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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Annex 19 — Safety Management requires States to establish the acceptable level of safety performance
(ALOSP) to be achieved through their State Safety Programme (SSP). This paper presents the challenges
faced by States in implementing ALoSP and calls for a review of the ALoSP concept.

Action: The Conference is invited to agree to the recommendation in paragraph 3.2.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Standard 3.4.2.1 of Annex 19— Safety Management requires States to establish the
acceptable level of safety performance (AL0oSP) to be achieved through their State Safety Programme
(SSP).

! In the European Union, State obligations are discharged to a large extent on the basis of EU law and as such States refer to EU
legislation in their State safety programmes

2 Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden and United Kingdom.

3 Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Iceland, Republic of Moldova, Monaco, Montenegro,
Norway, San Marino, Serbia, Switzerland, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey and Ukraine.
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1.2 ALOSP is defined® in the Safety Management Manual (SMM, Doc 9859) as “the
minimum level of safety performance of civil aviation in a State, as defined in its State safety programme,
or of a service provider, as defined in its safety management system, expressed in terms of safety
performance targets and safety performance indicators.”. Annex 19 further describes how an AL0OSP can
be achieved in the note accompanying Standard 3.2.4.1: “An acceptable level of safety performance for
the State can be achieved through the implementation and maintenance of the SSP as well as safety
performance indicators and targets showing that safety is effectively managed and built on the foundation
of implementation of existing safety-related SARPSs.”

2. DISCUSSION

2.1 The purpose of the ALoSP appears to be clear from the descriptions in Annex 19 and the
SMM. After defining its safety objectives, safety performance indicators and the targets associated with
these indicators, States should make a determination on the minimum overall level of safety performance
that would be considered to be acceptable to the State. It should be noted that the AL0OSP relates to the
safety performance of the whole system, rather than of individual safety performance indicators. This is
illustrated by the flowchart in Figure 1 below, which can be found in the advance unedited 4th Edition of
Doc 9859.
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Figure 1 : Acceptable Level of Safety Performance

2.2 The States co-sponsoring this paper, among others, have found that while the purpose of
the ALOSP may be clear, how it is to be implemented is not clear and may be challenging in practice.

2.3 The use of the word “acceptable” in the term “acceptable level of safety performance”
suggests that there are two possible categories that aviation safety performance may fall into: acceptable

# In the advance unedited 4™ Edition of the SMM, the term ALoSP is used only in relation only to States, and is defined as “the
level of safety performance agreed by State authorities to be achieved for the civil aviation system in a State, as defined in its
State safety programme, expressed in terms of safety performance targets and safety performance indicators.”
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safety performance (i.e., within the bounds of the AL0SP), or unacceptable safety performance (i.e.,
outside the bounds of the ALoSP). This would appear to require the State to develop criteria to determine
whether the safety performance of the State, as a whole, is “acceptable” or “unacceptable”.

2.4 Consider the AL0OSP that encompasses the 6 safety performance indicators (SPIs) in
Figure 1 above. While it may be possible to determine whether performance of a single indicator falls
within or outside the ‘acceptable’ range (for example by assessing whether the target or trigger levels for
that indicator were met or exceeded), it is significantly more difficult to assess whether the safety
performance of a State as a whole has been ‘acceptable’. How an ALOSP is to be expressed in terms of
safety performance targets and safety performance indicators requires more clarification. For example,
given that ALoOSP is expressed in terms of targets and indicators, would the inability to meet the safety
performance target for a single SPI be considered not meeting the ALoSP? How many SPIs would need
to show unsatisfactory outcomes for the State to conclude that it does not meet its ALoSP? Should a
smaller subset of more critical safety performance indicators be selected to represent the ALoSP? If so,
should these SPIs be weighted and how does the State determine which areas carry a heavier or lesser
weighting? Should the determination of whether the safety performance of the State has been acceptable
take into consideration mitigating circumstances that may be outside of the control of the State?

25 The determination of what would constitute a level of safety performance that is
acceptable can also be complicated by public expectations as well as the local cultural and political
context. In order to develop a more straightforward criteria for an acceptable level of safety performance,
some States may distill its safety performance into a single indicator and target of the highest
consequence, expressed in terms of number of accidents or fatalities. States that have done so face non-
safety complications, such as political sensitivity in having to express an ‘acceptable’ accident rate.

2.6 The States co-sponsoring this paper have taken different approaches to address this issue.
Some have taken the approach of determining whether it has achieved an acceptable level of safety
performance in more dynamic and subjective manner, by periodically considering the State's safety
performance through a management review process. The review is informed by its suite of safety
performance indicators, whether targets were met, whether trigger values were exceeded, and whether
mitigating actions put in place were successful in arresting the safety concerns. The approach to
determining its ALOSP is therefore described more as a process, rather than as a specific pre-defined
desired outcome. While this approach addresses the issue of how the State manages its acceptable level of
safety performance, the fundamental question remains unanswered: what is the State’s acceptable level of
safety performance?

2.7 It is clear from the challenges faced by States in meeting the Annex 19 Standard on
ALOSP that there needs to be greater clarity on the concept of AL0SP, particularly in relation to how it
should be implemented in practice. One consideration could be to avoid the use of the word ‘acceptable’
given its sensitivity. The experience of States that have embarked on their SSP implementation would be
useful in the review of the AL0SP concept.

3. CONCLUSION

3.1 States that have embarked on their SSP implementation have encountered challenges
with implementing the concept of ALoSP. While the purpose of ALOSP may be clear, the way to
implement it is not. With more States expected to implement SSP going forward, it is important to revisit
and review the AL0SP concept, taking into consideration the experience of States that have sought to
implement it.

3.2 In light of the above, the Conference is invited to agree to the following recommendation:
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Recommendation 6.2.1/X — Challenges with the implementation of the concept of
acceptable level of safety performance

That the Conference:

a) note the challenges faced by States in implementing acceptable level of safety
performance (ALoSP); and

b) request ICAO to review the ALoSP concept, taking into consideration the experience
of States that have sought to implement ALoSP.

—END —
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