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1 Introduction

At the 2nd meeting of the Network of Analysts (NoA) a Sub Group was established to consider the subject of Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs).  This Sub Group was set up after the results of the 1st NoA Survey highlighted that there were a number of EASA MS that were considering how they might develop and use SPIs as part of their State Safety Programmes (SSPs).  Additionally, the 1st NoA Survey revealed that there were also a number of EASA MS that had already developed SPIs but had expressed interest in using the NoA to improve and refine them in a collaborative effort across Europe.  Such a collaborative effort in the field of SPIs was considered particularly important to save effort for NAAs whilst also helping to establish a common framework for SPIs that could be aggregated at a European Level if required.  
2 Sub Group Membership 
The Sub Group on SPIs is co-chaired by the NAA representatives from Ireland and the Netherlands with additional support provided by EASA.  The members of the SPI Sub Group are taken from the NoA representatives of Austria, Belgium, Germany, Iceland, Luxembourg, Norway, Poland, Portugal and Sweden.
3 Background to the SPI Survey
The SPI Sub Group was established at the 2nd NoA Meeting, which was held on 31 January – 2 February 2012.  At this first Sub Group Meeting, NoA Process Document 2 was used to structure the work of the Sub Group.  This process document was developed by the NoA Framework Steering Group to provide a way for NoA Sub Groups to follow a standard process for their planning and implementation.  A number of EASA MS had already carried out work on the development of SPIs for their SSPs and it was agreed that a survey of EASA MS would be carried out in order to understand more about the SPIs in use across the different countries, as well as how the data is captured and used to support SPIs.  Moreover, there are a range of SPIs that are used in the ATM community and information on these SPIs are also relevant to this work and this is also included in this report.
4 Survey Structure and Number of Responses Received
The survey consisted of 20 different questions which were split into 5 different subject areas as follows:

4.1 Part 1 – High Level SPIs (Tier 1)
The first part of the survey consisted of 5 questions about High Level SPIs, also referred to as Tier 1 SPIs, that provide a measurement of general occurrences such as accident and/ or serious incidents.  The questions asked and type of answer required were as follows:

Question 1.  Does your organisation use high level Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs)? (Such as Accidents or Occurrences) – Yes/ No answer.
Question 2.  If Yes, which of the following do you use? – Respondents required to choose all that apply from the list below:

Fatal Accidents – All Aviation

Fatal Accidents – Commercial Air Transport

Fatal Accidents – General Aviation

Fatal Accidents – Helicopters

Accidents and Serious Incidents – All Aviation

Accidents and Serious Incidents – Commercial Air Transport

Accidents and Serious Incidents – General Aviation 

Accidents and Serious Incidents - Helicopters

Total Occurrences – By Operator

Total Occurrences – Commercial Air Transport

Total Occurrences – General Aviation 

Total Occurrences – Helicopters

Occurrence Reporting Rates (e.g. Rate of Occurrences reported/ 10,00 movements)

Risk Bearing Occurrence Reporting Rates (e.g. Rate of Occurrences reported per 10,000 movements that have a risk classification score greater than a preset threshold)
Question 3.  Do you use any additional high level SPIs not already mentioned above (By high level, this means those indicators not related to specific subjects or operational issues)?  - Yes/ No answer.

Question 4.  If Yes – please provide details of additional high level SPIs used? – Free text answer.
Question 5.  For the high level SPIs previously described, please provide details of what is measured in your state and how you define each performance indicator? – Free text answer.
4.2 Part 2 – SPIs on Operational Issues (Tier 2 & 3)
The second part of the survey consisted of 5 questions about the use of SPIs to capture and manage performance in specific operational issues.  The questions asked and type of answer required were as follows:

Question 6.  Do you have any SPIs in place to measure specific operational issues? – Yes/ No Answer.
Question 7.  If yes, which of the following operational issues do you have SPIs for? -  Respondents required to choose all that apply from the list below:



Aerodrome Operations



Aircraft Maintenance



Airspace Infringements



ARC



ATM Issues



Birdstrike



Cabin Safety



CFIT



Clearance Deviation



Fatigue



Fire or Smoke



Flight Crew Aircraft Handling



Flight Crew Use of Procedures



Flight Preparation



GCOL



General Aviation 



Helicopters



Human Factors



Laser Illumination



Level Bust



LOC-I



Loss of Separation



MAC/ Airprox



Rejected Take Offs



Runway Excursions



Runway Incursions



Security



SCF-NP



SCF-PP



TCAS RAs



Unruly Passengers



Unstablised Approaches

Question 8.  Do your SPIs for operational issues cover any areas not already mentioned above? - Yes/ No answer.
Question 9.  If Yes – please provide details of any additional operational areas for which you have SPIs? – Free text answer.
Question 10.  For the SPIs on specific operational issues previously described, please provide details of what is measured in your state and how you define each performance indicator? – Free text answer.

4.3 Part 3 – Normalising/ Exposure Data

The third part of the survey consisted of 4 questions about the normalisation of data used for SPIs and the exposure data used.  The questions asked and type of answer required were as follows:

Question 11.  Do you normalise the data used in any of your SPIs using exposure data such as Flying Hours, Number of Movements etc? - Yes/ No answer.
Question 12.  If yes, what exposure data do you use and which SPIs do you apply this exposure data to? – Free text answer.

Question 13.  Where do you obtain your exposure from? – Free text answer.

Question 14.  How frequently do you receive or update your exposure data? – Free text answer.

4.4 Part 4 – Targets

The fourth part of the survey consisted of 3 questions about whether targets are set against specific SPIs and how such targets are decided and used.  The questions asked and type of answer required were as follows:

Question 15.  Do you set targets for performance against your SPIs? - Yes/ No answer.
Question 16.  If yes, which SPIs do you set targets against? – Free text answer.
Question 17.  If you set targets for your SPIs, how you decide what these targets will be? – Free text answer.
4.5 Part 5 – Using SPIs

The fifth and final part of the survey consisted of 3 questions about who SPIs are used within the EASA MS.  The questions asked and type of answer required were as follows:

Question 18.  How regularly do you update the data for your SPIs? – Free text answer.

Question 19.  What processes do you have in place to formally monitor your SPIs? – Free text answer.

Question 20.  What processes do you have in place to take action against your SPIs? – Free text answer.

From an active NoA Membership, there were 15 countries who provided responses to the SPI Survey.  A number of other countries indicated that there were either in the process of developing their SPIs or had yet to start the development of SPIs.  Those that had yet to start development of SPIs to support their SSP indicated that they were extremely interested in the outcome of the work of the Sub Group and hoped that this would help them in this task.
5 Survey Results – Part 1 – High Level SPIs
5.1 Summary of Results on High Level SPIs (Q1 & Q2)
All 15 EASA MS that responded to the survey stated that they used high level, or Tier 1, SPIs as part of their SSP, answering Yes to Question 1.  The frequency of use of the high level SPIs provided as choices in Question 2 were as follows:


SPIs











Countries
Fatal Accidents – All Aviation 






7
Fatal Accidents – Commercial Air Transport




12
Fatal Accidents – General Aviation





12
Fatal Accidents – Helicopters






9
Accidents and Serious Incidents – All Aviation



8
Accidents and Serious Incidents – Commercial Air Transport

9
Accidents and Serious Incidents – General Aviation 


8
Accidents and Serious Incidents – Helicopters



7
Total Occurrences – By Operator






5
Total Occurrences – Commercial Air Transport



4
Total Occurrences – General Aviation 





4
Total Occurrences – Helicopters






2
Occurrence Reporting Rates 






7
Risk Bearing Occurrence Reporting Rates 




3
5.2 Additional High Level SPIs (Q3 & Q4)
In addition, there were 11 EASA MS that used high level SPIs that were not provided in the choices offered in Question 2.  These additional SPIs can be broadly split into 2 categories.  Firstly, lagging indicators using the number of occurrences split in different ways that previously described in Question 2.  The other type of high level SPIs in use fall into the general category of leading indicators that are designed to measure the performance of different parts of the aviation system.
Lagging Indicators:  There are a number of EASA MS who monitor slight variations of the SPIs included as examples in Question 2.  The main examples include:


-
Total number of fatalities and/ or serious injuries – 3 EASA MS



-
Total number of occurrences by Occurrence Category – 2 EASA MS.


-
Damage levels to aircraft – 1 EASA MS.

A number of EASA MS have SPIs that include non-fatal accidents split in the 4 different categories above (All aviation, CAT, GA and Helicopters) in addition to the fatal accidents previously described.  In addition some EASA MS have SPIs that cover only aircraft with a mass greater than either 5,750 kg or 2,250 kg as well as limiting SPIs on CAT to only aircraft carrying greater than 20 passengers.  There was also one EASA MS that had SPIs specifically for Business Jet type aircraft.  Some EASA MS stated that they used SPIs on a select number of operational issues as high level SPIs, particularly considering the key operational issues that are found in the EASp.
Leading Indicators:  There were a number of EASA MS that were collecting data and monitoring SPIs which fell into the general category of leading indicators designed to provide information on specific areas of the safety system.  For example, one EASA MS had an SPI on the maturity of the safety system in their ANSPs.  There were also SPIs on the following general areas and topics:
-
Number of quality system judgements on an operator – used to make general assessments on the management functions of safety and the development of safety cultures.

-
Risk based oversight indicators.

-
Number of opened investigations – a measure used by one investigation authority, which could also be classed as a lagging indicator.

Finally, there was one EASA MS who had 4 SPIs to measure the cultural aspects of reporting which considered different reporting issues compared to the total number of occurrences received.  There were:

-
Reporting Index – Total number of reports/ Total number of occurrences.
-
Duplicity Index – Total number of repeated reports/ Total number of reports.

-
Rejection Index – Total number of received reports/ Total number of reports (The received reports includes those not considered as occurrences, e.g. complaints)
-
Complementariness Index – Total number of non duplicated reports or those related to just one occurrence/ Total number of occurrences.
5.3 How High Level SPIs are Defined and Measured (Q5)
Definitions of SPIs.  In almost all cases, the EASA MS that responded stated that their SPIs used the appropriate EASA or ICAO definitions.  For example, the ICAO definition for Occurrence Class (Accidents/ Serious Incidents/ Incidents) were used in the development and use of SPIs.  One EASA MS did mention that there were some areas of their SPIs for helicopter operations where they did not use the Operation Types as defined in the ADREP Taxonomy.  The majority of respondents also stated that their SPIs were bounded by occurrences taking place either in the country’s airspace, involving AOC holders from that country or aircraft registered in that country.  While this definition is a perfectly logical approach, it does mean that should any attempt ever be made to aggregate national SPIs at a European level, care would need to be taken to ensure that occurrences were not duplicated where it might be included in the state of registry/ operator and state of occurrence.
Origin and Use of SPIs.  The majority of respondents stated that their SPIs were designed to monitor safety performance relative to desired outcomes in the their State Safety Plan (SSP).  Where specific safety goals or outcomes were identified in a SSP, the number and/ or rate of occurrences associated with the goal or outcome would be monitored.  Additionally, a general data analysis and some SPIs were used to provide either monthly, quarterly or annual updates with associated recommendations that might lead to the development of new SSP actions for which specific SPIs would be developed to monitor the success of improvement actions.
Measurement of SPIs.  In most cases, absolute values of occurrences were used both on their own and also in conjunction with normalised data to generate occurrence reporting rates.  The majority of occurrence reporting rates used data normalised by the number of movements and most used a measure per 100,000 movements, whilst 2 respondents used a measure per 10,000 movements.  Other methods of normalising data included fleet size of operators, number of scheduled flights and flying hours.  Five EASA MS broke their SPIs down by both year and operator, which also enabled data to be split between CAT and helicopters.    
6 Survey Results – Part 2 – SPIs on Operational Issues

6.1 Summary of Results on High Level SPIs (Q6 to Q9)

All 15 EASA MS that responded to the survey stated that they used SPIs to monitor the performance of a range of operational issues as part of their SSP, answering Yes to Question 6.  The issues within the Safety Plan Framework of the European Aviation Safety Plan are highlighted in the table below for reference.  The frequency of use of the SPIs for the different operational issues provided in Question 7 and any additional ones in countries that answered Yes to Question 8 were as follows:



SPIs









Countries

Ranking

Aerodrome Operations





4

=8

Aircraft Maintenance






4

=8

Airspace Infringements





9

=3

ARC









2

=10

ATM Issues







7

=5



Birdstrike








7

=5

Cabin Safety







3

=9

CFIT (EASp Operational Issue)



7

=5

Clearance Deviation






4

=8

De-icing Issues







2

=10

Downwind Landings






1

=11

Fatigue








4

=8

Fire or Smoke







5

=7

Flight Crew Aircraft Handling




4

=8

Flight Crew Use of Procedures




3

=9

Flight Preparation






3

=9

Fuel Issues








1

=11

GCOL (EASp Operational Issue)



7

=5

General Aviation (EASp Issue)



3

=9

Go Arounds







1

=11

GPWS and EGPWS Warnings




1

=11

Ground Handling







2

=10

Helicopters (EASp Issue)





5

=7

Landing Gear and Reverse Thrust Issues


1

=11

Laser Illumination






8

=4

Level Bust








9

=3

LOC-I (EASp Operational Issue)



7

=5

Loss of Separation






7

=5

Low Speed Situations






1

=11

Management of Alcohol and Drugs



1

=11
MAC/ Airprox (EASp Operational Issue)


11

2


Refuelling








1

=11

Rejected take Offs






4

=8

Runway Condition






1

=11

Runway Excursions (EASp Operational Issue)
8

=4

Runway Incursions






12

1

Security








2

=10

SCF-NP








6

=6

SCF-PP








4

=8

TCAS RAs








6

=6

Unruly Passengers






5

=7

Unstablised Approaches





6

=6

Wake Turbulence






1

=11

Weather 








1

=11

Weight and Balance (Load Sheet Errors)


1

=11

Wildlife Strikes







1

=11

Workload in ATM







1

=11
It is interesting to note that Runway Incursions is the operational issue for which the most countries (12) have an SPI.  MAC/ Airprox is the second most monitored operational issue with 11 countries having an SPI in this area.  Additionally, Airspace Infingements and Level Bust, which are closely linked to MAC/ Airprox occurrences are the third most used SPI with 9 countries monitoring this area.  

All of the operational issues from the EASp are in the top 5 most frequently used SPIs.  Laser illumination is the only issue in the top 5 that is not either included, or directly related to, these EASp operational issues.  
6.2 Use of SPIs on Operational Issues (Q10)

SPI Definitions.  For the vast majority of the SPIs on operational issues the number of occurrences are aggregated over time and either taken as a raw number or normalised against a frame of reference such as number of movements or number of flight hours.  The majority of respondents stated that, where applicable, they used the ADREP Taxonomy definitions for the operational issues for which they had SPIs.
Use of SPIs – Outcomes and Pre-cursors.  Of particular interest was the manner in which operational SPIs were used not just as specific individual measures but how key outcome SPIs were then linked to SPIs for pre-cursor events.  These outcome and pre-cursor SPIs are then clearly linked to the SSP to ensure that performance monitoring has clear goals and targets.  The split between the outcomes, Tier 2 SPIs and the associated pre-cursor or Tier 3 SPIs was extremely well developed in a number of states.  Some examples of how some of the respondents used operational SPIs in this way are:

-
MAC/ Airprox.  The outcome of MAC/ Airprox is monitored by 11 respondents to the survey.  A number of these respondents then also have SPIs to monitor some or all of the following pre-cursor issues:


-
Airspace infringements.

-
ATM communication issues.


-
ATM surveillance system failures.


-
Level busts.  

-
Runway Incursions.  The subject of Runway Incursions is monitored by 12 respondents to the survey.  Additionally, a selection of the pre-cursor events to this type of occurrence for which SPIs are used are:



-
Airport runway revisions.



-
Airport systems failures.



-
ATM communication issues at airports.



-
Flight crew ground navigational errors.



-
Mis-heard clearances.

-
Vehicle control issues.

7 Survey Results – Part 3 – Normalising/ Exposure Data

7.1 Use of Exposure Data in SPIs (Q11 & Q12)
Of the 15 EASA MS that responded to the survey, there were 13 countries that stated that they used exposure data in the calculation of their SPIs.  In all cases where exposure data is used, the units of measure varies depending on the SPI with which it is used.  A summary of the main types of exposure data used and the types of SPIs to with which they are used are as follows:

-
Number of Aircraft Cycles/ Take Offs.  Used for technical and operational related occurrences such as SCF-NP, SCF-PP.  

-
Number of Aircraft Movements.  Most of the respondents used number of aircraft movements as their primary source of data normalisation for accidents, serious incidents and incidents. Additionally, most respondents used number of movements to normalise their operational issues.  Respondents who used other types of measures did however use number of movements for aerodrome operation related occurrences such as Aircraft Handling, Birdstrikes, Runway Excursions and Runway Incursions.
-
Number of Flights.  Generally used for ATM related occurrences and specifically for SPIs involving Level Busts, Loss of Separation and MAC/ Airprox. 
-
Number of Flight Hours.  Used by a small number of respondents to normalise data involving ATC Clearance Deviations, Loss of Separation and MAC/ Airprox.
Some countries normalised the data for all their SPIs, whilst others only applied exposure data to high level SPIs to produce accident and/ or serious incident rates.  Where data was normalised figures ranging from 10 Million to 10,000 were used.
7.2 Use of Exposure Data in SPIs (Q13 & Q14)

The task of obtaining exposure data has always been a challenging task.  The respondents to the survey got their data from a number of different sources.  In most cases the data was obtained from the ATM community, either directly from Eurocontrol or from the national ANSPs.  A number of respondents also received exposure data from their airports and aerodromes.  There were only a few countries where data was provided directly from operators.  Interestingly, there was one country where data on the number of flights and flight hours was collected for all public transport flight through the national fees and charges scheme.  In most cases, exposure data was received from the data sources on a monthly basis, although in one case it was received quarterly and in two cases on a yearly basis. 
8 Survey Results – Part 4 – Targets

8.1 Use of SPI Targets (Q15 & Q16)
Of the 15 respondents to the survey, there were 7 countries that stated that they currently set targets against some or all of their SPIs.  Additionally, there was one country that were intending to set performance targets from 2014.  Other than the state that set targets against all their SPIs, the areas where targets were set were as follows:
SPIs











Countries
Accident Rates









1

ATC Capacity









1

Airspace Infringements







2

Birdstrikes










1

Commercial Inland Helicopter Operations




1

Level Busts 









1

Number of Fatalities/ Serious Injuries





1

Runway Incursions








2

 There were a number of respondents that stated they also used the concept of establishing relative performance targets, such as an improvement over a set period of time as a percentage.  There were also common that establishing targets at a national level was particularly difficult with a benchmark against a European average.
8.2 Deciding on Levels of SPI Targets (Q17)

The countries who set targets for their SPIs stated that, in general, they used expert judgement in order to establish their performance targets.  However, this was generally derived from a SSP goal or action to reduce a particular type of occurrence or issue by a certain percentage.  There was concern raised in the survey that target setting was a difficult task that without a European benchmark risked being of minimal effect as it often resulting in selecting an arbitrary number.  In some cases, the respondents stated that setting targets was particularly difficult due to the small size of the dataset available in some areas.  A number of respondents also expressed enthusiasm for the establishment of a standard set of SPIs across the EASA MS, which could then be aggregated at European level to set a benchmark against which countries could measure themselves.  Such a task should not however, be used to compare countries against each other.
9 Survey Results – Part 5 – Using SPIs

9.1 Processes for Monitoring SPIs (Q18 & Q19)
In Question 18, countries were asked about how regularly they updated the data used in   their SPIs.  Answers to this question were received from 11 respondents and the differing frequencies are shown below:

-
Annually or Bi-Annually – 6 EASA MS


-
Quarterly – 1 EASA MS


-
Monthly – 3 EASA MS


-
Weekly/ Bi-Weekly – 1 EASA MS

There are many different approaches to gathering the data used for SPIs, some of which were described as being labour intensive.  One respondent had established templates for their SPIs within the Aggregated Work Bench (AWB), an ECCAIRS add-on to ECCAIRS, which enabled quick and easy data updates to be carried out.  Once the data has been gathered there were many different ways that the respondents used the knowledge gained from their SPIs.  These include the following:
-
Decision Making.  The primary use of SPIs was to support and improve decision making as a key component of a SSP.  At varying frequencies, the management of organisations were reviewing SPIs to support their decision making process.

-
Performance Based Regulation.  There were a small number of respondents who were using their SPIs to support their standardisation and audits processes as part of performance based regulatory approach to aviation safety.  This topic will be the subject of the EASA Safety Conference 2012, which will be held in Cologne on 10-11 October 2012.  Some respondents shared their SPIs with their operators and other parts of the aviation industry.  Moreover, where SPI data was split by individual operator, this was then discussed with the operator concerning with a view to supporting the improvement of their SMS process and improving their safety performance.
-
Safety Promotion.  The majority of respondents stated that they were using their SPIs as a key part of their safety promotion material.  This took the form of internal weekly/ monthly reports, annual safety reviews, safety bulletins and other publicity material. 
9.2 Taking Action on SPIs (Q20)

As previously discussed, it most cases the respondents stated that they used their SPIs as a key part of their SSPs.  SPIs were using to monitor specific improvement actions as well as being used more generally to identify trends and key issues.  Some EASA MS had used information from their SPIs to establish working groups to tackle a particular problem or issue.  Where SPIs captured information about specific operators, these were shared with those operators during audits as part of work to assist them in improving safety performance.  
10 SPIs in ATM

Annex 1 of the performance scheme Regulation for air navigation services and network functions
 lists three Safety Key Performance Indicators (SKPIs) in the areas of:

1.  Effectiveness of Safety Management;
2.  Application of a severity classification based on the Risk Analysis Tool methodology;
3.  Just culture.
EASA has adopted Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) and Guidance Material (GM) for the three safety KPIs on the details of measurement and verification under the performance scheme Regulation. During the first reference period, there will be no EU wide safety performance targets. However, Member States may set targets corresponding to these Safety KPIs. The first reference period has started in 2012 and will end in 2014. Experience with these safety indicators has to be gained during this period. Activities for the revision of the performance scheme addressing reference period 2 and beyond have started.     

11    Summary 
11.1 Survey Background
The NoA SPI Sub Group was established at the 2nd NoA in February 2012 to develop guidance material for the development and use of SPIs to support SSPs.  One of the first activities of the Sub Group was to develop a survey to establish the current situation across the EASA MS.  The survey consisted of 20 questions covering issues such as High Level (Tier 1) SPIs, SPIs for Operational Issues (Tier 2 & 3), Use of Exposure Data, Target and the Use of SPIs.
11.2 Summary of Results
Replies to the survey were received from 15 EASA MS.  They key points from the survey were:
-
All 15 EASA MS that responded used High Level (Tier 1) SPIs covering the general aspects of safety performance such as Accidents, Serious Incidents, Fatalities, Total Occurrences, Risk Bearing Occurrences and Occurrence Reporting Rates.

-
A small number of EASA MS were beginning to use Leading Incidators.

-
All 15 EASA MS that responded used SPIs to monitor the performance of a range of operational issues.  

-
In a number of cases such SPIs were established as Outcomes (Tier 2) and Pre-Cursors (Tier 3).

-
SPIs were used to monitor performance of SSPs and were used to identify specific actions and monitor actions already in place.
-
They were also used to support performance based regulation, oversight activity and for targeted safety promotion.

-
A majority of respondents used exposure data to generate occurrence reporting rates, however there was some variability in the units used for this task.  Moreover, getting hold of exposure data was extremely challenging in many areas of aviation.

11.3 Key Challenges
From the responses to the survey, there were a number of key challenges that could be taken forward by both EASA and the NoA SPI Sub Group to support the development and improvement of SPIs across the European Aviation Community:

-
Because SPIs had been developed solely at a National Level there was a wide range of SPIs in use.  Whilst there were many similarities, the lack of a standardised approach to SPIs and clear, agreed definitions made it difficult to compare SPIs at a European Level.  Moreover, respondents to the survey suggested that the establishment of European Level SPIs would be extremely beneficial in enabling EASA MS to benchmark their own safety performance.

-
There was considerable difficulty in getting hold of accurate exposure data and there was a variation across the EASA MS in the way exposure was obtained and applied to SPIs.

-
A range of different systems and processes were used across the EASA MS to capture SPI data.  More use could be made of ECCAIRS 5 to simplify this task.

12 Initial Recommendations 
In order to support the EASp, the EASAC is requested to approve the establishment of the following European Level SPIs by the EASA Safety Analysis Department:

-
High Level (Tier 1) SPIs covering:


-
Fatal Accidents for CAT, Helicopters and General Aviation.


-
Accidents and Serious Incidents for CAT, Helicopters and General Aviation.

· Operational SPIs to monitor the performance of the following operational issues within the EASp:
-
Runway Excursions.

-
Mid-air Collisions.

-
CFIT.

-
LOC-I.

-
GCOL.
13 Further Sub Group Activity

The NoA SPI Sub Group will next meet of 18/ 19 September 2012 and the work of the Sub Group will focus on the following tasks/ activities:
-
The development of a common set of High Level (Tier 1) SPIs with clear definitions as required.
-
The development of a common set of SPIs for Operational Issues (Tier 2 & 3), focussing on establishing clear outcome and pre-cursor SPIs, with clear definitions as required.

-
Consider the data requirements for SPIs, particularly in relation to the collection of exposure data, carry out a gap analysis and develop solutions as required.

-
Consider the process and technical system requirements to support the use of SPIs with particularly consideration to the use of ECCAIRS 5 and AWB. 

� Commission Regulation (EU) No 691/2010 as amended by the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1216/2011
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