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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS 

 
 

THEME 2: TOWARDS THE PROACTIVE MANAGEMENT OF SAFETY 
  
Topic 2.1: Managing the transition to the implementation of a State Safety Programme 

(SSP) environment 
HLSC 2010-WPs/4, 14, 19, 46, 48, 51, 56, 59, 63, 64 and 68 
IPs/2, 3 Revised, 5, 6, 8, 10 Revised, 13 and 18 

1. HLSC 2010-WP/4 titled “Managing the transition to the implementation of a State Safety 
Programme (SSP) environment” was presented to the Conference.  The subject was also addressed in ten 
working papers (WPs/14, 19, 46, 48, 51, 56, 59, 63, 64 and 68) presented by: China, Spain, on behalf of  
the EU and its Member States, by the other States Members of ECAC, and by EUROCONTROL; IBAC; 
China; Chile; Brazil; CANSO; Japan; Canada; and the Republic of Korea, respectively. Eight information 
papers, IPs/2, 3 Revised, 5, 6, 8, 10 Revised, 13 and 18, presented by Colombia, Spain, on behalf of the 
EU and its Member States, by the other States Members of ECAC, and by EUROCONTROL; the United 
States; Australia; ACSA-COCESNA; Indonesia; and the ICAO Secretariat, respectively, were also 
associated with this topic. 

2. Delegates gave general support to the series of activities proposed in paragraph 4.2 of 
WP/4 in order to manage a phased approach to transition to the SSP environment. Delegates understood 
that such a transition would require that the traditional prescriptive regulatory approach be complemented 
by a performance-based approach. One delegate emphasized that SSP introduces considerable changes to 
existing practices as to how States discharge their safety responsibilities, especially with regard to the 
development of national regulations for safety management and Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs). 
Another delegate expressed concern with the difficulties faced by States and service providers in 
developing SPIs and that such indicators should address their specific safety concerns. In this regard, it 
was suggested that ICAO should work with States at the national and regional levels in order to obtain a 
common methodology in developing SPIs. 

3. During the course of the discussion, a number of delegates outlined the safety-related 
problems their States were encountering in implementing their SSP. One delegate addressed the 
challenges of an effective safety reporting system and underscored the importance of having the necessary 
enforcement policy to support it. It was generally recognized that in order to collect data, an open 
reporting culture has to be established.  Delegates also expressed the need for detailed guidance material 
regarding the development of an Acceptable Level of Safety (ALoS) as this would require a significant 
volume of safety information. 
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4. A delegate pointed out the particular challenges of having one or more accountable 
persons for SSP in a decentralized environment; and also the relation of the dual role of States as 
regulators and service providers. Further analysis from ICAO in this respect was requested. 

5. There was general agreement to the phased approach for the implementation of the SSP, 
especially as it may present a challenge to some States due to the associated workload . On the other 
hand, the value of shared experiences and lessons learned by States in implementing their SSP was 
generally recognized.  

6. In this respect, ICAO was called to show its leadership in promoting the exchange of 
available information on the implementation of SMS and SSP and, if possible, to form a study group to 
develop guidance material for the implementation of SSP. It was also requested to promote, where 
possible, the use of regional bodies to monitor the progress of implementation of SSPs in those regions. 

7. Summarizing the exchange of views, the Chairman observed that States require a phased 
transition to the implementation of SSP recognizing the value of best practices and standards from 
industry in developing realistic safety performance indicators and the acceptable level of safety (ALoS) 
related to an SSP. He also noted the need to develop further tools and guidance material, as well to share 
experiences and lessons learned at individual and regional levels, in the development and implementation 
of SSP.  
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