training programme that 
ensures that personnel are trained and 
competent to perform SMS-related duties 

16.2 Staff are competent to conduct their 
obligations under the SMS. 

Link 4.1 Training and 
Education 

4.1 The service provider shall 
develop and maintain a safety 
training programme that ensures 
that personnel are trained and 
competent to perform their SMS 
duties 
The scope of the safety training 
programme shall be appropriate to 
each individual‘s involvement in the 
SMS 

Link 4.1 Establish a safety training programme that 
ensures that personnel are trained and 
competent to perform SMS-related duties 

17.1 Staff are informed about safety and safety 
management standards which are relevant to 
their position 

Link 1.2 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
4.2 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 
 
Safety 
Communication 

The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall develop 
and maintain a formal means for 
safety communication that: 
a. ensure that personnel are aware 
of the SMS to a degree 
commensurate with their positions; 
b. conveys safety-critical 
information; 
c. explains why particular safety 
actions are taken; 
d. explains why safety procedures 
are introduced or change. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
 
4.2 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 
 
Establish formal means for safety promotion 
and safety communication 
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17.2 An organisation-wide means to record and 
disseminate lessons learned and safety 
critical information 

Link 1.2 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
4.2 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 
 
Safety 
Communication 

The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall develop 
and maintain a formal means for 
safety communication that: 
a. ensure that personnel are aware 
of the SMS to a degree 
commensurate with their positions; 
b. conveys safety-critical 
information; 
c. explains why particular safety 
actions are taken; 
d. explains why safety procedures 
are introduced or change. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
 
4.2 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 
 
Establish formal means for safety promotion 
and safety communication. 

17.3 Appropriate safety information and 
knowledge is shared with industry 
stakeholders. 
Information disclosure is compliant with 
agreed publication and confidentiality 
policies/agreements 

Link 1.2 
 
 
1.5 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 

17.4 A general public knowledgeable of the 
ANSP‘s performance through routine 
publication of achieved safety levels and 
trends. 

Link 1.2 
 
 
1.5 

Safety 
accountabilities 
 
SMS 
documentation 

The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 
 
The service provider shall: 
d) document and communicate 
safety responsibilities, 
accountabilities and authorities 
through the organisation 

Link 1.2 
 
 
 
 
1.5 

Define the responsibilities of all staff involved 
in the safety aspects of service provision and 
responsibility of managers for safety 
performance 
 
Develop and maintain the relevant SMS 
documentation that defines the ANSP‘s 
approach to the management of safety 
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C Appendix 1 within the CANSO SoE in SMS 

Appendix 1 of the CANSO SoE in SMS provides Maturity Levels for each CANSO 
requirement (referred to as Safety Objective in the source document). This 
appendix was used as a prompt for gathering information with the ANSP staff. It is 
included in this annex to display the level of details expected during the 
examination. 

The text in bold in the table mark the CANSO Safety Management System 
Elements aligning with ICAO Annex19 SMS elements. 
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Objective Initiating 
Planning/Initial 
Implementation 

Implementing Managing & Measuring Continuous Improvement 

1.1 - A positive and pro-
active, flexible, and informed 
safety culture (the shared 
beliefs, assumptions, and 
values regarding safety) that 
supports reporting and 
learning led by management. 

Employees believe that 
safety will be achieved by 
complying with rules and 
regulations. A view which is 
reinforced by management. 
No mechanisms exist via 
which safety issues can be 
highlighted to staff. 
There are no avenues for 
differing functions to share 
information or collaborate 
about safety issues. 

Employees are aware of their 
safety roles and 
responsibilities within their 
work team. 
There is recognition that the 
organisation needs to commit 
to improve safety 
performance. 
Organisation systems and 
process are being developed 
which support employees 
share safety lessons within 
and across teams and 
functional groups. 

Employees are being trained 
to acquit their safety 
management related duties. 
The value which safety plays 
in the organisation is 
recognised and promoted. 
Management systems and 
approach demonstrates a 
genuine interest and 
commitment to address the 
safety issues which are 
raised. 
There is acceptance at all 
levels of the organisation that 
optimum safety performance 
can only be achieved when 
there is cross-organisational 
co-operation. 

Employees are adequately 
trained to perform their safety 
management related duties. 
The value of safety to the 
organisation is promoted both 
within and outside the 
organisation. 
Management systems and 
processes support 
employees in their quest to 
be informed of and be 
adequately prepared for 
changes that may affect 
safety. 
Lessons learnt are actively 
sought and utilised to 
improve safety standards and 
processes. 
Individuals and organisational 
process support sharing 
safety information and 
concerns across 
organisational boundaries. 

All within the organisation 
openly seek and exchange 
safety information. 
Employees are involved in 
the on-going review of safety. 
A future vision for safety 
within the organisation is 
documented and 
communicated. 
Management systems and 
approach encourages 
employees to challenge 
procedures/practices and 
people in their quest to 
improve safety performance. 
Management cooperates and 
supports customers, 
suppliers and contractors to 
improve their safety 
standards. 

1.2 - A just and open climate 
for reporting and investigation 
of occurrences 

Management believes there 
are no issues regarding the 
existing reporting and 
investigation culture and 
therefore does not see the 
need for any activity or 
dialogue with the staff in this 
area. 

Discussions between staff 
and management to define a 
just and open reporting and 
investigation climate are 
underway. However, no 
agreed policy and procedures 
are in place yet. 

Policy and procedures which 
support an open reporting 
climate, and Just Culture 
principles are in place. 
Safety data-sharing and 
publication policies are 
supported by the staff. 
Safety data are sufficiently 
protected from external 
interference within legal 
limits. 

Within the organisation, the 
line between acceptable and 
unacceptable behaviours is 
established and is known and 
accepted by the all levels in 
the organisation. 
Just Culture reporting and 
investigation principles and 
processes are systematically 
applied within organisation. 

Under certain legal regimes, 
there is a clear and published 
policy on how dialogue with 
judicial authorities and media 
is established and followed. 
As the organisation changes 
and evolves, the organisation 
sustains and maintains its 
Just Culture approach. 
Lessons from within the 
organisation and different 
industry sector are used to 
enhance to organisation‘s 
approach to Just Culture. 

1.3 - Regular measurement 
of safety culture and an 
improvement programme 

The organisation does not 
see the need to have a safety 
culture measuring 
mechanism in place. 

The organisation is aware of 
the need to have periodic 
measurements of safety 
culture in place, as well as an 
improvement plan. 
However, what will be 
measured, and when, is still 
being defined. 

Safety culture is measured 
and results are available. 
An improvement plan has 
been documented which 
addresses the need for 
individuals to be aware of, 
and support, the 
organisations shared beliefs, 
assumptions and values 
regarding safety 

The organisation assesses its 
safety culture on a regular 
basis and implements 
improvements to any 
identified weaknesses. 
Safety Culture enablers and 
barriers are identified, and 
solutions to reduce barriers 
are being implemented. 

All personnel are pro-active 
and committed to improving 
safety. 
Safety Culture Surveys 
confirm that within the 
organisation, there is a high 
level of alignment between 
what is said what is done, 
and what is believed. 
Organisational management 
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approves a continuous 
improvement plan. 

2.1 - The safety policy of the 
organisation presents the 
organisation‘s commitment to 
both safety and its 
resourcing. The priority of 
safety within the organisation 
is also articulated 

The need for a safety policy 
has been recognised but one 
does not exist. 

Draft safety policy is 
available which reflects the 
organisation’s commitment 
to safety and its priority. 
The policy is 
communicated to staff 
throughout the 
organisation and visibly 
endorsed by an 
accountable executive. 
The organisation recognises 
that the implemented policy 
needs to be signed by an 
accountable executive and 
communicated to all 
employees and stakeholders. 

The safety policy has been 
finalised and signed by an 
accountable executive. It 
presents the organisation’s 
commitment to both safety 
and its adequate 
resourcing. 
There is a periodic review 
of the policy to assure that 
it continues to be relevant 
and appropriate. 

Updates to the policy are 
undertaken when the 
accountable executive 
changes or if the organisation 
believes that the policy does 
not adequately address the 
organisation‘s commitment to 
safety. 

The organisation benchmarks 
its safety policy against other 
ANSPs and high reliability 
industries. Gaps and 
deficiencies are addressed in 
the policy, and actioned 
through the SMS. 

2.2 - The safety policy 
addresses key attributes of 
the organisations approach to 
safety. These attributes will 
most likely include culture, 
visible endorsement, 
communication and safety 
reporting. 

The organisation is 
considering which key 
attributes of its approach to 
safety should be included in 
its safety policy. 

The organisation‘s approach 
to safety has been agreed, 
and they are reflected in the 
policy. 

The policy is beginning to 
drive the form of the SMS 
and the organisation‘s 
approach to safety. 
...including safety 
reporting, and the types of 
behaviours that are 
unacceptable and include 
the circumstances under 
which disciplinary action 
would not apply. 

Periodic reviews of the 
organisation‘s approach to 
safety management are being 
undertaken. If necessary 
these are reflected in updates 
to the safety policy. 

The organisation continues to 
question its overall approach 
to safety and its 
management. It will 
implement change when 
evidence is available that the 
current approach can be 
enhanced. 



CONFIDENTIAL 

P2025D004 HELIOS 180 of 187 

3.1 - An approved, clearly 
documented, and recognised 
system for the management 
of safety. Management 
structure, responsibilities, 
accountabilities and 
authorities are clearly defined 
and documented. 

No formal designation of 
authorities, responsibilities or 
accountabilities for the 
management of safety exists. 

Safety authorities, 
responsibilities, and 
accountabilities have been 
identified but not yet 
formalised. Line managers 
assume responsibility for 
safety 

Authorities, 
responsibilities, and 
accountabilities for the 
management of safety have 
been defined and 
documented. This includes 
an accountable executive 
who, irrespective of other 
functions, has ultimate 
responsibility and 
accountability, on behalf of 
the organisation, for the 
implementation and 
maintenance of the SMS. 
Delineation of responsibility 
for the development, 
oversight and implementation 
of the SMS is clearly 
understood*. 

Procedures are in place to 
address the need to review 
safety authorities, 
responsibilities, and 
accountabilities after any 
significant organisational 
change. 

Safety authorities, 
responsibilities, and 
accountabilities are 
periodically reviewed to 
determine whether they are 
suitable and effective (i.e., 
continuous improvement of 
safety management). 

3.2 - A clearly defined safety 
management function/safety 
manager that is independent 
of line management. 

A safety management 
function has not yet been 
formed to develop the SMS. 

A safety management 
function has been formed to 
develop and maintain the 
SMS. 

The safety management 
function is independent of 
line management and has 
the authority to develop 
and maintain an effective 
SMS. 
The safety manager has 
access to the resources 
required for the proper 
development and 
maintenance of the SMS. 

The highest organisational 
level recognises its role in the 
SMS and actively supports 
the development, 
implementation, 
maintenance, and promotion 
of the SMS throughout the 
organisation (including 
support departments). 

There is clear evidence that 
the highest organisational 
level plays a pro-active role in 
the continuous improvement 
of the SMS. 

3.3 - Clear understanding and 
acceptance of safety 
management accountabilities 
and responsibilities by all 
relevant staff and contractors. 

Knowledge of the principles 
underpinning SMS amongst 
all staff and contractors is 
negligible. 

All staff and contractors apply 
rules and procedures to their 
tasks in the knowledge that 
some of the rules and 
procedures need 
improvement. 
All staff and contractors 
are only partially aware of 
their roles and 
accountabilities in the SMS. 

All staff and contractors are 
aware of how their actions 
impact the safety of the wider 
operation and how the 
actions of others impact 
safety. 
Accountability for safety in 
the organisation is 
understood by all relevant 
staff and contractors. 

All staff and contractors 
across the organisation are 
actively promoting and 
improving safety. 
All staff and contractors take 
pro-active day-to-day action 
to have rules and procedures 
changed where they identify 
a safety benefit by the 
change. 

The organisation regularly 
reviews and assesses 
documented safety 
management responsibilities. 
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4.1 - Emergency response 
procedures and an 
emergency response plan 
that documents the orderly 
and efficient transition from 
normal to emergency 
operations and return to 
normal operations 

The organisation has sound 
primary Air Traffic 
Management systems but 
does not have redundant 
capabilities or back-up 
systems. 

There are procedures and 
some redundant capabilities 
and resources to cope with 
abnormal and unexpected 
situations. 

All primary systems have 
redundant capabilities, and 
emergency response 
procedures have been 
developed, documented, and 
distributed to appropriate 
staff. 
The emergency response 
plan is properly co-
ordinated with the 
emergency response plans 
of those organisations it 
must interface with during 
the provision of its 
services. (Annex 11 – 1.4) 

Primary Air Traffic 
Management systems are 
reliable and have redundant 
capabilities and back-up 
systems. 
The emergency response 
plan and procedures have 
been rehearsed through 
desktop or operational 
exercises. 

The Emergency Response 
planning processes and 
Emergency Procedures and 
Plans are regularly exercised 
and revised to keep them up-
to-date. 

5.1 - A formal SMS that 
meets all applicable safety 
and regulatory requirements 

There is no SMS in place. 
There may be deviations from 
safety regulatory 
requirements. 
The need for an SMS 
Implementation Plan is 
recognised [see section 
15.1] 

The SMS is partially 
implemented, but it is not yet 
effective; it does not yet meet 
the standards established 
through safety regulatory 
requirements. 
A compliance gap analysis 
has been performed and a 
SMS Implementation Plan 
developed to meet the 
applicable safety regulatory 
requirements. 

The essential parts of the 
SMS are implemented, and 
the organisation meets the 
standards established 
through safety regulatory 
requirements. 
The requirements 
expressed in the SMS 
Implementation Plan have 
been completed. 

The SMS is fully implemented 
and effective. SMS processes 
and outputs are monitored 
regularly to identify 
deviations. 

Where applicable, the 
organisation is committed to 
going beyond compliance 
and operating at the highest 
international safety standard. 

5.2 - Clearly defined and 
documented safety standards 
and procedures 

Operations manuals do not 
contain any specific safety 
management procedures. 

The documentation of SMS 
processes and procedures 
has started and is 
progressing according to the 
SMS Implementation Plan 
containing as a minimum: 
a. Safety policy and 
objectives; 
b. SMS requirements; 
c. SMS processes and 
procedures; 
d. Accountabilities, 
responsibilities and 
authorities for SMS 
processes and procedures; 
and 
e. SMS outputs. 

The documentation of the 
essential parts of the SMS 
processes and procedures is 
complete. The processes and 
procedures ensure that the 
organisation is compliant with 
all applicable safety and 
regulatory requirements. 

There is clear evidence that 
the safety and safety 
management documentation 
is readily available to all 
personnel in the organisation. 
This documentation details 
safety and safety 
management processes and 
procedures that meet or 
exceed the applicable safety 
and regulatory requirements. 

Processes are in place and 
are being applied to give 
effect to the organisation 
commitment to continuously 
improve safety and safety 
management processes and 
procedures. 
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5.3 - Safety management 
documents are regularly 
reviewed, assessed, and 
maintained. 

There is no formal process 
that maintains the SMS, nor 
is there an identified authority 
(or authorities) responsible 
for the updates. 

A process to maintain all 
safety and safety 
management procedures 
exists. 
Procedures are, kept up-to-
date on an ad-hoc basis. 
The authority (or authorities) 
responsible for the updates 
are partially identified. 

The process to maintain a 
manual of all safety and 
safety management 
procedures is documented 
and practised. 

There is a formal process in 
place to periodically review 
safety and safety 
management procedures and 
ensure that they remain 
relevant, consistent with 
industry practice and 
effective. 
The authority (or authorities) 
responsible for the updates 
are clearly identified. 
All safety-related procedures 
are documented in an 
appropriate manner and are 
known by the staff. 

Changes within the 
organisation that could affect 
safety and/or the safety 
management framework are 
subjected to formal review. 

6.1 - An organisation that 
takes into account the need 
to ensure, in a timely manner, 
that there are no 
inconsistencies with 
regional/international safety 
standards. 

There is little awareness of 
the regional or international 
safety standards. 

There is an awareness of the 
regional and international 
safety standards. Work has 
started in some areas. 

Regional and international 
safety standards are known 
and met as required. 

There is a process in place to 
address the need for timely 
and consistent compliance 
with regional or international 
safety standards. 

The organisation has a 
structured mechanism to 
address the need for ongoing 
and consistent compliance 
with regional or international 
safety standards. It 
contributes to a regional or 
international dialogue to 
improve these standards. 

7.1 - Hazards to operations 
are reported and assessed. 

Hazards to operations are not 
highlighted by either 
managers or staff. There is a 
however a recognition that 
risks to operations do exist. 

Processes are being 
developed with aim to 
assist the organisation; 
— Identify and report 
hazards; 
— Assess the risk which 
these hazards pose to 
operations; 
— Document the existence 
of the hazard and its risk 
level. 
The number of processes by 
which hazards are identified 
are likely to limited. 

There is a growing number of 
staff who are able to assist in 
the identification and 
assessment of hazards. The 
organisation is continuing to 
expand the number of 
hazards that it assesses. 
Consequence and likelihood 
tables are now well 
understood by relevant staff. 
Hazard identification are 
based on a combination of 
reactive, proactive and 
predictive methods of 
safety data collection. 

Hazard identification and 
analysis process are 
continually refined on the 
basis of internal experience 
and growing knowledge in the 
safety management 
practitioners. 
More hazard identification 
techniques are being used, 
and more quantitative 
analysis techniques are being 
adopted in relevant 
scenarios. 
The organisation recognises 
the increasing need to 
include stakeholders in both 
the identification and 
assessment process. 

Documentation and practice 
reflect the use of both 
proactive and predictive 
methods to inform the 
organisation about inherent 
risk levels. Improvement 
activities focuses on: 
— Recording and 
dissemination of risk 
information; 
— Use of risk information as 
performance metrics 
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7.2 - Assessed risks are 
mitigated or controlled 

There is little understanding 
of the need to mitigate or 
control risk, even when risks 
are recognised. 

The need to mitigate and 
control risks is 
acknowledged. Processes 
are being put in place to 
document how this occurs, 
how appropriate mitigators 
and controls should be 
selected, and who is required 
to sign off if residual risk 
levels are over certain 
thresholds. 
Risk tolerability sign off levels 
for managers have been 
proposed. 

Analysis, assessment, 
mitigation and control of 
risk is being undertaken, 
based on the severity of the 
risk outcome. 
The risk levels which 
managers can accept is 
well known, and being 
applied.Analysis, 
assessment, mitigation and 
control of risk is being 
undertaken, based on the 
severity of the risk 
outcome. 

An increased range of risk 
controls are being considered 
for implementation to address 
gaps or deficiencies. 
Formal risk management 
schemes can be replaced by 
ALARP assessments based 
on proactive and predictive 
methods of safety data 
collection. 

The organisation uses 
hierarchy of controls to 
assure that risks are well 
managed. 

7.3 - Risk controls are 
monitored for effectiveness, 
and remedial action taken if 
controls are not working 
effectively. 

There is little understanding 
of what constitutes a risk 
control at either a system or 
local level. 
No monitoring of the 
effectiveness of these 
controls is undertaken. 

There is growing appreciation 
of what constitutes a risk 
control at both a system and 
local level. 
Processes are being 
developed as to how risk 
controls can be identified (at 
both a system and local 
level), and how their 
effectiveness can be 
assessed. 

Processes are documented 
and are being practically 
implemented which allow 
the organisation to identify, 
document and monitor risk 
controls. 

Processes and practices are 
being refined to assure that 
the organisation understands 
its risk baseline, the controls 
which are in place, and any 
performance deviations or 
deficiencies. 
An increased range of risk 
controls are being considered 
for implementation to address 
gaps or deficiencies. 

The organisation works to 
improve the performance and 
existing controls where they 
are found to be deficient, 
introduce new controls where 
gaps are identified and 
increase the integrity of the 
risk control framework 
through capital expenditure 
programs. 

8.1 - Design addresses the 
whole system, people, 
procedures, airspace and 
equipment. 
Systems contain features to 
ensure they operate safely 
and support the operator‘s 
decision making process. 
Equal weight is given to the 
success and failure case 
approaches. 

Safety is not explicitly 
addressed in the design 
process. 

Safety addresses the failure 
case only and focuses on the 
reliability of equipment. 

Success and failure cases 
are considered during the 
design process. Safety 
features are designed using 
an ad-hoc rather than data 
driven process. 

A robust process using 
objective data is followed to 
identify safety features which 
can be implemented in new 
and existing system designs. 
The success and failure 
cases are given equal 
importance during the design 
process. 

Causal factors are used as 
leading indicators to inform a 
continuous safety 
performance improvement 
process. 

9.1 - Effectively managed 
safety-related internal 
interfaces (e.g. quality 
management system, 
security, and environment) 

The various different internal 
interfaces operate in 
isolation. 

Internal safety-related 
interfaces are managed on 
an informal or ad-hoc basis. 

Internal safety-related 
interfaces are managed with 
a solid understanding of the 
boundaries and relationships 
between the interfaces. 

Safety-related internal 
interfaces are coordinated, 
and relationships are 
managed through interface 
agreements (e.g., Letters of 
Agreement (LOA), 
Memoranda of Understanding 
(MOU), Service-Level 
Agreements (SLA)). 

A process is in place to 
regularly identify weaknesses 
in agreed interface 
arrangements 
(LOA/MOU/SLA etc). 
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9.2 - The effective 
management of external 
interfaces with a safety 
impact (e.g., MIL, airspace 
users, airports). 
Formalised processes and 
procedures dealing with 
external agreements, 
services, and supplies (e.g., 
cross-border Letters of 
Agreement). 

There are a limited number of 
agreements in place. 

Safety-related external 
interfaces are managed on 
an informal or ad-hoc basis. 
Draft contractual 
arrangements are being 
prepared and negotiated for 
all safety-related external 
interfaces. 
Some elements are already 
formalised and implemented. 

Safety requirements are 
specified and documented in 
appropriate agreements. 

Activities with safety-related 
external interfaces are 
coordinated and relationships 
are managed through 
documented agreements. 
Safety requirements within 
contractual agreements are 
systematically reviewed and 
revised as necessary. 

External services and 
suppliers are 
surveyed/audited and 
systematically monitored to 
identify deviations from the 
documented arrangements. 

10.1 - A data-driven means 
by continuously monitoring 
and managing fatigue-related 
safety risk that aims to 
ensure relevant personnel 
are performing at adequate 
levels of alertness 

Fatigue-related risk is not 
recognised as a safety risk 
which needs to be managed. 

Fatigue-related risk is 
considered as an operational 
hazard, but there is no formal 
risk based system by which 
to manage it. 
Policy has been developed 
which recognises the need 
for a formal risk based 
approach to fatigue-related 
risk. 

A formal risk based system 
which focuses on fatigue-
related risk is being 
implemented which 
addresses: 
1. Responsibilities of both 
management and operational 
personnel; 
2. Methods for assessing and 
managing fatigue risk; and 
3. Education and training. 

Compliance with fatigue-
related risk procedures are 
continually assessed. 
Processes are in place to 
assess and continually 
improve approaches to 
fatigue-risk management. 

The organisation uses the 
data and information from 
internal and external sources 
to continually improve its 
approach to managing 
fatigue-related safety risk. 

11.1 - A continuing 
organisation-wide process to 
report and investigate safety 
occurrences and risks. 

There is an informal system 
in place for reporting safety 
occurrences, but reports are 
not reviewed systematically. 
The reporting system is not 
organisation-wide. 
Investigation is done on an 
ad-hoc basis and with little or 
no feedback. 

The reporting system is wide-
spread but does not yet cover 
the whole organisation. 
Feedback is given on ad-hoc 
basis. 
There is a plan to formalise 
the existing reporting and 
investigation system. 
There is commitment from 
management to allocate 
resources to implement this 
system. 

The system in place is 
commensurate with the size 
of the organisation 
The organisation has a 
complete and formal 
system that records all 
reported information 
relevant to the SMS, 
including incidents and 
accidents. 
Corrective and preventive 
actions are taken in response 
to event analysis. 

Identified safety-related risks 
and deficiencies are actively 
and continuously monitored 
and reviewed for 
improvement. 

Personnel who report safety 
occurrences, risks and 
problems are empowered to 
suggest corrective actions, 
and there is a feedback 
process in place. 

12.1 - Internal and 
independent (external) 
operational safety surveys 
and SMS audits. 

There is no plan to conduct 
systematic operational safety 
surveys and SMS audits. 
Operational safety surveys, 
SMS audits, and gap 
assessments are conducted 
on an ad-hoc basis (e.g., 
when deficiencies in the 
system or in working 
arrangements are found). 

There is a plan in place to 
formalise the conduct of 
systematic operational safety 
surveys and SMS audits. 
A limited number of surveys 
and audits have been carried 
out. 

Internal operational safety 
surveys and SMS audits are 
conducted on a periodic 
basis. 
Based on the output of 
operational safety surveys 
and SMS audits, a process 
is in place that requires the 
development and 
implementation of 
appropriate improvement 
plans. 

Internal or external 
operational surveys and SMS 
audits are carried out in a 
systematic way. There is a 
process in place to monitor, 
analyse trends, and identify 
areas that require follow-up 
safety surveys or audits. 
Follow-up surveys, audits, 
and gap assessments are 
conducted in all areas 
affecting operational safety 
and the SMS. 

Independent (external) 
Operational Safety Surveys 
and SMS audits are 
periodically conducted. 
The outputs from operational 
safety surveys and SMS 
audits are incorporated as 
appropriate into operations or 
the SMS. 
There is a process in place 
that requires external data 
(e.g. pilot performance trend 
information) to be considered 
when selecting areas to be 
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subject to operational safety 
surveys and SMS audits. 

13.1 - An established and 
active monitoring system that 
uses and tracks suitable 
safety indicators and 
associated targets (e.g., 
lagging and leading 
indicators). 

There are no indicators, 
thresholds, or formal 
monitoring system in place to 
measure safety 
achievements and trends. 

There is a plan to implement 
a monitoring system. A 
limited set of indicators has 
been implemented. 

The safety monitoring 
system has been 
implemented and 
documented. 
Indicators and targets have 
been set: limited to meeting 
the safety regulatory 
requirements to verify the 
safety performance of the 
organisation. 

Additional indicators are also 
defined and monitored to 
meet both organisational and 
local safety requirements. 
All indicators are tracked 
against thresholds/targets on 
a regular basis. 
Trends are analysed for 
safety improvement 
purposes. 

Safety indicators covering all 
aspects of the 
system/operations are mature 
and used to measure safety 
improvement. 
There are comprehensive 
metrics in place to measure 
and monitor indicators and 
thresholds throughout the 
system. 

13.2 - Methods to measure 
safety performance, which is 
compared within and 
between ANSPs. 

Ad-hoc safety performance 
data related to individual 
incidents is available, but 
there is no systematic 
approach for measuring 
safety performance. 

The implementation of some 
qualitative and quantitative 
safety performance 
techniques in certain parts of 
the organisation has started. 
However, there is insufficient 
data to analyse. 

Qualitative techniques are 
in place, and the 
implementation of 
quantitative techniques has 
started to verify the safety 
performance of the 
organisation and to 
validate the effectiveness 
of risk controls. 

Safety performance is 
measured using statistical 
and other quantitative 
techniques. 
Internal comparative analysis 
is done, and external 
comparative analysis has 
begun. 
Results are used to drive 
further safety improvements 
across the organisation. 

The reporting, operational 
safety survey and SMS 
auditing programmes are 
integral parts of the 
management and operational 
processes. 
Internal and external 
comparative analysis is well-
established. 

14.1 - Documentation and 
reporting mechanisms are in 
place to assure that internal 
and external stakeholders are 
provided with assurance 
about the means by which 
safety risks which may be 
introduced during and/or 
following implementation of 
change are managed and 
mitigated 

No change management 
processes are in place, 
although the organisation 
recognises that impacts of 
change do need to be 
managed. 

Change management 
processes are being 
developed to address: 
— how the impact of 
change can be assessed 
from a risk perspective, 
— how to involve 
stakeholders, 
— how to document and 
quantify the impacts, and 
— who will determine 
whether a change is 
authorised or not. 

Change management 
practices are being 
implemented. Stakeholders 
including the regulator have 
been briefed on the process, 
and their role in the process. 
Changes are being assessed 
for impact ahead of the 
change and the impacts of 
the controls and mitigators 
are being assessed after the 
change has occurred. 

Change management 
practices are refined on the 
basis of experience within the 
organisation. 
More formalised assessed on 
the performance of controls 
and mitigators is being 
introduced. 

The organisation continually 
looks to refine its approach to 
change management. Efforts 
will revolve around to better: 
— define and report on 
transitional risks, 
— address differing scales of 
change within processes; and 
— involve internal 
stakeholders. 

15.1 - An integrated planning 
process drives the continual 
improvement of the SMS 

Ad-hoc or non-existent safety 
planning process is utilized 
by the organisation. 
Safety goals and objectives 
have not been identified or 
documented for the 
implementation of a safety 
management system. 

The organisation is 
formalising the means by 
which its plans to improve the 
way it delivers and manages 
safety outcomes. 

Formalising planning 
processes are in place, which 
are reviewed for 
effectiveness on a regular 
basis. 

A plan to improve the SMS 
and proactively manage 
safety risk published on a 
periodic basis with specific 
accountable and measurable 
safety management goals 
and targets. 

The Safety Improvement plan 
(or Corporate Safety Plan) 
goals and objectives are 
developed and prioritized 
based on corporate safety 
risks which have been 
identified through trend 
analysis, risk assessment 
processes and identified 
system safety deficiencies. 
Where appropriate 
(considering ANSP size and 
complexity), the organisation 
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is committed to share and 
implement ATM safety 
management international 
best practices. 

15.2 - A structured approach 
to gather and share 
information on operational 
safety and SMS best 
practices from the industry. 

There is no structured 
approach to gather best 
practices from the industry. 
The organisation has the 
capability to identify and 
adopt industry best practices 
on an ad-hoc basis. 
There are no plans to release 
and share best practices with 
industry stakeholders. 

There is an ad-hoc structure 
in place to gather information 
on operational safety and 
SMS best practices. 
Some initial implementation 
has begun. Some internal 
best practices are spread 
across units within the 
organisation, but there is no 
systematic structure for the 
adoption of best practices. 
Sharing of best practices 
takes place in response to 
requests for assistance from 
industry stakeholders. 

A structure has been 
established to identify 
applicable operational 
safety and SMS best 
practices from the industry 
to enable improvements to 
the SMS. 
Best practices are shared 
with industry stakeholders 
as required by regulation. 

Industry best practices are 
periodically reviewed to 
provide the most current 
information which is then 
assessed for applicability, 
and adopted as appropriate. 
Sharing of safety-related best 
practices with industry has 
demonstrated improved 
safety performance. 

All relevant best practices are 
readily accessible to 
appropriate personnel. 
The organisation actively 
participates in developing 
industry best practices. 

16.1 - Staff, and contractors 
where appropriate, that are 
educated and trained, in 
safety and safety 
management, and where 
required, licensed 
Note this objective is primarily 
focussed on ATC, 
Engineering and Senior staff 
who have the ability to affect 
the safety of the operational 
service 

Staff, and contractors where 
appropriate, are provided on 
an ad-hoc basis with training 
in for safety and safety 
management activities. 

Staff, and contractors where 
appropriate, are provided with 
training and education but 
spaces are limited and 
planning is ad hoc. Staff are 
therefore not fully equipped to 
deal with the safety 
management practices which 
they may be called on to 
apply. Understanding of the 
organisation‘s safety 
approach is lacking. 

An annual planning 
process for training is in 
place. The plan assures 
that appropriate staff will 
be aware of all safety 
management practices 
which they may be called 
upon to apply and 
contribute to, and there is 
an understanding of the 
organisation’s safety 
approach. 

There is a process for the 
Training Provider(s) to 
receive feedback on the 
effectiveness of training 
programmes; based on 
feedback, the training 
programmes are revised to 
improve effectiveness. 

Training plans cover safety 
and SMS activities and allow 
for the improvement of staff 
skills and competency. 

16.2 - Staff are competent to 
conduct their obligations 
under the SMS. 

There are no formal 
competency methods 
(including proficiency, 
licensing, and training). 

Competency methods are 
being developed. 

Competency methods have 
been designed and are 
applied to ensure staff, where 
appropriate, are educated, 
trained and competent to 
perform the specific duties 
required of them by the SMS. 

Means by which competency 
standards are determined are 
subject to review and 
refinement. 

Competency methods 
(including proficiency, 
licensing, and training) are 
periodically reviewed and 
improved with industry best 
practices adopted. 
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17.1 - Staff are informed 
about safety and safety 
management standards 
which are relevant to their 
position 

Staff have limited knowledge 
of SMS processes and 
procedures. 

Limited communication is 
presented as to why 
particular safety actions have 
been taken and/or safety 
management procedures 
introduced. 
Internal communications 
within the organisation does 
not focus on safety and its 
management. 

Communication strategies 
are being developed to 
assure that staff are aware 
of the safety management 
practices which are 
relevant to their position. 
Specific communication 
strategies are being 
implemented to address 
situations where 
procedures have changed 
or when critical safety 
action has been taken. 

Communication mediums are 
regularly assessed for 
effectiveness. Gaps and 
deficiencies are 
acknowledged and 
addressed. 

Safety is a key focus of 
internal communication. 
The organisation is looking to 
increase the number of 
mediums through which 
safety messages are sent 
within the organisation. 

17.2 - An organisation-wide 
means to record and 
disseminate lessons learned 
and safety critical information 

Safety lessons learned are 
known only to those who 
experience them. 

There is an intention to 
develop a means to record 
and share lessons learned, 
including the reasons for 
making change and safety-
critical information. This may 
already happen, but only on 
an ad-hoc basis. 

The process for sharing 
safety lessons learned is 
systematic and operational 
and the majority of data is 
shared with appropriate 
personnel. 
The rationale for taking 
action and making changes 
to procedures is explained 
to staff. Safety-critical 
information is 
disseminated to all 
appropriate staff. 

All safety lessons learned are 
systematically shared across 
the organisation at all 
appropriate levels. 
Corrective actions are taken 
to address lessons learned. 

There is clear evidence that 
the internal lessons learned 
dissemination process is 
embedded across the 
organisation at all levels and 
is periodically reviewed. 

17.3 - Appropriate safety 
information and knowledge is 
shared with industry 
stakeholders. 
Information disclosure is 
compliant with agreed 
publication and confidentiality 
policies/agreements 

Safety data and information 
are treated as confidential. 
There are no plans to release 
it in any way to any industry 
stakeholders. 

Safety data and information 
are shared internally, but the 
organisation is reluctant or 
unwilling to share data with 
industry stakeholders. 

Safety data and information is 
shared internally, nationally, 
and with international bodies 
when it is required by 
regulation. 

There is a clear and 
published policy that 
encourages the pro-active 
sharing of safety-related 
information with other parties. 

Safety data and information 
are actively shared internally, 
nationally, with recognised 
international bodies, and with 
other industry stakeholders. 
The organisation has a 
process to receive and act on 
safety data and information 
from external stakeholders. 

17.4 - A general public 
knowledgeable of the ANSP‘s 
performance through routine 
publication of achieved safety 
levels and trends. 

Safety-related performance 
information is not made 
available to the public under 
any circumstances. 

A limited amount of safety-
related performance 
information is made available, 
but only to selected 
authorities. 

High-level safety-related 
performance information is 
made available according to 
regulatory requirements. 

Safety performance 
information not governed by 
regulatory requirements is 
also made available to the 
public. 

The organisation voluntarily 
makes available appropriate 
safety-related performance 
information to the general 
public. 
The achieved safety levels 
and trends are transparent to 
the general public. 

 


