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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

At the request of the Secretary General, the Office of Internal Oversight (OIO) included in its 2022 Work
Plan an assessment of the needs and expectations of ICAO Member States for the upcoming 2 triennia.
The assessment focused on ICAO’s normative, monitoring/auditing and implementation support work
over the past 2 triennia to assist the organization in preparing future strategic and operating plans,
programmes, and projects. The assessment which has a high-level focus, was carried out between
August 2022 and March 2023.

The primary beneficiaries of this assessment is the ICAO Council, the Secretariat, Member States and
Regional Aviation Commissions/Organizations of States. Other relevant stakeholders involved in the
planning and implementation of ICAQ's work (i.e., industry partners and regional organizations) may
also use the findings of the assessment and recommendations, as relevant and appropriate.

Key Findings and Conclusions

3.

Overall, Member States are satisfied with ICAO’s standard-setting work to support their needs. States
identify the harmonization of aviation rules with global applicability, transparency, consultation scope
and technical expertise among Panel members as the top strengths of ICAO’s normative process.
However, the timeliness in the delivery and translation of the guidance material, the pace of SARP
revision and the adequacy of the dates to implement SARPs are considered as major areas for
improvement.

States positively assess ICAO's monitoring and auditing work, including the relevance and adequacy
of the Universal Security Audit and Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programmes. While most States
prefer keeping the audit programmes as they currently are, about one third recommends expanding
the audit programmes to include additional SARPs of critical annexes, particularly Annex 9. Across all
monitoring-related areas assessed, the frequency of ICAO audits is the lowest rated. Stakeholders think
the small number of audits conducted per year limits ICAO's capacity to conduct proper continuous
monitoring and to have a complete picture of safety and security issues on the ground.

Member States have a positive perception of ICAO’s implementation support work. However,
compared to the normative and monitoring/auditing work, implementation support is the lowest rated
workstream and the area where stakeholders identify the most gaps and needs for the future. Security
and Facilitation and Environmental Protection are the two areas of highest priority for ICAO to provide
more implementation support. Partnering with the industry is considered as a viable opportunity to
expand the quantity and quality of implementation support to the States.

The following cross-cutting issues are affecting ICAO’s normative, monitoring/auditing and
implementation support work:

e ICAO Strategic Objectives are assessed to be relevant to meet State needs, with stakeholders
considering Safety and Environmental Protection as the most relevant objectives. However,
States perceive Economic Development of Air Transport and Environmental Protection as less
clear and more difficult to achieve and implement. Environmental Protection is considered the
Strategic Objective with the least adequate resource allocation. Of all categories assessed, the
adequacy of ICAO resources to effectively implement its Strategic Objectives is rated the lowest.

e Lack of adequate mechanisms to systematically identify, prioritize and address critical State needs,
hinders the effective and efficient use of scarce financial and human resources of ICAOQ.
Stakeholders recommend creating a well-defined Country Profile describing, among others, the
context of aviation and priorities and pressing needs of a State which would help better channel
limited resources across ICAO Bureaus to support Member States’ Needs.
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Current organizational structure somehow limits ICAO's support to Member States and renders
the alignment of standard setting, monitoring/auditing, and implementation support activities
difficult. Stakeholders think that the centralization of technical expertise at ICAO Headquarters and
under-resourced Regional Offices are the major barriers to organizational effectiveness. It is
therefore suggested that decentralisation of duties and responsibilities through transfer of part of
financial and human resources to the Regional Offices would be a good step forward to enable
ICAO to meet the needs of Member States.

There is opportunity for ICAO to embrace a more risk-based approach in supporting Member
States. Stakeholders think this is a more viable approach for States to focus on the implementation,
and sustainable compliance with critical priorities first, as guided by State-specific needs, resources
limitations and technical capacities on the ground.

ICAQ’s normative, monitoring and implementation support work have not been fully aligned over
the past 2 triennia. In stakeholders’ view, increasing workload of ICAO Bureaus and Regional Offices
coupled with a budget that has not been increased in real terms in the past 16 years is the key
contributing factor for ICAO not being able to effectively achieve its core mission and better
respond to States future needs, such as greening aviation.

States Needs and Expectations for the Next 2 Triennia

7.

Below is a summary of the needs and expectations identified by Member States for the next 2 triennia:

S el  |dentify and prioritize State needs based on regular State needs assessments.

Setting

Monitoring and
Auditing State context and needs.

e Consider expanding USAP and USOAP to include additional annexes, particularly Annex 9.
e |Improve communication on how States are selected for audits each year.
e Streamline PQs, improve OLF tool and enhance guidance material to answer PQs.

e Set criteria to prioritize SARPs ('must-have’ versus ‘nice-to-have’) based on State needs.

e Develop SARPs based on anticipated aviation needs for the next 5-10 years to reduce need
to issue/amend SARPs too frequently.

e Improve the participation of States not represented in Panels/ANC/Council in Panel
meetings through virtual participation using available technological tools.

e Improve adequacy and timeliness of guidance material, including translation into ICAO
official languages.

o Create categories and prioritize State Letters to better facilitate the SARPs consultation
process.

e Priorities areas for new/amended SARPs include UAS/RPAS, OPS, PEL and environment-
related topics, including LTAG, SAF and CORSIA.

¢ Increase the frequency of audits by deepening the use of a risk-based approach based on

e Prioritize areas for implementation support based on State needs, anticipated resources and
funding gaps based on well-defined Country Profiles.

e Decentralize support to Member States by enhancing financial and human resources of the
Regional Offices and rely less on consultants.

e Strengthen partnerships with the aviation industry to expand implementation support to the
States, as informed by Country Profiles.

e Expand resource mobilization for implementation support by including alternative funding
sources, such as development banks and multilateral organisations.

e Increase implementation support and training across all Strategic Objectives but primarily
around Security and Facilitation (cybersecurity) Safety (SSP implementation and GSI), and
Environmental Protection (SAF and decarbonization/CORSIA).
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Introduction

8.

The Assessment of Member States Needs and Expectations was included in the 2022 Work Programme
of the OIO at the request of the Secretary General. The assessment examined whether ICAOQ's ongoing
normative, auditing/monitoring and implementation support activities are aligned with the needs and
expectations of Member States.

The findings of the assessment are to assist the organization in preparing strategic and operating plans,
programmes, and projects. The assessment was conducted between August 2022 and March 2023 in
accordance with the OIO Charter (C-WP/15115), the ICAO Evaluation Policy (C-DEC 203/3), and the
Norms and Standards of the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG).

Background

10.

1.

12.

13.

ICAQ's mission is to serve as the global forum of States for international civil aviation. ICAO develops
policies and standards, undertakes compliance audits, performs studies and analyses, provides
assistance and builds aviation capacity through many other activities and the cooperation of its
Member States and stakeholders.!

Member States engage with ICAO at various levels and through various mechanisms. The engagement
at the governance and normative levels occurs through the deliberations of the ICAO Assembly and
the Council ? At the normative level, engagement involves the work of the Air Navigation Commission
(ANC) and the Council committees, as well as the various Panels and working groups associated with
them. Through established formal communication channels (i.e., ICAQ's State Letter system, Electronic
Bulletins, ICAO website), ICAO facilitates meetings and events. ICAO’s missions to States and Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA) missions to ICAO Regional Offices (ROs) provide multiple channels of
interaction.

Engagement with Member States at the operational level occurs directly through the ICAO Bureaus
and Regional Offices. Regional Offices are the "first port of call" to Member States, ensuring
coordination and promoting the timely and harmonized implementation of ICAO policies, decisions,
global plans, Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs), Procedures for Air Navigation Services
(PANS) and air navigation plans. Regional Offices also provide technical guidance and assist States with
implementation. The scope of work of Regional Offices has increased along with the growth of ICAO’s
programmes and emerging priorities.

To achieve its Strategic Objectives and effectively address the demands of its Member States, ICAO
has conducted evaluations and assessments of State needs and expectations. Apart from the targeted
needs assessments by the different Bureaus and Regional Offices, OlO conducted one independent
evaluation in 2015 and the Secretariat carried out one assessment survey in 2017. The evaluation and
assessment provided ICAO with useful information to make informed strategic decisions and assess
the extent to which its Strategic Objectives, programmes and activities are meeting the current and
future needs and expectations of Member States.

T https://www.icao.int/about-icao/Council/Pages/vision-and-mission.aspx

2 Some national delegations of the Council have a permanent residence on ICAO premises.
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ASSESSMENT PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

Assessment Purpose

14. The purpose of this assessment was to determine whether ICAO's strategic and operational plans are
aligned with the needs and expectations of Member States. The assessment included a high-level
analysis of the normative, monitoring/auditing and implementation support work of ICAO since 2016.
It also aimed to assess the priority needs and expectations of Member States over the next 2 triennia
(2023-2025 and 2026-2028 triennium planning periods).

15. The primary audience of this assessment is the ICAO Council, ANC, the Secretariat, Member States and
Regional Aviation Commissions/Organizations of States. Other relevant stakeholders involved in the
planning and implementation of ICAO’s work (i.e., industry partners, regional coordination
mechanisms, among others) may also use the findings of the assessment and recommendations, as
relevant and appropriate.

Evaluation Methodology

16. The assessment used a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative research
elements to triangulate findings and provide a comprehensive understanding of Member States’
current and future needs and expectations. Annex 1 provides a detailed description of the
methodology.

17. The assessment was guided by ten questions based on the Organization of Economic Development
(OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria, as presented in Annex 1.

18. The assessment adopted a participatory approach, involving key stakeholders—such as the ICAO
Council, the Secretariat, Member States, and other relevant stakeholders—during the inception, data
collection and report review phases.

Data Collection

19. The assessment employed the following data sources:

e  Desk review and secondary data: The assessment team reviewed a range of reports documenting
ICAQ'’s support to Member States, including Assembly Working Papers, Council Working Papers
and Decisions, Regional Office and Bureau assessment, audit and evaluation reports, business
plans, regional plans and reports on Member States’ needs, among others.

e  Online survey: The assessment administered an online survey targeting all Member States to gather
their views on ICAQO’s normative, monitoring/auditing and implementation support work in the
past 2 triennia, as well as their priority needs and expectations for the future. A total of 158 Member
States participated in the online survey (82% of all ICAO Member States). Across ICAO Regions, 25
APAC States, 15 ESAF States, 56 EUR/NAT States (55 States plus one survey completed by the
European Union as a regional block), 10 MID States, 20 NACC States, 13 SAM States and 19 WACAF
States participated in the survey. Annex 5 includes the survey instrument. This high level of survey
participation renders the findings of this assessment as reliable and representative of the needs
and expectations of Member States.

e In-depth interviews: The assessment team interviewed 96 stakeholders through 54 semi-structured
in-depth discussions. Interviews engaged Council members, the ICAO Secretary General, Member
States, ICAO Bureau Directors, Regional Office (RO) Directors and their Deputies, relevant ICAO
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staff, industry partners and regional organizations, among others. Annex 2 includes the list of
stakeholders interviewed and Annex 5 includes the questionnaires that guided these interviews.

e SWOT analysis: The assessment team leveraged the information collected through the methods
listed above to map ICAO’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) and help
inform future strategy and planning. Annex 3 includes summary findings of the SWOT analysis.

Table 1. Stakeholder Consultations

Consultation Method
Stakeholders >
: : Online Survey
In-depth Interviews Interviewees
(Response Rate)
26 63 )

Member States 158 (82%
Council 9 10 =
ICAO Staff (HQ and ROs) 14 17 -
Industry 3 3 =
Regional groups/organizations 2 3 =
Total 54 96 158

Data Analysis and Quality Assurance

20.

21.

The assessment team conducted descriptive and content analysis to identify and validate findings.
Descriptive analysis was specifically used for online survey responses and data extracted from ICAO
databases and other data derived from the desk review. Content analysis was employed on the
information collected through the desk review and in-depth interviews to identify major themes.

The information collected through primary and secondary sources was systematically analyzed and
cross-referenced to arrive at findings. Similar questions were asked across stakeholders to compare
responses and verify information.

Ethical Considerations

22.

23.

The assessment abided by the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation. Special care was given to the
storage of documents, interview notes and the confidentiality of the data collected for this assessment.
The identity of participants has been preserved in the presentation of results, as only aggregate-level
results are reported.

This assessment was independently carried out by the OIO, with the assistance of an independent
consultant. All assessment team members declare no conflict of interest.

Limitations

24. The ICAO workstreams explored in this assessment had been separately evaluated by OIO through

previous evaluations, such as the Evaluation of ICAO Standard-Setting Process (EV/2018/01) or the
Evaluation of Technical Assistance to Member States (EV/2021/01). The data collection phase of this
assessment may have coincided with ICAO actions to address the findings and recommendations of
these previous OlO evaluations. Because stakeholders may have not been aware of these actions at
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the time of this assessment, they may have raised similar concerns by assuming that ICAO has not yet
addressed such issues. Wherever possible, the assessment team noted actions already taken by ICAO
to address any challenges identified in this report.
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FINDINGS

25.

This section presents the main findings of the assessment. Annex 5 presents additional findings,
including key results by ICAO Region.

ICAQO’s Normative Work

Finding 1: Member States highly rate ICAO’s normative work over the past 2 triennia. Major

26.

27.

28.

29.

areas for improvement include the timeliness and translation of guidance material
accompanying the SARPs, the pace of SARP revision and the adequacy of the dates
to implement SARPs.

Member States are generally satisfied with ICAO’s normative work to support their needs. Nearly 94%
of States rate ICAO’s overall normative work as highly (47%) or moderately (47%) satisfactory in
addressing their needs (Figure 1). Almost all States think the relevance of new or updated SARPs is
high/moderate to address their needs (98%) and to keep up with current global aviation trends (95%).
Across ICAO Regions, overall satisfaction levels are higher in MID, SAM and WACF States (100% each)
than in APAC (92%), ESAF (93%), EUR/NAT (94%) and NACC States (83%).

When asked about the top strengths of ICAQO’s standard-setting process, most Member States mention
that the process results in a harmonized set of rules with global applicability. Other strengths include
transparency in the process, as it is perceived to allow a good level of participation and scrutiny. The
high level of technical expertise among Panel members and the comprehensive scope of the
consultation phase at different levels—including state and non-state actors—are also identified as key
strengths.

There are notable decreases in satisfaction regarding the adequacy and timeliness of guidance material
to implement new/amended SARPs. An important proportion of Member States rate the adequacy of
the guidance material produced by ICAO to support the implementation of SARPs (11%) and the
timeliness of such material (12%) as low. APAC, ESAF, NACC and WACAF States rate these two aspects
of the guidance material lower, with low satisfaction ratings ranging from 13% in APAC to 28% in NACC.
States explain that the guidance material that typically accompanies the SARPs may be received long
after the SARP has been issued, delaying their capacity to readily implement SARPs. It is worth noting
that these shortcomings around the timeliness of the guidance material had been identified by the
Evaluation of ICAO Standard-Setting Process® (Recommendation 5) and that the ICAO Secretariat and
ANB are already taking measures to address this input.*

Surveyed States and interviewed stakeholders also note delays in getting translated guidance material
as a barrier for States to timely implement SARPs.®> In addition to delays in receiving guidance material
when SARPs are issued/amended, States say the material is often received in English first, rather than
in all ICAQ official languages. They think this further affects their capacity to implement SARPs, as most
of the CAA teams have difficulties understanding the guidance material in English. Stakeholders
recommend adapting implementation timelines to when the guidance material is going to be available,

3 EV/2018/01
4 SARPs — Recommendation 5 — ANB Action Taken (November 2019).
5 A41-WP/343 EX/145; A41-WP/365 EX/163; A41-WP/426 EX/192

Page 13



Gak | ICAD Assessment of Member States’ Needs and Expectations
'4_‘* j
particularly in all official languages. This challenge had also been identified in the Evaluation of ICAO
Standard-Setting Process®.
Figure 1. Perception of Member States of ICAO’s Normative Work

Overall satisfaction with ICAQ’s standard-setting work
47% 47%
to support the needs of your State

1%

Timeliness of availability of guidance material to support — o 1
the implementation of SARPs in your State - - N
Ad fICAO guid terial t t
equacy o guidance material to suppor 255 2%

the implementation of SARPs in your State

Adequacy of new and/or updated SARPs to keep up
. - 51% 44%
with current global aviation trends

Relevance of new and/or updated SARPs to address
the needs of your State

1%

55% 43%

m High m Moderate Low mNotatall mNotsure/NA

Source: Survey on Needs and Expectations of Member States

30. Member States are generally satisfied with ICAO’s standard-setting process. However, there are lower
satisfaction levels around the pace of SARP revision. Most States (93%) rate the overall process for
developing SARPs as highly (40%) or moderately (53%) satisfactory (Figure 2). By ICAO Region,
satisfaction levels fluctuate importantly, observing lower
ratings in MID (80%) and NACC States (83%) about the
overall SARP development process. Satisfaction levels
decrease to 89% when States are asked about the pace
of revision of existing SARPs, particularly among SAM
(85%) and ESAF States (79%).

“We need to be faster in writing
standards than we usually do because we
need to adapt quickly to become
decarbonized, for example. [For this,] we
need to change the way we work with the
31. Stakeholders identify the lengthy process of working — panels. We need to have new rules for
with Panels as one reason for the slow pace of SARP  when to use regular procedures and
development. Due to the voluntary nature of the work  when to accelerate.”
of Panel members and limited number of experts in ICAO Council Member
certain areas, the process of developing or updating
SARPs can be extensive, with some stakeholders
indicating a timeframe of 2 years or more. Some stakeholders propose creating an accelerated process
to speed up the development of standards on critical issues, as it was done during the COVID-19
emergency. Other stakeholders suggest leveraging technology (e.g., Zoom) to engage Panels more
frequently and more efficiently.

6 £V/2018/01
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32.

33.

34.

35.

Low State engagement and inadequate State
representation in Panels are also challenges to SARP
consultation and revision. Stakeholders indicate that
most States that are not Panel members or
Council/ANC members have little awareness of what
and when SARPs are coming out. Coupled with limited
human resources and in-house technical capacity, this
constrains States’ ability to actively engage in the ANC Member
consultation process. Others also point to the uneven

geographic representation of States in Panels as a

reason for States not participating more actively in the process. Stakeholders recommend leveraging
technology to expand the participation of States in Panel meetings so that non-represented States and
States with limited resources can be more aware of upcoming new/amended SARPs. It is important to
note that this issue had been identified in the Evaluation of ICAO Standard-Setting Process’
(Recommendation 2) and has been addressed by ANB through modifications to the Directives for
Panels of the Air Navigation Commission (Doc 7984).8

“We have huge panels working on these
standards. Then the standard goes to
Member States, and we are lucky if we
get 50 States to answer. When we ask
why they don't engage in the review
process, it comes down to resources.”

Other stakeholders suggest having Regional Office staff join Panel meetings so that they can be more
aware of upcoming new/amended SARPs and thus better support States. A Regional Office staff
member comments: “I am surprised how little information the Regional Offices have on what standards
are coming. We need to know if we are expected to provide assistance. Regional Offices could organize
concerns as a region to bring to the Panels. We have tried to do that, and it has been somewhat successful.
Regional officers should participate in these meetings and speak with the organizations that are
proposing new standards/updates. The Panels should be streamed; we have the technology for this. |
know the challenges of the hybrid meetings, but we could at least try.”

In addition to making States more aware of upcoming standards, some stakeholders think ICAO’s
standard-setting process could be more future proof, meaning that the development of SARPs should
consider the aviation needs of the next 5-10 years so as to reduce the number of SARPs that need to
be issued/amended each year.? For instance, a NACC stakeholder explains: “Sometimes ICAQO is too
ambitious because some SARPs require significant requlatory changes and it can take long time for some
countries to adapt national regulations.

Sometimes we are too prescriptive with the  “ICAQ has to strike a balance. ICAO should have
standards. We need to be thinking in 5 to 10-year a bare minimum [set of standards] and then
timelines and whether standards are future proof  you can go beyond that if you want and can.
to make sure those changes are relevant given the States that can move faster on their own, they
effort it takes to adopt them.” can go ahead. But States that need more time
and resources can focus on the basic priorities
first. This way ICAO can add value. Otherwise,
the gap between advanced and less developed
countries will continue to grow.”

Regarding timeliness to adopt SARPs and the
dates to implement new/amended SARPs, many
States report low satisfaction: 15% of States rate
the adequacy of the adoption, effective and
applicability dates for States to implement Regional Organization
new/updated standards as low (Figure 2). MID

(20%) and EUR/NAT States (19%) report higher

levels of dissatisfaction with such dates. Similarly, 14% of States rate the timeliness to adopt new SARPs
as low, with EUR/NAT (28%) and MID States (20%) also reporting higher dissatisfaction.

7 EV/2018/01
8 AN-WP/9623
9 A41-WP/112 EX/52; A41-WP/111 EX/51; A41-WP/325 EX/138
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36. Stakeholders propose embracing a regional risk-
based approach to improve the timeliness of
adoption of SARPs. While States acknowledge
that it is difficult—if not unrealistic—for ICAO to
slowdown the process of issuing new/amended
SARPs, developed and developing States alike
think ICAQ's standard-setting process can be
more risk-based and less prescriptive. Many say
there is opportunity for the organization to
prioritize critical ‘must-have’ SARPs everyone
needs to comply with, as well as nice-to-have
standards that more advanced States can adopt
if they can and want to.™ Some stakeholders
suggest determining must-have and nice-to-
have standards at the regional level. Readers
should note that the Evaluation of ICAO
Standard-Setting Process” (Recommendation 1) captured some of these recommendations and ANC
has agreed on a prioritization methodology to support the decision-making processes related to SARPs
development.”

“There are a lot of standards that can and
should be harmonized globally. We should
come together as an organization and identify
what those standards are. But there are a lot of
standards applied in a prescriptive way that do
not impede international operations from
happening, so here is where we could do a
better job. They are great-to-have but not
must-have. For example, in countries with one
airport, why are we expecting States to
implement everything? It is great to see if they
have the great-to-have standards, but they
shouldn't be required.”

ICAO Regional Office Staff

Figure 2. Perception of Member States of ICAO’s SARP Development Process

Overall satisfaction with ICAO’s SARP development

P 40% 53%
process vis-a-vis the needs of your State - -

Adequacy of the adoption, effective and applicability
dates of SARPs for States to implement new/updated
standards

Timeliness of adoption of new SARPs

Pace of revision of existing SARPs 1%

m High = Moderate Low mNotatall mNotsure/NA

Source: Survey on Needs and Expectations of Member States

37. Using State Letters more efficiently is another recommendation from stakeholders to improve the
process of SARP consultation and adoption. Almost 96% of Member States rate the State Letters as
highly (71%) or moderately (25%) adequate to offer input on SARPs. However, interviewed stakeholders
think that the use of State Letters for other less critical purposes—such as training invitations or
surveys—can make this mechanism overwhelming, ¥ particularly for CAAs with limited human

0 A41-WP/111 EX/51; A41-WP/325 EX/138

" EV/2018/01

2 AN-WP/9427.

31n 2016, ICAO HQ sent 109 State Letters. Additional 135 State Letters were sent. About one third of those letters were related to SARPs. In
addition to these State Letter, Regional Offices are also sending State letters. SARPs Evaluation 2018.
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resources.' Stakeholders recommend using a categorization/prioritization system to better denote the
urgency of the State Letter and the person who should attend the communication. For instance, they
suggest using specific colors (e.g., red titles) for high-priority State Letters—such as those on
new/amended SARPs—and a different set of colors for other communication.

Finding 2: ICAO Strategic Objectives are relevant to State needs. However, Economic

38.

39.

40.

41.

Development of Air Transport and Environmental Protection are perceived as less
clear and more difficult to achieve and implement. Environmental Protection is
considered as the Strategic Objective with the least adequate resource allocation.
There are recommendations to update the Environmental Protection objective to
reflect the outcomes of the 41t Assembly and to split Security and Facilitation into
separate Strategic Objectives.

Most States and interviewed stakeholders think there are no missing Strategic Objectives, with almost
all States rating the five current ICAO Strategic Objectives®™ as relevant. However, ratings related to the
clarity, achievability, implementation easiness and adequacy of ICAO resources for effective
implementation of the Strategic Objectives fluctuate importantly (Table 2). On average, 98% of States
rate all current objectives as highly/moderately relevant. By Strategic Objective, Safety (99%) and
Environmental Protection (99%) are considered as the most relevant objectives, followed by Security
and Facilitation (98%), Air Navigation Capacity and Efficiency (97%) and Economic Development of Air
Transport (96%). There are some variations by ICAO Region, with ESAF rating Safety and MID rating
Environmental Protection, respectively, as the least relevant.

Regarding the clarity of the Strategic Objectives, Safety (100%) and Security and Facilitation (98%) are
rated as the clearest in providing a sense of direction for the organization, followed by Air Navigation
Capacity and Efficiency (97%), Economic Development of Air Transport (95%) and Environmental
Protection (92%). There are some differences across ICAO Regions. For instance, NACC States rate the
clarity of Air Navigation Capacity and Efficiency (79%) and of Economic Development of Air Transport
(79%) lower than the rest of the objectives.

Safety (95%) and Security and Facilitation (95%) are considered as the most achievable Strategic
Objectives, compared to Air Navigation Capacity and Efficiency (89%), Environmental Protection (84%)
and Economic Development of Air Transport (83%). By ICAO Region, ESAF, MID and WACAF States
rate Environmental Protection (77%, 78% and 82%, respectively) as less achievable than other
objectives. In survey comments, States argue that Environmental Protection is the biggest upcoming
challenge of the century, requiring great resources ICAO does not have and thus making the objective
feel less achievable. Regarding Economic Development of Air Transport, States think this objective is
too ambitious and that States have different views on how to approach it (e.g., conditions for fair
competition, liberalization of airline ownership and control, or open market access), making the
possibility of a harmonized framework less feasible.™

In terms of implementation easiness, Safety (93%) is the highest rated Strategic Objective, compared
to Security and Facilitation (87%), Air Navigation Capacity and Efficiency (84%), Environmental
Protection (82%) and Economic Development of Air Transport (81%). Across ICAO Region