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Foreword

This document describes the approach and strategies for monitoring progress made by AFCAC member
States as they implement specific safety systems or initiatives such as the regional safety targets. The
mechanism is based on the ICAO Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP) and Global Air Navigation Plan
(GANP) and it incorporates basic key performance enablers to ensure effective implementation of the safety
systems/ initiatives by member States. It makes use of information technology tools and other management
techniques as part of the basic framework required to ensure effective monitoring of safety objectives. The
Abuja Safety Targets are part of the proactive safety management implementation by African States and
each target has a future implementation date. In order for African States to successfully implement all the
safety targets and objectives, safety performance enablers i.e. standardization, resources, and safety
information exchange techniques have been adopted for implementation at regional and national levels
simultaneously.
As a monitoring agency for ASTs implementation, AFCAC will ensure that through this mechanism, States
are encouraged to implement all 16 ASTs and progress is monitored for the benefit of all concerned parties.
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Acronyms

AFCAC – African Civil Aviation Commission
AME - Aircraft Maintenance Engineers
ATC – Air Traffic Controllers
AU – African Union
AUC – African Union Commission
ASTs – Abuja Safety Targets
ANS – Air Navigation Services
EASA – European Aviation Safety Agency
GASP – Global Aviation Safety Plan
GANP – Global Air Navigation Plan
ICAO – International Civil Aviation Organization
AFI-CIS – Africa Indian Ocean Region Cooperative Inspectorate Scheme
MAUM – Maximum All Up Mass
RASG-AFI – African Indian Ocean-Regional Aviation Safety Group
RSOO – Regional Safety Oversight Organization
SIMS – Safety Information Monitoring System
SPI – Safety Performance Indicators
SPT – Safety Performance Targets
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Applicability

This mechanism describes the revised approach and strategies for monitoring and measurement of
progress made by AFCAC member States as they implement regional safety targets and initiatives.
It applies to all 54 AFCAC member States.
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Chapter 1.0

1.0 BACKGROUND
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1.1. The draft plan of action for activities related to the implementation of the memorandum of
cooperation between ICAO and AUC 2017-2019 stipulates, among other key priorities, the need for
AFCAC to provide assistance to States in the resolution of safety oversight deficiencies. In order to
achieve this objective a number of activities were identified for AFCAC to implement and these
include:
a) Support States to improve the Effective Implementation in accordance with the GASP and
regional safety targets;
b) Support States with Effective Implementation (EI) of 60% or greater to implement State
Safety Programme (SSP) and Safety Management Systems (SMS);
c) Review of the regional safety targets.
1.2. To this end, the Abuja Safety Targets (ASTs) consisting of 16 high level safety goals were
established to assist AFCAC member States achieve the aspirational goal of zero aviation accidents
in Africa. Consistent with GASP and GANP each goal has an object and time line in which member
States are expected to comply. All 16 targets are building blocks designed to eventually achieve
AUC’s aviation safety objectives and the three (3) broad GASP objectives i.e. assist member States
to (i) establish effective safety oversight systems, (ii) implement SSP/SMS and (iii) apply
predictive risk management. AFCAC is the nominated monitoring agency with a responsibility to
develop a mechanism to promote implementation and determine level of compliance of all ASTs by
member States and provision of technical assistance to help States achieve 100% compliance. The
mechanism was necessitated by the general lack of compliance and information gaps that made it
impossible to accurately measure the level of implementation of specifically the Abuja Safety
Targets and other key regional safety initiatives.
1.3. The ASTs were adopted by the African Ministers responsible for civil aviation at the Ministerial
Conference on Aviation Safety in Africa, held from 16 – 20 July 2012 through the Abuja Declaration
on Aviation Safety. In time, the implementation timeframes became irrelevant as all the set
deadlines expired and some targets were not met. New challenges were emerging in other aviation
service areas e.g. provision of Air Navigation Services (ANS). The AUC Specialized Technical
Committee (STC) meeting on Infrastructure, Transport, Tourism and Energy, held in Lomé, Togo
from 13 to 17 March 2017, agreed on the necessity to revise the ASTs. AFCAC and ICAO then
undertook necessary coordination meetings with the stakeholders to finalize and propose the new
Safety Targets, taking into consideration the GASP, GANP and relevant regional safety initiatives.
1.4. As a result, 16 safety targets were established and they included (1) revised safety targets and (2)
new ANS related targets (refer to Attachment “A”). In order to keep track of the level of compliance
of member States to the revised ASTs, AFCAC revised the ASTs monitoring mechanism to be
implemented for all African States. The mechanism was established to counter the prevailing
challenge of poor implementation rate and general lack of response from States with information
relating to status of implementation and availability of appropriate technical assistance for States
with low capacity. The mechanism is generic and it can be used as a monitoring mechanism for any
other safety initiatives.
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Chapter 2.0

2.0 INTRODUCTION

Safety is the highest priority for ALL involved in aviation. In this technology driven
industry, a collaborative approach through integrated safety oversight systems is the
most effective way to guarantee aviation safety.
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2.1 The air transport industry plays a major role in the global economy. International Air Transport
Association (IATA) reported that the airline industry expects 7.8 billion passengers to travel in
year 2036. With air traffic projected to increase significantly in the future, aviation safety planning
at the international, regional and national levels is essential to ensure growth in a safe, efficient
and environmentally friendly conditions. Development of air transport as the safest and fastest
mode of transport has contributed immensely to the improvement of global connectivity, economic
development and humankind’s quality of life. These positive aspects (of) development, however,
brought new and emerging risks in aviation due to increased complexity. Indeed, considering
prevailing technology advancements, the aviation industry has outpaced its ability to manage
safety effectively. This has manifested itself in the fly-by-wire technology and, lately, the new
drone technology which are many years ahead of the current safety management frameworks at
national, regional and international levels. In order to keep pace with world technological trends,
there is need for African member States to develop integrated safety oversight systems supported
by State Safety Program (SSP) driven safety and air navigation targets. The safety and air
navigation targets represent what member States or group of States intend to achieve in terms of
safety enhancement initiatives. Technology dictates that safety management systems have to
rely on proactive safety data plus active planning for safety targets to be achieved rather than to
rely on reactive safety oversight systems. In other words it calls for something radical like process
“re-engineering.” So this “re-engineered” proactive data collection in an integrated safety
oversight system will keep member States in tandem with the technology development in aviation.
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2.2 In order to establish and maintain an acceptable level of safety performance (ALOSP) in this
environment marked by rapid evolution of the global air transportation system, the traditional
prescriptive approach must be complimented by a performance-based approach as reflected in
the provisions of ICAO Annex 19 – Safety Management System. Current guidance on safety
management and practices show that in order to ensure effective safety management, focus must
be on the four pillars1 of safety performance management required for the State Safety Program
(SSP). Recent accidents involving wide body aeroplanes show that this approach is not always
effective if it is not complimented by an integrated performance based approach to safety
management. This mechanism focuses on how the aviation industry can proactively harness
technology and use it to enhance safety. The Regional Aviation Safety Groups 2 (RASGs) all over
the world have a key role in this recommended integrated approach. RASGs were established by
ICAO Council in 2010 and they are tasked to develop an integrated, data-driven strategy and
implement a work programme that supports a regional performance framework for the
management of safety. RASGs are key players in the whole safety management value chain. For
Africa, there is RASG-AFI. RASG-AFI should be granted greater role to foster integrated, datadriven strategy and implement work programmes that support a regional performance.
Effectiveness will be guaranteed if there is application of the four (4) safety enablers in a “reengineered” and integrated safety oversight environment.

1

Four pillars of safety management according to ICAO Doc 9859 includes (a) State Safety Policy, objectives & resources, (b) State safety risk
management, (c) State safety assurance and (d) State safety promotion.
2
RASGs consists of ICAO member States and observers from RSOOs, cooperative development of operational safety and continuing
airworthiness programmes (COSCAPs), original equipment manufacturers (OEMs), international organizations, operators and servi ce providers,
among others. RASGs are chaired by any member State and relevant ICAO regional office is the secretariat.
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2.3 In order to foster implementation of relevant State Safety Programs i.e. the basis for integrated
safety oversight systems and harmonized development of regional aviation infrastructure ,
AFCAC in collaboration with ICAO, member States and international partners established
continental safety objectives and targets known as the revised Abuja Safety and ANS Targets.
These targets are part of the continental safety planning and enhancement initiatives to assist
member States meet their safety obligations.
2.4 This Mechanism for Monitoring Implementation of Safety Systems & Initiatives was
established to assist African member States to “re-engineer” their safety oversight systems and
to implement continental safety objectives and targets consistent with ICAO’s Global Aviation
Safety Plan (GASP) and Global Air Navigation Plan (GANP). This was out of the realization that
a considerable number of African States do not have effective safety oversight systems to match
technology and they also do not have effective mechanisms to monitor implementation of safety
enhancement initiatives such as the Abuja Safety and ANS Targets. Consequently, determining
required resources and level of implementation of regional aviation safety objectives and targets
is a challenge. There are also significant safety information gaps that have been raised in almost
all annual reports on safety.
2.5 This Mechanism was developed taking into account the ICAO GASP approach i.e. to ensure that
safety enhancement initiatives at continental, regional or national level deliver the intended
benefits through enhanced interstate coordination and collaboration. It (Mechanism) recommends
key interventions to ensure effective implementation where there is limited capacity at State level.
This includes ICAO recommended methodologies to manage safety objectives and targets under
SSP/ SMS implementation. Main intervention is promotion of IT based tools for safety information
gathering, sharing and feedback systems to encourage member States to implement safety
enhancement initiatives. It also includes a tool to identify safety oversight capacity deficiencies
and provide solutions through technical assistance and/or training initiatives. The mechanism also
encourages safety promotion through informative material relating to regional safety objectives
and targets. AFCAC, being the lead agency on monitoring implementation of the ASTs will
promote integrated safety oversight systems and automation as a main platform for safety
data gathering and sharing. Main components of the mechanism are:

recommended methods to implement continental and national safety targets or
initiatives;



interventions to assist implementation of regional safety targets by lead agencies
such as ICAO, AFCAC, RSOOs and other international partners such as IATA,
EASA etc;



Integrated and automated safety oversight systems with capacity for safety data
collection and sharing amongst member States;



Questionnaires to measure level of implementation as a temporary stop gap
measure while developing integrated IT systems;



Analysis of safety data collected through IT tools such as ICAO SIMS; ISTARS etc;
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Reporting of status of implementation of safety enhancement initiatives and
targets.

2.6 During the 21st Meeting of the AFI Plan Steering Committee held in Niamey, Niger 16 - 20 July
2018, AFCAC’s Mechanism for Monitoring Implementation of Safety Systems & Initiatives - as a
tool for implementation and monitoring safety systems and initiatives was accepted and it was
subsequently endorsed by the 30th AFCAC Plenary which was held in Livingstone, Zambia 4-5
December 2018.
2.7 As a strategy to counter challenges faced in the implementation process, identification and
allocation of resources is a key success factor that merits attention. This includes identification
and allocation of sufficient financial resources for infrastructure and human capital development
and retention to achieve relevant safety enhancement initiatives and targets. States often miss
their safety targets due to poor allocation of resources. This mechanism emphasizes the need for
allocation of sufficient resources to be channeled towards achievement of agreed targets. For
regional safety targets/ initiatives, AFCAC will keep track of resources allocated for each target
or initiative to ensure implementation.
2.8 For the purposes of monitoring implementation, AFCAC member States are encouraged to
establish standardized information technologies which collect, collate and transmit relevant safety
data among all concerned stakeholders on a continuous basis as a more viable alternative
compared to the use of manual reporting systems and focal points which are often not reliable.
The mechanism includes other measures such as questionnaires designed to measure the level
of implementation of specific safety targets but this approach should be gradually phased out as
it paves way for automated systems. Results of the collected data should be published in the form
of percentage implementation for each State and overall combined performance for the region
(this output measure may be presented per SPI or agreed taxonomy).
2.9 The mechanism also prescribes member States responsibilities for effective implementation of
regional safety objectives and targets. For example, ICAO Annex 19 mandates member States
to “establish a process to analyse safety data and safety information from the safety data
collection and processing system (SDCPS) and associated safety databases.” According to the
Universal Safety Oversight and Audit Programme (USOAP) reports, only 42% of all Member State
authorities responsible for implementation of SSP analyse information from their State’s accident
and incident database. This is due to lack of capacity and competencies required for effective
safety data gathering and analysis within Member States. Consequently, member States do not
timely respond to requests for information on various compliance initiatives including AST status
of implementation and safety risks are not identified timely. To overcome these hurdles, the
mechanism recommends use of standardized information technologies that facilitate data-driven
decision making and sharing of relevant safety data for developing safety intelligence.. The
standardized and automated systems will facilitate SDCP and should be connected to regional
entities such as RSOOs and AFCAC. Subject to strict adherence to ICAO Annex 19 Safety data
management controls, typical safety data to be shared through automated systems include:-
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CAA generated data

Total number of aircraft registered in the State;



Total number of accidents/ serious incidents;



Breakdown of national accidents/ serious incidents in terms of runway, controlled flight
into terrain (CFIT), loss of control in flight (CFIT) etc;



Total number of aircraft departures;



Total number of active Air Operator Certificates, Aircraft Maintenance Organizations,
Aviation Training Organization certificate holders, certified ANSP, certified international
aerodromes;



Established search and rescue entities;



Total number of certified international aerodromes;



Selected Aeronautical Information Management Data e.g. NOTAMs;



Established search and rescue entities;



Search and Rescue experiences;



Ramp Inspection reports;



Status of implementation of environment protection initiatives (CORSIA);



CNS/ ATM operational experiences with capacity to detect degradation of performance.

Operator generated information:

Type of aircraft above 5,700kgs MAUM;



Search and rescue centers and capability;



Aerodromes safety report



Internal audits reports



Reports on inspections of the movement area



Number of runways with PBN procedures



Type of CNS/ ATM equipment in use consistent with safety targets;



Flight data analysis (FDA);



Fatigue risk management;
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Recorded data (flight data recorder, cockpit voice recorder, video, ambient, streamed
data);



Maintenance reliability programme reports;



Service information reports;



Faults, malfunctions and defects



Unapproved parts reports

2.10
One of the main challenges faced by most African States lack of suitable IT databases for
automated safety data collection, analysis and sharing amongst key stakeholders required for
developing safety intelligence and safety risk management programs. This is particularly of
concern as the air transport system is more advanced than ever before in terms of technology.
One may consider a typical airline’s flight data monitoring and analysis programme. In the majority
of cases, this program is not automatically connected to the CAA safety data collection and
monitoring system. Information is available only upon request. In fact safety data for national civil
aviation authorities is still being generated and analysed manually. CAA safety oversight systems
are notably operating in isolation and as closed units and therefore this brings along inefficiencies
and interoperability challenges even when interfaced with other aviation systems/ programs i.e.
airline operations, airport operations and communication, navigation and surveillance/air traffic
management (CNS/ATM) systems. While ICAO SARPs and related guidance material provide
substantial guidance in terms of what is required, when and how SSP/ SMS should be
implemented, there is limited guidance on the required basic building infrastructure for
establishing and monitoring level of implementation of safety objectives and targets. It is a
considered view of this mechanism that sustainable solutions can only be technology driven
safety data collection and processing systems as the bedrock to building safety systems and
effective monitoring.
2.11
Consistent with a decision of RASG-AFI/3 CONCLUSION 3/12 - i.e. “Assistance of weaker
States by stronger States in achieving the Abuja Safety Targets” - technical assistance to States
in need should be provided. In this regard, the mechanism includes a system of recognizing ASTs
champion States duly recognized for high performance. Such State(s) will be used extensively to
assist other States on how best to implement the ASTs. This strategy will be complimented by
publishing the percentage level of compliance for each State. An AST Champion State will be
recognized as such after it meets the following criteria: Highest percentage AST implementation score compared to other member States;
 Steady improvement of status of implementation;
 Consistency in providing annual feedback on status of implementation;
2.12
Initially, AFCAC will seek assistance from ICAO to gather required safety information from
domains such as the USOAP CMA, ISTARS and other related databases. To resolve deficiencies
identified, technical assistance missions will be conducted to assist need States and there will be
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three main types of missions – (i) AFI-CIS; (ii) ICAO ROST; and (iii) AFCAC high level technical
assistance3.
2.13
All actions and activities in this mechanism will be performed consistent with Safety
Management principles and in order to ensure success, the following four (4) key performance
enablers will be employed:





Standardization;
Resource (human & finance) allocation;
Collaboration; and
Safety information exchange.

Consistent with the ICAO GASP, the 4 key enablers will be applied in all processes associated
with this mechanism in order to ensure effective implementation.
Member States are encouraged to adopt the integrated safety data collection and analysis
approach for the entire safety oversight systems to ensure that there are standardized and
harmonized aviation systems in Africa. This is necessary as the deregulation of air transport
market in Africa will usher in a new era of airline operations with traffic freedoms to third and fourth
countries. This new development requires extensive use of harmonized and integrated safety
oversight systems to timeously identify negative trends and proactively manage risks. In this
respect, a continental Safety Audit of Foreign Aircraft should be developed in the context of
integrated safety oversight systems. This will be done in-line with SAATM Joint Prioritized Action
Plan (JPAP) pillar # 4 on safety and security.
2.14
Through collaboration with ICAO, Safety Information Management Systems will be used
extensively to complete the process of establishing, implementing and monitoring safety systems,
objectives and initiatives. SIMS is an ICAO web-based safety data and information system
comprised of different applications, which generate indicators in support of SMS implementation.
It is an important part of the recommended integrated safety oversight system as it completes the
cycle of safety objectives planning, implementation and monitoring.
2.15

Identifying Key Players and their responsibilities:

3

AFCAC High Level Technical Assistance means AFCAC led targeted assistance missions to governments of member States. The missions involve
high-level strategic issues relating to aviation structure and general administration of civil aviation matters. AFCAC may include partner
organizations such as ICAO, IATA, ACI etc. to be part of the delegation.
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In order for the integrated approach to be effective, it is necessary to identify key players. ICAO
Annex 19 and the associated technical guidance identify the key players such as the States’
regulators, aviation service providers, Regional Safety Oversight Organizations (RSOOs),
continental aviation safety bodies (e.g. EASA, ECAC, AFCAC, APAC etc.) and Regional Aviation
Safety Groups (RASGs). All aviation stakeholders need to be involved in the effort to continually
improve safety. The GASP provides a strategy for the continuous improvement of aviation safety
at the international level. States and regions are responsible for the development of national and
regional aviation safety plans, in line with the GASP. National and regional SEIs should be
adapted based on challenges faced by States and other stakeholders concerned. However, the
missing link is integration through IT based tools. The current approach has seen these entities
approach safety management in isolation hence the huge safety information gaps and failure to
identify risks in time to avert disasters.
The following entities therefore have key roles to play in the integrated approach to aviation
safety:States – States must establish integrated and IT based safety oversight systems with capability
to collect, analyze and share safety data on a continuous basis. The integrated systems must
comply with the four performance enablers i.e. standardization, resource allocation, collaboration
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and safety information exchange. Safety managers must evolve their safety systems from the
prescriptive safety systems to performance based safety oversight systems. States should
develop the National Aviation Safety Plan (NASaP) derived from the State Safety Program (SSP).
States should establish, training and maintenance of qualified teams of safety analysts. NASaP
should define how the State plans to comply with ICAO GASP and GANP as follows-:


Acceptable level of Safety Performance for the State;



Safety Objectives for the State;



Summary of SPIs and Targets;



Define the integrated safety oversight system;



State Safety Priorities;



Emerging Safety Issues;



Safety Risk Controls.

Service Providers - The term “service providers” refers to aviation operators e.g. airlines, other
operators of aircraft or helicopters. It also includes organizations responsible for the type design
or manufacture of aircraft, engines or propellers, approved maintenance organizations, approved
training organizations, operators of aerodromes and air traffic services (ATS) providers, as well
as non-governmental organizations and other entities that form part of the aviation industry.
Industry should engage in SMS implementation in order to continuously:

collect safety data and share with local CAA,



identify hazards and address operational safety risks,



collaborate with ICAO, the regions and individual States on safety information exchange,



provide safety monitoring and auditing,



develop their SPIs and provide guidance material and training to assist with SMS
implementation,



ensure congruence between SSP and SMS indicators, States need to actively engage
service providers in the development of SMS SPIs,



harmonize approach in the development of SPIs, as part of their SMS,



identify SEIs and actions that support national and regional aviation safety plans.

RSOOs – Regional safety oversight organizations play the key role of analyzing regional safety
data and detect any negative trends. Based on collected safety data, RSOOs should be proactive
and recommend safety recommendations to manage emerging risks. Safety managers must
evolve their safety systems from the prescriptive safety systems to performance based safety
oversight systems.
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RSOOs must promote the concept of NASaP and assist States to develop it. They should promote
establishment, training and maintenance of qualified teams of safety analysts.
RASGs - ICAO Regional Aviation Safety Groups should develop an integrated, data-driven
strategy and implement work programmes that support a regional performance framework for the
management of safety. Since these entities are part of ICAO, their role should be limited to
planning, monitoring and coordinating with States, RSOOs and other international entities.
RASGs must promote the concept of NASaP and assist States to develop this safety plan. They
should promote the concept of establishment, training and maintenance of qualified teams of
safety analysts. Some of the relevant functions key to the integrated system are:


supporting and monitoring progress towards the achievement of the GASP goals at the
regional level;



developing and implementing a regional aviation safety plan consistent with the GASP,
and coordinating its implementation at the regional level;



structuring their work in line with the GASP to address organizational challenges,
operational safety risks, emerging safety issues, and safety performance management;



identifying safety risks and issues of priority, and encouraging States to initiate action
using the roadmap;



analyze safety information and hazards to civil aviation at the regional level and review
the action plans developed within the region to address identified hazards;



facilitate the sharing of safety information and experiences among all stakeholders;



coordinating and tracking regional SEIs and GASP indicators;



monitoring regional safety performance indicators (SPIs) and identifying where action is
needed;



providing technical assistance to States in their respective regions (e.g. by identifying
subject matter experts, conducting workshops and facilitating training); and



serving as the focal point to coordinate regional efforts and programmes related to the
GASP aimed at mitigating operational safety risks;



ensure that all safety activities at the regional and sub-regional level are properly
coordinated to avoid duplication of efforts;



encourage regional collaboration, cooperation and resource sharing;



conduct follow-up to GASP/GASR related activities as required;



secure resources on behalf of States in the region for developing safety systems and
infrastructure.
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Regional aviation safety entities (i.e. EASA, ECAC, AFCAC etc.) These entities should play a
key role of analyzing regional or continental safety data and identify any negative trends. As safety
data analysis can only be done through established institutions, they are best placed to host the
centralized regional safety data analysis systems and to promote information sharing. Closer
coordination and a clear focus on risk management will also enable organisations or States with
low volume of aviation activities to compensate for their lack of data, which means they might be
unable to rely on information solely gathered within their own organisation or State. These
regional aviation safety entities should promote establishment, training and maintenance of
qualified teams of safety analysts. Some of the relevant functions key to the integrated system
are:

2.16



establish integrated regional safety databases and dashboard tools necessary for
monitoring safety programs, initiatives and targets;



analyze safety information and hazards to civil aviation at the regional level and review
the action plans developed within the region to address identified hazards;



facilitate the sharing of safety information and experiences among all stakeholders;



ensure that all safety activities at the regional and sub-regional level are properly
coordinated to avoid duplication of efforts;



encourage regional collaboration, cooperation and resource sharing;



conduct follow-up to GASP/GASR related activities as required;



develop and implement specific projects aimed at addressing identified safety
deficiencies in the region;



secure resources on behalf of States in the region for developing safety systems and
infrastructure.

Main Components of the Integrated Safety Oversight System:4. Safety Performance Measurement
3. Inspector Competences required for the
integrated system
2. IT Driven Safety Oversight System
1. Performance-Based Environment

Collaboration between State
and Regional Organizations
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Performance-Based Environment - Performance based regulatory environment means an
environment based on safety performance indicators (SPIs) on which safety promotion as well as
performance based regulation and performance based oversight can be built.
IT driven Safety Oversight System - The integrated system consists of IT powered safety oversight
processes designed to ensure efficient data capturing. The system includes (i) workflow process
control; (ii) administrative control; (iii) document management; (iv) safety data analysis (v) dynamic
reporting; and (v) safety data sharing at both national and regional level.
Inspector Competencies required for Integrated Safety Oversight System - These are additional
skills sets required for all inspectors, safety experts and managers involved with operationalization of
the integrated safety oversight system at national and regional level.
Safety Performance Measurement - Safety performance measuring in an integrated system makes
use of an established and centralized database coupled from States and ultimately linked to
appropriate regional or international safety entities (this can be ICAO, RASGs or other entities). It a
system of measuring safety performance as regards compliance with SARPS and related forward
looking safety targets.

2.17
The State civil aviation authorities, aviation service providers, manufacturers, regional
safety oversight organizations and regional/ international aviation safety entities have a central
role in this integrated safety oversight system. Prescriptive regulatory systems provide a limited
State level approach with minimal inclusion of the regional players in the aviation safety
management framework. This has led to gaps in the identification of risks and effective
implementation of global safety objectives and targets. There are many information gaps to such
an extent that inherent safety risks confined to a certain State are not known until there is a major
accident. Sometimes this is caused by the fact that risks may be known but only to a small aviation
segment where there is no sufficient comparison safety data and in such instances, such risks
may be dismissed as isolated and unlikely to cause a mishap. In order to resolve such safety
concerns integration of safety oversight systems through automation, standardization and
collaboration should be used at regional level. This kind of approach will promote transparency
and information in an isolated part of the aviation community will be widely known so that
mitigation measures are taken proactively.
2.18
It is apparent that in this technology driven industry, a collaborative approach through
integrated safety oversight systems is the most effective way to track effective implementation of
all safety enhancement initiatives. AFCAC as the lead agency to monitor status of implementation
of safety targets in Africa will incorporate relevant dashboard tools connected to databases of the
integrated safety oversight systems.
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Chapter 3.0

3.0 Monitoring Safety Initiatives & Targets in a Performance Based
Environment
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3.1. Managing Safety by Implementation and Monitoring Safety Targets –
For decades, safety oversight in aviation was managed through reactive and prescriptive regulatory
systems. This was characterized by regulatory regimes that are based on compliance, audits and
lessons learnt from past occurrences. Experience has shown that simple compliance with prescriptive
regulations does not guarantee safety alone. Performance-Based Regulations (PBR) offer
improvements by proposing SPIs, targeting safety objectives and efficiently mitigating risks through a
better focus on the outcome rather than the prescriptive way a process has to be done. It provides
flexibility in the implementation rather than just trying to develop prescriptive rules for every eventuality.
EASA Performance-Based Environment (PBE) Report (2014) argues that a performance-based
regulatory environment4 that is “more focused on the management of SPIs and risks will also nurture
the design of rules by better addressing the failure conditions and enhancing the mitigation strategies.”
This means that performance based systems are more likely to address underlying factors that could
potentially culminate to a disaster. The key advantages of PBR through monitoring of safety objectives/
targets are: Better focus on achieving the desired performance;
 More tailored oversight activities that focus activities on the areas of greater concern or need;
 Improved understanding of risks;
 clearer identification of the required mitigations;
 Better legislative flexibility and adaptability;
 Improved focus on the individuals in the aviation system and their role in safety;
 Efficiency through prioritized resource allocation, will lead to a more active involvement and
interaction of all actors in managing the system.
3.2. Technology advancement and the sheer volumes of flights in modern times, have shown that the
prescriptive model of safety oversight is proving to be less effective. For example a number of recent
major air disasters have shown that prescriptive regulatory systems are not sufficient to guarantee safety
of the travelling public.


“10 March 2019 - An Ethiopian Airlines Boeing 737 Max crashed six minutes after take-off from
Addis Ababa. All 157 people onboard were killed. The victims came from more than 30
countries.”(Air Disasters Timeline. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-10785301 - extracted
November 2019).

Performance based regulatory environment means an environment based on safety performance indicators (SPIs) on which safety assurance
and promotion as well as performance based regulation and performance based oversight can be built.
4
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“29 October 2018 - A Boeing 737 Max, operated by Lion Air, crashed into the Java Sea shortly
after taking off from Jakarta, Indonesia. All 189 passengers and crew were killed, and a
volunteer diver dies in the subsequent recovery operation. Investigators said the plane - which
had had technical problems on previous flights - should have been grounded” (Air Disasters
Timeline. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-10785301 - extracted November 2019);



“1 June 2009: An Air France Airbus 330 travelling from Rio de Janeiro to Paris crashed into the
Atlantic with 228 people on board. When the autopilot disengaged, as a result of no airspeed
and angle of attack information, the pilots were greatly startled, leading to a damaging chain of
events.” (Air Disasters Timeline at https://www.bbc.com/news/world-10785301 - extracted
November 2019).

In all cited cases, prescriptive regulatory systems (refer to table below) were in place but were not
sensitive enough to anticipate possible degeneration of systems. Neither were there sufficient recovery
controls in place to avert a disaster. In all cases, pilots (human factors) could not recover the aircraft
(machine) after technology related systems failure. This means that where technology leads, a
prescriptive regulatory system relegates men to learn from design or operational mishaps. On the
contrary, performance-based regulatory systems provide real time monitoring of systems and any
system degradation can be detected in time to allow for necessary interventions such as escalation and
recovery controls consistent with Prof. James Reason’s “Swiss cheese model” for accident prevention.
25 | P a g e

In such cases, preventive and recovery controls5 should be factored into the appropriate systems to
avert possible air disaster. Therefore, solutions for prevention of accidents are in the performance-based
safety oversight systems where performance targets and monitoring is determined on a continuous
basis. In short, the Safety Manager can no longer rely on traditional compliance or audit based safety
oversight systems to achieve the acceptable level of safety in the aviation industry. He has to rely on
determining, in advance, performance criteria, which he monitors to ensure that operations are within
the predetermined safety envelop.

3.3. Consistent with requirements of ICAO Annex 19, each CAA must establish a State Safety
Program for the management of safety in the State, in order to achieve an acceptable
level of safety performance in civil aviation. While the foregoing SARPS call for
implementation of SSP through the 6 internalized safety pillars, the ICAO Global Aviation
Safety Plan (GASP) goals advocates for overall enhancement of international aviation
safety performance by providing a collaborative framework for States, regions and
industry. It promotes a step-by-step approach for safety planning and implementation at
regional and national level. It is the considered view of this publication that regional
safety planning in a global air transport system is the best approach to enhancement
of aviation safety. An approach to SSP and SMS implementation should not be done in
isolation (State only) as this approach may have limited success. Safety data in one
airline, regardless of its size and complexity, may not always be valuable if assessed in
isolation. Such data should be brought up and analyzed at regional level or even
international level. This is because most flights cross borders and passengers on any
flight are from different nationalities and therefore a safety risk in one jurisdiction affects
5

Based on the “Swiss cheese model” for latent failures, preventive and recovery controls are there to mitigate the escalation of an event which
potentially can result in an accident.
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all States. A coordinated regional approach to SSP/ SMS implementation is the best
approach to guarantee safety. Safety planning, safety data collection, analysis and
sharing at regional level is the most effective approach in safety management.

3.4. As indicated earlier, traditional safety oversight systems rely on reactive and compliance-based
oversight, whereas this handbook promotes establishment and implementation of performance based
and predictive safety management methodologies. It highlights the use of performance based safety
oversight system as a more effective method of safety management especially in this technology
driven environment. This is important because it assists States to proactively deal with any new and
emerging safety issue which may not be well covered by prescriptive regulatory system. For example,
the proliferation of drone technology was not covered by any ICAO SARPS yet risks in this aspect can
be managed effectively in a performance based safety oversight system. The following performance
based elements are essential for the Safety Expert: Establishment of regional/ national safety targets or safety initiatives;
 Establishment of regional/ national safety performance indicators (refer to table below);
 Guidance on how to implement national or regional safety objectives and targets;
 Safety performance management;
 Safety data collection and sharing amongst States through integrated and automated safety
oversight systems;
 Analysis of safety data collected through IT based tools;
 Feedback system and reporting of status of implementation.
3.5. An effective and proactive safety oversight system must have the above elements embedded in the
system. For example, a safety oversight system that gathers and shares safety data with other civil
aviation entities increases its safety performance due to availability of safety intelligence required for
effective decision making. Available safety intelligence emanating from operational experience on
certain systems is bound to be picked up by the system proactively and preventive actions are taken to
avert any possible mishaps. In the absence of such safety intelligence, aviation systems are relegated
to learning from mistakes. Yet one day in the aviation community represents thousands of hours in
operational experience that can be turned into valuable safety intelligence. This safety intelligence in
turn can be used to make relevant and proactive safety management decisions. In this regard the
aviation industry can draw important lessons from itself. For example, some aviation quality
management systems or reliability control systems (especially large commercial air operators) have
been traditionally known to utilise technical or reliability related indicators to track the performance of
specific system processes. Examples include engine in-flight shut down rate, component failure rate,
technical delay rate, etc. Aircraft engine’s condition is monitored through many sensors positioned at
different points of the engine. Through special cables and transmitters, the information is displayed on
the dashboard which consists of special instruments that can decode the engine parameters for the
reader. These instruments are calibrated in order to display real time health and condition of the engine.
Hence, the existence of such technical indicators is a good place to begin safety performance models
where proactive safety oversight systems rely on “sensors” applied at operational level to check the
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health and condition of aviation operations at regional or national level. The more sensors there are in
terms of safety data collection, the more accurate the safety intelligence.
3.6. ICAO Doc 9859 paragraph 5.2.2.4 supports this idea as it highlights that, “States and service providers
should consider taking an integrated approach to the collection of safety data that come from different
sources, both internal and external. Integration allows organizations to get a more accurate view of their
safety risks and the organization’s achievement of its safety objectives. It is worth noting that safety data
and safety information that initially seems to be unrelated, may later turn out to be critical for identifying
safety issues and supporting data-driven decision-making.” While ICAO promotes the idea of integration,
there are no guidelines yet as to how this integration should be achieved. This mechanism therefore
recommends integration of safety systems through appropriate IT tools in a performance-based system.
This approach is the most effective way to collect safety data for management of safety.
3.7. Mechanism for monitoring implementation of safety enhancement initiatives:A. The Mechanism for Monitoring Implementation of safety enhancement initiatives such as the revised
Abuja Safety Targets was developed as a method for promoting implementation and monitoring status
of implementation of safety and ANS targets. It also provides viable methods to counter the general lack
of safety data. The mechanism consists of:


typical regional safety targets or safety initiatives;
Guidance for regional organizations e.g. AFCAC on how to measure/ monitor status of
implementation of safety targets or initiatives;
Guidance for States on how to implement national or regional safety objectives and targets;
Viable methods of safety data collection and sharing amongst member States such as the
integrated and automated safety oversight systems;
Ways to provide analysis of safety data collected through IT based tools;






Identified interventions to assist implementation of regional safety targets by lead agencies such
as ICAO, AFCAC, RSOOs and other international partners such as IATA, EASA etc;
Questionnaires to measure level of implementation;
Feedback system and reporting of status of implementation.




B. Challenges to be addressed by this regionally harmonized approach to strengthen by automation
and integration of safety oversight systems are as follows-:
i.
ii.
iii.

the need to establish effective and sustainable Safety Oversight Systems that remain
relevant to the ever changing aviation environment;
need for a robust methodology for implementation of safety objectives and targets at State
level;
the need for automated safety data collection, analysis and sharing amongst key
stakeholders for development of safety intelligence and safety risk management;
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iv.
v.
vi.

vii.
viii.

at national and regional level, safety data is generated and analysed manually and therefore
subject to inefficiencies and significant information gaps;
slow response to new and emerging safety threats;
the need to ensure interoperability of safety systems to facilitate safety information exchange
at national and regional level; Need to produce timely reports showing clear dashboard
displays of what was achieved and what is outstanding;
Need to identify and assist States with deficiencies relating to safety oversight / or address
shortfalls encountered in implementing the Abuja Safety Targets;
Need to provide a basis for coordination and collaboration with key stakeholders to address
safety gaps identified through this mechanism.

3.8. Regional Safety Targets/ Initiatives

(a) Identified regional safety targets or safety initiatives:
As the old adage says, “if you cannot measure it, you can’t manage it,” so does safety management. If
one cannot measure safety performance, one cannot manage safety effectively. By the same token, it
will be very difficult to demonstrate that safety objectives or targets were met if one cannot measure
safety performance. From the onset, safety performance measuring has to begin by establishing goals.
These goals have to meet the following SMART criterion:-.
SMART goals are:






Specific;
Measurable;
Attainable;
Realistic; and
Timely.

The 16 revised Abuja Safety Targets are high level continental goals which meet the SMART criteria
listed above. For example, AST # 1 “Progressively reduce the African accident rate from 8.6 to 2.5 per
million departures by the end of 2022, with focus on:




runway related accidents and serious incidents (Runway Excursion, RE);
controlled flight into terrain (CFIT) related accidents and serious incidents;
Loss of Control In-flight (LOC-I) related accidents and serious incidents;
Achieve and maintain zero fatalities in aircraft accidents.”

This target is established consistent with ICAO GASP goals and it is necessary to provide guidance on
safety priorities. It is specific in the sense that it identifies what parameter needs to be measured i.e.
regional accident rate. It is measurable because it targets a reduction from 8.6 to 2.5 per million
departures. ICAO provides a “Roadmap” which basically is an action plan developed to assist the
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aviation community in achieving the goals and objectives presented in the GASP. It provides a
structured, common frame of reference for all relevant stakeholders. The roadmap’s goal is to ensure
that safety initiatives deliver the intended benefits associated with the GASP objectives through
enhanced coordination, thus reducing inconsistencies and duplication of effort. The roadmap provides
a common frame of reference for all stakeholders and clearly identifies the roles played by States,
regions and industry while emphasizing their complementary nature. In addition to the development of
SARPs, ICAO supports the implementation of the roadmap by providing resources, implementation tools
and assistance via different programmes and initiatives. A national aviation safety plan should then be
the bridge between ICAO GASP roadmap and the States or group of States.
(b) Identified interventions to assist implementation of regional safety targets by lead agencies:
Consistent with GASP and GANP each goal must be associated with corresponding and appropriate
interventions at regional and national level to ensure implementation. Interventions are established by
ICAO, AFCAC, RSOOs and other international partners such as IATA, EASA etc; These interventions
take the form of resources allocated, training or specific technical assistance programs. Deliberate
strategies are identified to qualitatively and/ or quantitatively measure the implementation status on an
annual basis. AFCAC as the monitoring agency will keep records of the interventions including lead
agencies responsible to ensure that all safety targets and/ or initiatives are achieved.
(c) Safety promotion material:
For the purposes of safety promotion, there will be extensive use of the print and electronic media where
AFCAC will publish safety promotion material and flyers shown in Attachment “D”. This includes website
material to publicize safety targets to member States shown on this link-:
http://www.afcac.org/beta/index.php/programmes-activities-safety/abuja-safety-targets.
The
recommendation is premised upon past experience which shows that the regional safety targets and
other key safety initiatives are not effectively communicated to the rank and file within CAA structures.
As a result, safety targets are not included in national aviation strategic plans or annual programs. In
order to bridge this gap which directly affects the rate of implementation of regional safety targets and
initiatives in Africa, AFCAC will take the lead by circulating AST promotional material.
3.9. Monitoring progress of implementation of targets or initiatives consists of the following main
components:a. Integrated and automated safety oversight systems with capability for data collection, analysis and
sharing amongst member States:Automation of AFCAC member States’ Safety Oversight Systems thereby ensuring effective safety
data collection, collation, analysis and sharing among all key stakeholders is the modern day
approach embraced by this mechanism. This approach is recommended as a result of observations
that Safety Oversight Systems in most African States are manual hence slow response to queries,
detection of emerging safety issues, wide safety information gaps and weak safety intelligence
systems. The aviation system is increasingly becoming more complex and interconnected in a
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global environment and the management of risk must therefore account for these system
characteristics. Timely and complete reporting of safety data to the national and regional
organizations responsible for safety is not as regular as it should. These challenges are the root
cause for the failure of African States to effectively implement safety initiatives (e.g. Abuja Safety
Targets) at national and regional level. The mechanism therefore promotes the concept of
computerization of safety oversight systems and integration of safety gathering & analysis tools as
explained in Part 5 of this document.
b. Quantitative and qualitative measurement of safety systems/ initiatives and analysis of results for
trends, hazard identification and risk measurement. The measurement includes (i) target safety
system, (ii) corresponding initiative and organization responsible for the target safety system, and
(iii) status of implementation expressed in terms of key performance indicators.
c. Through collaboration with ICAO, AFCAC will establish safety intelligence and measure associated
risks. Based on this information AFCAC will determine need for technical assistance missions.
Generic safety data such as total number of aircraft registered in a State, total number of Air
Operator Certificates (AOCs), Aviation Training Organizations (ATOs) & Air Maintenance
Organizations (AMOs), total number of aircraft accidents/incidents - can be obtained through
cooperation with ICAO and/ or automated safety data collection tools rather than from the lengthy
and unreliable system of manually generated questionnaires.
d. Questionnaires to measure level of implementation:Questionnaires with a matrix to measure level of implementation of regional safety targets/ initiatives
as shown in Attachment “B” are an integral part of this mechanism. Results of the feedback from
questionnaires will be published in the form of percentage implementation for each State
(Attachment “C”) and overall combined percentage performance for the region.
e. Feedback system and reporting of status of implementation:Annual feedback will be provided to States showing % level of implementation of the regional safety
targets or initiatives. Each member State will receive its own performance report plus group
performance for comparison purposes. AFCAC will also provide a breakdown of continental areas
of concern in terms of risks and corresponding mitigation strategies recommended for States.
Emanating from the analysis process are new and emerging safety threats and opportunities are
identified and communicated to all member States e.g. proliferation of drones in Africa poses threat
to safety and at the same time brings along opportunities for business.
3.10. One of the main challenges faced by most African States is availability or access to automated safety
data collection, analysis and sharing amongst key stakeholders required for developing safety
intelligence and safety risk management programs. This is a concern as air transport system is getting
more advanced in terms of technology. One may consider a typical airline’s flight data monitoring and
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analysis programme. In the majority of cases, this program is not automatically connected to the CAA
safety data collection and monitoring system. Information is available only upon request. In fact safety
data for national civil aviation authorities is still being generated and analysed manually. CAA safety
oversight systems are notably operating in isolation and as closed units and therefore this brings along
inefficiencies and interoperability challenges even when interfaced with other aviation systems/
programs i.e. airline operations, airport operations and communication, navigation and surveillance/air
traffic management (CNS/ATM) systems. Sustainable solutions can only be technology based safety
data collection and processing systems.
3.11. The above challenges and solutions proffered in section 3.2 (a) above, require safety systems
interoperability as part of the solution. Interoperability will ensure that capabilities of two or more
networks, systems, components or applications are standardized to facilitate for exchange of safety
data. This information is then integrated and analyzed to gather safety intelligence for predictive safety
systems. Safety systems integration is made possible through use of appropriate modular software
suite which should encompass all of the major safety oversight responsibilities and typical automated
systems are already in use by a considerable number of regulators across four continents. This broad
uptake will be incorporated through the underlying design philosophy, that each element of the system
should be devised to be completely configurable so that it may be adapted for use by any national
regulator, irrespective of the legislative framework in which they operate. The software architecture focus
areas should include:










Legislation;
Organisation;
SSP and SMS;
Personnel Licensing (Examinations and Licensing);
Flight Operations;
Aircraft Incidents/Accidents;
Airworthiness;
Aerodromes;
Air Navigation Services

3.12. Safety records and data will be maintained in a single, fully cross-referenced database (for each
regulator) and it allows detailed analysis of the safety risks as they apply to discrete areas of oversight
and also across the whole aviation industry for a given State. The safety intelligence capabilities within
the system will allow the creation of ad hoc or real time reporting as well as developing customizable
dashboards that can display information using real time data. With such a system the regulator has
stored in one easily accessible place details of the complete history of all applications, assessments,
approvals, and oversight activities and thus performance and risk-based oversight becomes a realistic
aspiration.
3.13. Another significant capability will be the ease with which the data can be integrated with systems
both within and outside of the CAA with the result that data exchange and reporting with third parties,
subject to strict permissions & safeguards consistent with ICAO Annex 19 and Doc 9859 requirements,
is readily achievable. AFCAC as the monitoring agency will play a central role of safety data collection
and analysis to determine trends, level of implementation of regional targets and/ or safety initiatives. In
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order for this to be possible, an integrated interface will be deployed at AFCAC and it will be coupled to
member States safety oversight systems.
3.14. Safety data and safety information management which addresses the necessary functions will
ensure that the organization’s safety data and safety information is collected, stored, analysed, retained
and archived, as well as governed, protected and shared, as required. Specifically, it should identify:a) what data will be collected;
b) data definitions, taxonomy and formats;
c) how the data will be collected, collated and integrated with other safety data and safety
information sources;
d) how the safety data and safety information will be stored, archived and backed up; for
example, database structure, and, if an IT system, supporting architecture;
e) how the safety data and safety information will be used;
f) how the information is to be shared and exchanged with other parties;
g) how the safety data and safety information will be protected, specific to the safety data and
safety information type and source; and
h) how quality will be measured and maintained.
3.15. Data Governance:Integrated safety oversight systems should adhere to strict data governance requirements consistent
with ICAO Annex 19 requirements. Data governance is the authority, control and decision-making over
the processes and procedures that support an organization’s data management activities. It dictates
how safety data and safety information are collected, analyzed, used, shared and protected. Data
governance ensures that the data management system(s) has the desired effect through the key
characteristics of integrity, availability, usability and protection as described below.
Integrity — Data integrity refers to the reliability of the sources, information, and events it contains.
However, data integrity includes the maintenance and the assurance of the accuracy and
consistency of data over its entire life-cycle. This is a critical aspect to the design, implementation
and usage of the SDCPS when storing, processing, or retrieving the data.
Availability — It should be clear who has permission to use or share the stored safety data and
safety information. This has to take into account the agreement between the data/information owner
and custodian. For the entities that are allowed to use the data, it should be clear how to gain access
and how to process it. A variety of techniques exist to maximize data availability, including
redundancy of storage locations and data access methods and tools.
Usability — In order to maximize returns on safety data and safety information, it is important to also
consider usability standards. Humans are continuously interacting and engaging with safety data and
safety information as they are acquired. Organizations should minimize human error as automation
applications are applied. Tools which can increase usability include data dictionaries and metadata
repositories. As human interaction evolves towards big data applications and machine learning
processes, it will become increasingly important to better understand human usability as it is applied
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to machines to minimize safety data and safety information miscalculations in the future.
Protection — States should ensure that safety data, safety information and related sources are
afforded appropriate protection.
3.16.

The mechanism identifies typical safety & ANS data as follows: Status of Implementation of SSP/ SMS;
 Shared risk register;
 Total number of aircraft registered in the State;
 Total number of active personnel licenses (ATC, Pilots, Cabin Crew, AMEs etc)
 Total number of accidents/ serious incidents;
 Breakdown of national accidents/ serious incidents in terms of runway, controlled flight into
terrain (CFIT), loss of control in flight (CFIT) etc;
 Total number of aircraft departures;
 Total number of active Air Operator Certificate, Aircraft Maintenance Organizations, Aviation
Training Organization certificate holders;
 Type of aeroplane operated by certificated airlines (aircraft above 5,700kgs MAUM)
 Total number of certified and uncertified international aerodromes in State;
 Number of runways with approved PBN procedures;
 Status of ASBU implementation B0; B1; B2; B3 & B4;
 Approved ANS Infrastructure in use;
 Approved Airports infrastructure in use.
.
As soon as this data is received by AFCAC, it is analyzed and reports are subsequently generated
showing trends and status of compliance to be shared among member States. Analysis includes safety
performance measuring as defined in section 4 of this Mechanism.

3.17.

Outcomes expected from the mechanism
a. Achieve all three ICAO GASP and GANP objectives;
b. AFCAC member States will be able to measure 100% status of compliance with regional
safety targets and initiatives ;
c. Determine level of performance of each AFCAC member States measured in terms of
percentage compliance;
d. Determine the need for targeted technical assistance missions to need States;
e. Feedback system and reporting to member States;
f. Identification of Champion States for implementation of ASTs.
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Chapter 4.0

4.0 Measuring Safety Performance
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Safety Performance,
4.1 Getting safety performance measurement right involves deciding how best to measure the
achievement of safety objectives. States or Organizations should have strategic awareness of what
it is that drives safety improvement given their unique operational environment. SPIs and SPTs can
be used in different ways to demonstrate safety performance and achievement of safety objectives.
4.2 Safety initiatives or targets established at regional or national level from time to time require specific
strategies to promote implementation and at the same time measure performance. There are two
common ways to measure safety performance in aviation:
a. Manually by collecting data through questionnaires, interviews, or inspections/ audits
and through analysis of such data; or
b. Through automated IT based safety data collection with capability to provide safety
analysis, feedback and supported by centralized databases.
4.3 Manual systems include physical collection of data from files, reports, questionnaires, interviews,
inspections, however, these systems have proved to be cumbersome and inefficient in modern day
technology driven industry. This mechanism advocates for use of automated safety data collection
and integrated databases to provide output reports on a real time basis, i.e. safety data is fresh each
time one visits the performance monitoring tools. This makes it possible for States and the region to
timely monitor safety performance and detect emerging trends consistent with ICAO Annex 19 and
associated guidance in ICAO Doc 9859.
4.4 Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs) - Without SPIs, it is impossible to objectively determine the
status of implementation of safety targets/ objectives. Hence, for the purpose of national and regional
safety performance measurement, SPIs are recommended as tools for measuring status of
implementation of safety objectives or targets that may be pursued from time to time. Consistent with
Chapter 4 of ICAO Doc 9859, qualitative or quantitative SPIs may be used to measure safety
performance. Quantitative indicators relate to measuring by the quantity, rather than its quality,
whereas qualitative indicators are descriptive and measure by quality. Quantitative indicators are
ordinarily preferred over qualitative indicators because they are more easily counted and compared.
The choice of indicators depends on the availability of reliable data that can be measured
quantitatively and should generally meet the following criterion:


Does the necessary evidence have to be in the form of numerically comparable and
generalizable data (quantitative), or
A descriptive image of the safety situation (qualitative)?

Each option, qualitative or quantitative, involves different kinds of SPIs, and requires a thoughtful
SPI selection process. A combination of approaches is useful in many situations, and can solve
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many of the problems which may arise from adopting a single approach. An example of a qualitative
indicator for a State could be the maturity of their service providers’ SMS in a particular sector, or for
a service provider the assessment of the safety culture.
SPIs can either be lagging or leading. Lagging SPIs measure events that have already occurred. They
are also referred to as “outcome-based SPIs” and are normally (but not always) the negative
outcomes the organization is aiming to avoid. Leading SPIs measure processes and inputs being
implemented to improve or maintain safety. These are also known as “activity or process SPIs” as
they monitor and measure conditions that have the potential to lead to or contribute to a specific
outcome. At national and regional level, a mix of leading and lagging SPIs may be used.
In general SPIs should be:
a) related to the safety objective they aim to indicate;
b) selected or developed based on available data and reliable measurement;
c) appropriately specific and quantifiable; and
d) realistic, by taking into account the possibilities and constraints of the organization.
It is important to select SPIs that relate to the organization’s, national or regional safety objectives/
targets. Having SPIs that are well defined and aligned will make it easier to achieve overall national
or regional Safety Performance Targets (SPTs), which will show the progress being made towards
the attainment of safety objectives. Safety Performance Indicators (leading and lagging) must be
identified for each safety target or initiative e.g. Abuja Safety Target # 5 –
“States shall progressively increase the Effective Implementation (EI) percentage under the ICAO
USOAP such that States with:




EI < 60% attain 60% by 2020;
60% ≤ EI ≤ 70% attain 80% by 2022;
70% < EI attain 95% by 2028.”

Highlighted portions represent SPIs which must be clearly identified for each safety target whose
performance is being measured. So this mechanism recommends use of appropriate SPIs (leading
or lagging) for any safety objective or target that needs to be measured and AFCAC shall keep a
record of such SPIs which will be measured on a regular basis. Collecting data for measuring such
SPIs can be achieved more effectively through use of automated safety data collection and centralized
databases at both State and regional levels. Appropriate software for such automated safety data
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collection systems are available through commercial suppliers as recommended by AFCAC. When
States begin installation of integrated systems, one must bear in mind that interoperability is key to
an integrated regional system which automatically collects and provides such information at
designated share points in the region i.e. amongst members States, RSOOs, ICAO and AFCAC. One
can ensure interoperability of systems by applying key performance enablers that must be
incorporated at the design stage of the integrated systems. These key enablers are standardization,
resources, collaboration and safety information exchange which are explained in chapter 6 of this
document.
4.5 Adequate Resource Allocation and identification of Lead Organization(s) – As described in 4.3
above, SPIs are necessary to measure the level of implementation of safety objectives and targets.
Organisations find this difficult at the end of each cycle as there if there is no coordinated planning
and allocation of necessary resources for implementation of such objectives and targets. To promote
implementation and measurement, each SPT or safety objective must be linked to corresponding
and appropriate regional and national safety plans in order to ensure appropriate allocation of
resources for implementation. These plans must include resources allocated, training or specific
assistance programs and identification of lead agencies or responsible department in an organization
setting. Deliberate strategies are identified to complete the performance measuring process illustrated
in Chapter 7.4 “Deming cycle.” Lead organizations responsible for specific regional or national
programs will be identified as such and will be part of the performance measuring or status reports.
An example is AST # 5 above where the regional intervention include AFI-CIS missions and the lead
agency is AFCAC. In this case the relevant regional safety and/or national entity shall indicate that for
implementation of AST # 5, the regional intervention measure is AFI CIS missions and the lead agency
is AFCAC. This approach will make it easier to allocate resources and measure progress of
implementation at both regional and national level. Refer to the Regional/ National Safety Plan
template below for another example.
Failure to identify the lead agency or responsible entity in an organization for allocation of resources
or implementation department will seriously undermine capacity to achieve the set safety objectives/
targets.

4.6 Performance Measurement in an Integrated System - The mechanism recommends
performance measuring in an integrated system as it makes use of an established and centralized
database coupled from States, RSOOs and ultimately linked to AFCAC. This approach promotes
sharing of safety data. To establish this database, safety data described below is collected from the
integrated safety oversight systems hosted by member States:-

38 | P a g e

TARGET # 1
Actions/Initiatives

Progressively reduce the African accident rate from 8.6 to 2.5 per million
departures by the end of 2022.
•
•

LOCI – UPRT workshops
Runway Safety Team courses

Lead Organisation(s)

RASG-AFI / IATA

Resources allocated

National - Number of personnel trained through regional workshops/ courses
above.
Regional - US$50,000 allocated for the conduct of LOCI and UPRT Courses
(Jan – Dec 2019) - (RASG-AFI)
Regional - US$XXXXX allocated for the Runway Safety Team courses - (IATA)

SPI(s)

National – Number of accidents per total number departures (domestic and
international flights)
Regional - Number of accidents per million flights
Activities Planned

Quarter 1
Quarter 2
Quarter 3
Quarter 4
STATUS

Target Not Met/ Target Met
The accident rate in the RASG-AFI Region was 7.56 per million flights in 2017 and it reduced to 5.16 per
million flights in 2018. The rate however increased to 10.34 in 2019;
The accident rate increased from 5.16 in 2018 to 8.21 in 2019. Number of fatalities increased from 20 in 2018
to 184 in 2019.
(Source:- ICAO iSTARs)
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Note:- This is a preferred approach when compared to hosting of safety data by RSOOs.
Accountability and data reliability is better secured when databases are established at source.














Total number of aircraft registered in the State;
Total number of accidents/ serious incidents;
Breakdown of national accidents/ serious incidents in terms of runway, controlled flight into
terrain (CFIT), loss of control in flight (CFIT) etc;
Total number of aircraft departures (aircraft above 5,700kgs Maximum All Up Mass
(MAUM));
Total number of active Air Operator Certificate, Aircraft Maintenance Organizations, Aviation
Training Organization certificate holders;
Total number of airlines that are IOSA certified;
Total number of licensed ATCs, AMEs, Pilots etc;
Total number of certified and uncertified international aerodromes in State;
Number of runways with PBN procedures;
Level of SSP/ SMS implementation;
Level of implementation of CORSIA - CO2 reduction;
Number of AIRPROX incidents;
Level 1 findings for ramp inspections carried out on local and foreign aircraft;

Note:- List not exhaustive. Safety data is subject to strict observance of ICAO Annex 19 data governance
requirements and agreed MOU with each member State.
This information is stored for each member State and in collaboration with RSOOs and ICAO, AFCAC
will analyze such information to establish continental safety intelligence. Calculations are done to
determine level of compliance or rate of incidents/ incidents. Trends are observed and member States
are proactively advised of emerging risks. Modern dashboard IT tools such as the ICAO Safety
Information Monitoring System (refer to Part 5.13 and 5.14 of this Mechanism) will be used for the
analysis and reporting processes.
4.7 Taking into consideration items 4.1 to 4.3 above and in order to complete the process of monitoring
implementation of safety targets or initiatives, solutions described in Part 3 “Mechanism for
Monitoring Implementation of Safety Initiatives,” must be incorporated as follows:
a) Identify standardized information technologies that facilitate data-driven decision making and the
sharing of data sources for developing safety intelligence;
b) Quantitative and qualitative measurement of safety systems/ initiatives and analysis of results for
trends, hazard identification and risk measurement;
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c) ICAO compliance information obtained from the ICAO iSTARs, CMA online-framework and other
relevant dashboard data sources;
d) Use of ICAO SIMS program to analyze and report status of implementation of safety objectives and
targets;
e) Use of the Deming Cycle as a PLAN/ DO/ CHECK/ ACT management tool to monitor and measure
progress made by member States and at the same time plan technical assistance where needed;
f)

RSOOs to promote awareness of the ASTs, data collection and technical assistance missions –
workshops on ASTs for RSOOs will be conducted.(ICAO Doc 10004 Section 2.2.2);

g) Update the focal point list and use revised questionnaires requiring member States to give
feedback on ASTs implementation;
h) Use of dashboard techniques to show level of compliance of each member State and overall
performance of RASG-AFI States on an annual basis;
i)

Measure feedback given by member States and calculate level of compliance to ASTs as a
percentage with targets for each progressive year up to 2022;

j)

Share the result with all key stakeholders and publish the results for all member States to
appreciate their level of compliance to the ASTs;

k) Use of flyers and the AFCAC website as a means of communicating ASTs to member States and
what is expected of them;
l)

Identify champion States who will take the lead to assist other States with a low level of
implementation of the ASTs;

m) Use results of the monitoring mechanism to identify need States and offer technical assistance to
fast track compliance with ASTs.
n) Consistent with ICAO Doc 10004 Section 4.3, the mechanism incorporates the following key
performance enablers in all its recommended processes:
 Standardization;
 Resources;
 Collaboration;
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 Safety information exchange
In order to ensure uniform implementation of regional targets, consistency and effectiveness, all the
actions and activities will be performed consistent with the above enablers which are explained in
Part 6 of this publication.
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Chapter 5.0

5.0 Integrated Safety Oversight System

The integrated safety oversight system consists of IT powered safety oversight processes designed to
ensure efficient data capturing and sharing. The system includes (i) workflow process control; (ii)
administrative control; (iii) document management; (iv) safety data analysis (v) dynamic reporting; and
(v) safety data sharing at both national and regional level.
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5.1.

The aviation environment will increasingly be more complex with the introduction of new
technologies, business models and non-traditional entrants. Emerging and rapidly evolving
technologies, such as Artificial Intelligence, Big Data, unmanned aircraft and remote/digital towers,
will impact existing safety oversight frameworks and challenge the way States ensure effective safety
management. Today’s ever changing operator business models also bring about blurring and
delineation of roles and responsibilities of multiple parties along the entire aviation value chain. For
example, use of sophisticated aircraft with fly by wire technologies, the increasing dependency on
aircraft leasing by air operators, and the use of contracting/sub-contracting for safety-critical tasks,
will require safety inspectors to have a good understanding of this equipment, business models and
their implications on aviation safety. Chapter 4 of this handbook described in detail recommended
transition of safety oversight systems from prescriptive, reactive systems to IT powered,
performance-based and integrated safety oversight systems. In order for States and other regional
safety entities to evolve their safety management approach beyond the traditional compliance-based
to a more outcome-based one, safety inspectors need to enhance their competencies to adapt to
such changes. This means that technical capabilities should be developed to collect and analyse
data, identify safety trends and disseminate results to relevant stakeholders. Safety inspectors will
also need to enhance their competencies to support IT based systems.

5.2.

In order to address challenges faced by many States to strengthen their safety oversight systems
and to encourage reliable safety data collection, analysis and sharing – use of information technology
is highly recommended. Technology advancement dictates that safety oversight systems should be
equally advanced to establish and maintain regularity, effectiveness and efficiency of air transport
operations. Member States are therefore encouraged to adopt the integrated safety oversight
systems with capability for safety data collection, analysis and sharing. This approach serves to
ensure that there are standardized and harmonized aviation systems in Africa and it is the foundation
for building strong safety oversight systems. The proposed IT driven Safety Oversight System for
States will be integrated at continental level to promote safety data sharing. It covers the following
aspects of a safety oversight system consistent with ICAO Doc 9734 Part A:







Framework to standardize aviation regulatory processes;
Regulatory infrastructure including equipment, safety tools, personnel and technical
guidance material;
Licensing and examination system for aviation personnel (pilots, maintenance engineers, air
traffic controllers etc);
Certification processes and workflow management;
Surveillance processes and workflow management (licensed personnel, certified products,
and approved organisations);
Air navigation services safety data collection (inclusive of meteorological services,
aeronautical telecommunications, search and rescue services, charts and the distribution of
information),
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Air operators operational data collection and analysis;
Aircraft accident and incident data collection and sharing of lessons learnt;.

All the above functions entail safety data collection, processing, analyzing and dissemination.
However, in order to ensure efficiency, safety information has to be collected and analyzed through
automated systems.
5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

SMS and SSP requirements entail that States should establish modern methodologies for gathering
and analysing safety data. One of the first steps is to establish a system for gathering and analyzing
safety data for decision-making in an environment of increasingly complex and automated aviation
systems. This is necessary to support State Safety Programme (SSP) implementation.
Recommended safety data management tools must therefore:

collect data;



store data;



set goals and objectives;



measure collected data to support goals and objectives; and



present the data in usable charts to facilitate decision making.

Aggregated safety reports, dashboard charts and trending charts help demonstrate effective safety
performance monitoring.
This mechanism seeks to create awareness among States about the need for change in the State
safety oversight system process control and work-flow management . This approach has an
advantage of promoting real time safety data collection and sharing in a performance-based
regulatory system. Automation of safety oversight systems and integrating RSOOs, ICAO and
AFCAC is recommended as a viable and sustainable method to support data-driven decision making
at regional and continental level. The automation in its basic format is described in the diagram 5.04
below.
At State level, the automated safety oversight system increases efficiency of internal workflow while
giving more reliable and readily avilable real-time safety information to stakeholders on a multiplatform dashboard. The system should be capable of (i) workflow process control; (ii) administrative
control; (iii) document management; (iv) safety data analysis (v) dynamic reporting; and (v) safety
data sharing.
Automated Safety Oversight Architecture is depicted in table 5.01 and 5.02 below.
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Table 5.01 – Automated Safety Oversight workflow processes
ORGANIZATION
• Control and registration of
operators.
• Data management for
qualiﬁcation and management of
operators.
• Link of aircraft, inspections and
licenses with each organization.
• Control and monitoring of
certiﬁcate renewal and suspension.
• Notiﬁcations and alerts for
expiration dates of certificates and
licenses.

OCCURRENCES
• Registration of information
regarding aircraft and airports
findings.
• Cause analysis through the
integration of different
specific tools.
• Information filtering, findings
classification and items report
generation.
• Finding expiration
management

HUMAN RESOURCES
• Registration of performance
evaluations, employment history
and information of the personnel.
• Management of professional
capacities and control of
documentation expiration dates.
• Administration and registration of
personnel training courses.
• Monitoring of the personnel
professional growing, credentials
and personnel capacities.
• Distribution of planned costs and
monitoring of budgeted costs.
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AIRCRAFT
• Aircraft classiﬁcation by different
types, models and manufacturers.
•Record of Liens held against
aircraft;
• Assignment and recording of
aircraft registration numbers,
owners and inspection records.
• Management of Type Certiﬁcates
and
Supplemental
Type
Certiﬁcates holders.
• Applicability and fulﬁllment control
of Airworthiness.

DIRECTIVES
• Environment certificates and
on-board documentation register.
• Management of aircraft life cycle.
• Assignment and recording of
aircraft registration numbers,
owners and inspection records.

SSP/SMS
• SSP document administration.
• Event identification and
registration for risk matrix analysis.
• Security performance,

OVERSIGHT
•Checklist creation and
management.
• Link of checklist, inspection
templates, procedures and
protocols to each inspection.
• Audit programs registration.
• Link of work documents to
external repositories.
• Notification to inspectors
about finding expiration.
• Export and generation of
audit reports to the most usual
formats.
•Inspection project dashboard
configuration.
PLANNING
• Inspection management,
planning and scheduling.
• Agenda making to allocate
the available qualified
personnel.
• Planning of human
resources according to
programming, organization
and personnel.
• Link of organization and
aircraft with inspection
projects.
• Management of tasks with
expiration control for
inspectors.
• Synchronization of planning
items with Outlook, Google or
iOS calendars
MEDICALS
• Making and registration of
medical processes by the
examiner.
• Reception and

MOBILE
• Inspection execution.
• Tasks approval.
• Access to work documents.
• Generation and access to reports.

PORTAL
• Access to information according to
the profile given to each registered
user.
• Notifications and alerts services.
• Information exchange between the
authorities and its customer such as
findings, NOTAMS, alerts, etc;
• Occurrences reports.
• Air Transport Statistics.
• Aeronautical Information
Publications.

CONFIGURATION
• Registration of events (system &
users).
• Systems settings.
• Interface customization.
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management changes and
administration of
• Operations and information audits.
continuous improvement
electronic files.
• Security administration.
monitoring and measurement.
• Special confidentiality
• Processes configuration.
• Security promotion through
restrictions of medical
• Notification services setting.
training and communication.
records and reports.
• Digital documents storage.
LICENSES & Examinations
• Personnel qualification management.
• Administration, registration, reporting and renewal of licenses and qualifications.
• Classification by categories, qualifications, manufacturers and limitations.
• Electronic credentials issuance in paper or plastic card format.
• Expiration control on recurrent.
• Examination papers database.
• Examinations administration.
Table 5.02 Safety Oversight processes
5.6.

The integrated system provides the dashboard displays as an output and typical example is shown
in Table 5.03 below.

Table 5.03
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5.7.

Basic layout of an automated regional data collection and analysis system uses a single, integrated
database to capture information across all domains (i.e. personnel licensing & examination,
organization approvals, aircraft registry, certification of AMOs/AOCs/ATOs etc ) thereby eliminating
duplicate entries. Data is entered once and is immediately available everywhere. A mobile version is
also available for field inspectors to record their work as it is performed and to synchronize with the
main system on their return to the office or, where internet connectivity allows, synchronization can
be undertaken immediately. System is linked to relevant regional/international organisations i.e.
AFCAC, RSOOs, ICAO etc. Other data sources from airline, airport, CNS/ATM operations are also
linked to the system for data collection, processing to generate safety intelligence in support of safety
risk management. See diagram 5.04 below.

Diagram 5.04

5.8.

Extensive use of drop-down picklists and common taxonomies ensures both consistency and
reportability of data. This approach also facilitates data sharing and common reporting to third
parties. An end to end digital system, from initial application, through investigation and assessment
onto decision and award (of licenses/ authorisations/ approvals etc), concluding with continuing
oversight activities will be available. System can be flexible enough to accommodate paper
documentation where it is dictated by local circumstances.

5.9.

The system uses “rules inside” and workflow to guide users in their tasks, ensuring both consistency
and compliance to procedures and regulations. Powerful and comprehensive audit tools with
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preconfigured, customizable checklists ensure robust continuing oversight directly linked to the
relevant regulation and legislation.
5.10.

Ease of integration:- data can be readily imported and exported (subject to security policies and
permissions) to allow information to be published (for example, an aircraft register on a website) or
to exchange with other bodies such a RSOOs, ICAO etc. Categories of information could include
license information, AOC holders, aircraft register, organization approvals/ authorizations to name
just a few examples.

5.11.

The system must incorporate business intelligence reporting tools so that even the most complex
queries are possible. In addition, dashboards must provide quick visual summary of risk data that
can be consolidated at the regional level, but with drill-down capability to the national level of the
individual entity, plus all points in between.

5.12.

Accident and Incident investigation is also supported with interfaces to the ECCAIRS international
database. Such a system will be able to automatically capture safety data, analyze and distribute to
all relevant stakeholders. This means that key stakeholders will be able to timely identify risk areas,
to plan and target resources, or to monitor compliance and outcomes of safety initiatives.

5.13.

Safety Information Sharing and Analysis –
Safety can be further improved when safety information is shared or exchanged. It ensures a
consistent, data-driven and transparent response to safety concerns at the continental, State and
organizational levels. Sharing of safety information refers to giving, while exchange refers to giving
and receiving in return.
a) Sharing within the State
 States should promote the establishment of safety information sharing or exchange
networks among users of the aviation system, and facilitate the sharing and
exchange of safety information, unless their national law provides otherwise;
 The level of protection and conditions under which safety information will be shared
or exchanged between State authorities and other Stakeholders must be consistent
with national laws.
b) Sharing among States
States should share safety information with other States as soon as possible if, in the
analysis of the information contained in its SDCPS, safety matters that may be of interest
to another State are identified. States are also encouraged to share safety information
within their RASG. Prior to the sharing of safety information, States should ensure that
the level of protection and conditions under which safety information will be shared are
in line with Annex 19, Appendix 3.
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5.14.

Having laid the basic infrastructure necessary for effective implementation of safety targets/
objectives and sharing of safety data, the latter should be coordinated through Safety Information
Monitoring System (SIMS) by AFCAC and/ or ICAO. SIMS is an automated software that was
developed by South Korea and it is implemented by ICAO. It is a web-based safety data and
information system comprised of different applications, which generate indicators in support of State
Safety Programs (SSP) and Safety Management Systems (SMS).

5.15.

SIMS originates from recommendations of the 2015 ICAO High Level Safety Conference and
resolutions from the 39th ICAO Assembly to introduce a phased approach for global information
exchange. SIMS promotes the cooperation amongst States and industry to collect and analyze all
available information pertinent to the monitoring of the aviation sector's safety performance. It is a
tool that AFCAC and ICAO can use for effective monitoring of safety targets/ objectives. SIMS
generates safety indicators and presents them in an actionable format to States and industry. The
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list of such indicators for specific safety objectives may be the same. However, for the purposes of
the wider spectrum of SSP and SMS implementation, SPIs may vary from State to State based on
the availability of necessary safety data. Each indicator requires specific data points in order to be
calculated through the applications in SIMS,
5.16.

Participating States, in cooperation with service providers under its oversight, will provide
safety data directly to the SIMS program through the integrated IT tools established by AFCAC. Such
States will in return have access to actionable and visualized indicators. SIMS resides on ICAO IT
infrastructure and is able to collect safety data from all categories of service providers. The data, and
the associated indicators that States and industry provide are secure and only available to preapproved users as defined by the State. Indicators are metrics that provide information on the status,
level, condition or change of factors that are crucial to the success of an organization or its
operations. They are an essential component of data-driven decision-making and measuring the
achievement of goals in various areas. Appropriate indicators will be selected for all safety targets to
measure implementation progress.

5.17.

AFCAC will collaborate with ICAO and select States to establish a Working Group that will agree on
the Safety Performance Indicators for each safety target and these SPIs will be processed through
the integrated system which incorporates SIMS.
Terms of Reference (ToRs) for the SIMS Working Group include:
a) Provide a framework for a harmonized approach to the development of safety and air
navigation indicators;
b) Identify safety targets for the continent and establish platform for discussion of
implementation progress and monitoring;
c) generate safety indicators for SSP and SMS and presents them in an actionable format to
States, AFCAC, RSOOs and ICAO;
d) ensure that indicators also contribute to an increased level of capacity and efficiency and
help users analyse aviation data, draw actionable information and implement data-driven
decision making;
Note - Safety data sharing is subject to strict observance of ICAO Annex 19 data governance
requirements and agreed MOU with each member State.
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5.18.

Summarized process:The following summarizes the process to monitor implementation of safety targets in an integrated
safety oversight system.
1. Standardised and
Integrated safety oversight
systems;
2.Resource allocation;

ICAO/
RSOOs

Selection of appropriate
SPIs

Safety Targets/Initiatives

State Safety
Program

AFCAC

Reporting

Implementation,
Safety Data Collection
and Analysis
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Chapter 6.0

6.0 Key Performance Enablers
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6.1.

In order for the integrated safety oversight system to operate efficiently, there are certain key
performance enablers that must be incorporated at the design stage of the system. These key
enablers are standardization, resources, collaboration and safety information exchange. They
are well described in the ICAO GASP Doc 10004 (2020 – 2022). Key performance enablers are
recommended because integrated safety oversight systems are interconnected regionally and there
is extensive safety data sharing across multi-platform domains. This means that systems
interoperability is an essential attribute in terms of data platforms, use of common taxonomies and
ultimate data sharing.
The ICAO GASP overall purpose is to guide the harmonized development of regional and State
safety planning, supported by regional safety activities coordinated by the regional aviation safety
groups (RASGs). The GASP seeks to assist States and regions in their respective safety policies,
planning and implementation. In order to ensure uniform implementation of regional targets,
consistency and effectiveness, all the actions and activities will be performed consistent with these
enablers as defined below:

6.2.

Standardization - refers to the uniform and consistent implementation of ICAO provisions. The
uniform implementation of SARPs is a fundamental tenet of the Convention on International Civil
Aviation and forms the foundation of a safe global aviation system. AFCAC therefore will promote
standardization by use of common policies, regulations, procedures and processes. Automation of
systems and use of RSOOs will play a key role to ensure standardization. The key aspect of
standardization to be implemented in this mechanism is use of IT tools for civil aviation safety
oversight processes and for certain service providers data outputs which will first be centralized and
then shared with other stakeholders e.g. AFCAC, ICAO, member States and others. The
standardized safety data will include (subject to member State agreement): Total number of aircraft registered in the State;
 Total number of accidents/ serious incidents;
 Breakdown of national accidents/ serious incidents in terms of runway, controlled flight into
terrain (CFIT), loss of control in flight (CFIT) etc;
 Total number of aircraft departures (aircraft above 5,700kgs Maximum All Up Mass
(MAUM));
 Total number of active Air Operator Certificate, Aircraft Maintenance Organizations, Aviation
Training Organization certificate holders;
 Total number of airlines that are IOSA certified;
 Total number of certified and uncertified international aerodromes in State;
 Number of runways with PBN procedures;
 Level of SSP/ SMS implementation;
 Level of implementation of CORSIA - CO2 reduction;
 Number of AIRPROX incidents;


Level 1 findings for ramp inspections carried out on local and foreign aircraft;
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6.3.

Resources - A common deficiency identified in assessed and audited States is the lack of an
adequate safety oversight organization and infrastructure within the civil aviation authority (CAA). In
the majority of cases, this has resulted from insufficient resources being provided for the CAA. As a
result, such States are unable to fully comply with international and national requirements relating to
the safety of civil aviation, including operations and infrastructure. The establishment of minimum
knowledge and experience requirements for the technical personnel performing oversight functions,
and the provision of appropriate training to maintain and enhance their competence at the desired
level are key components of a State’s effective safety oversight system. This mechanism identifies
areas requiring resource allocation and appropriate interventions will be made collectively and
through international partners. An example is use of the AFI-CIS program designed to provide
technical assistance to member States.

6.4.

Collaboration - Aviation safety requires the participation of all relevant stakeholders. ICAO fosters
collaboration among States and other stakeholders to facilitate a coordinated, transparent and
proactive approach to safety. The extensive use of questionnaires and the AFCAC website through
login provisions for information sharing, assistance programs and cooperation for common solutions
will be used to ensure compliance with the ASTs. Consistent with the GASP objectives, this
mechanism promotes expanded and strengthened strategic collaboration with key aviation
stakeholders to enhance safety in a coordinated manner. This approach promotes consistency and
maximizes operational benefits as well as cost-effectiveness resulting from the implementation of
safety initiatives. Collaboration at the regional level assists in the development of collective solutions
to common safety deficiencies by aligning and coordinating activities conducted by ICAO, States,
industry, and international and regional organizations.

6.5.

Safety information exchange a) The sharing and exchange of safety information is a fundamental component of this mechanism.
The scope of information sharing and exchange initiatives is meant to expand progressively as
the regional safety targets are met. In order to facilitate the sharing and exchange of safety
information, key safety performance indicators (SPIs) as well as a methodology for safety
performance measurement has been defined and therefore will be promoted through this
mechanism.
b) Member States are encouraged to adopt the integrated safety data approach for the entire safety
oversight systems to ensure that there are standardized and harmonized aviation systems in
Africa. This is necessary as the deregulation of air transport market in Africa will usher in a new
era of airline operations with traffic freedoms to third and fourth countries. This new development
requires extensive use of harmonized and integrated safety oversight systems to timeously
monitor negative trends and proactively manage risks.

6.6.

Inspector Competencies required for Integrated Safety Oversight System
a) These are additional skills sets required for all inspectors, safety experts and managers involved
with operationalization of the integrated safety oversight system at national and regional levels.
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b) The aviation environment will increasingly be more complex with the introduction of new
technologies, business models and non-traditional entrants. Emerging and rapidly evolving
technologies, such as Artificial Intelligence, Big Data, unmanned aircraft and remote/digital
towers, will impact existing safety oversight frameworks and challenge the way States ensure
effective safety management. Today’s ever changing operator business models also bring about
blurring and delineation of roles and responsibilities of multiple parties along the entire aviation
value chain. For example, use of sophisticated aircraft with fly by wire technologies, the
increasing dependency on aircraft leasing by air operators, and the use of contracting/subcontracting for safety-critical tasks, will require safety inspectors to have a good understanding
of this equipment, business models and their implications on aviation safety. Chapter 4 of this
handbook described in detail recommended transition of safety oversight systems from
prescriptive, reactive systems to IT powered, performance-based and integrated safety oversight
systems. In order for States and other regional safety entities to evolve their safety management
approach beyond the traditional compliance-based to a more outcome-based one, safety
inspectors will need to enhance their competencies to adapt to such changes. This means that
technical capabilities should be developed to collect and analyse data, identify safety trends and
disseminate results to relevant stakeholders. Safety inspectors will also need to enhance their
competencies to support IT based systems.
c) Technical capabilities should be developed to collect, analyse and protect safety data and safety
information, identify safety trends and disseminate results to relevant stakeholders. An
integrated system may require investments in the technical systems that enable analytical
processes, as well as knowledgeable and skilled professionals required to support the
programme. To support States and regional safety oversight entities in building their pool of
qualified safety inspectors for effective safety oversight, ICAO has provided guidance in its
Manual on the Competencies of Civil Aviation Safety Inspectors (Doc 10070) on the required
core competencies of safety inspectors. Government Safety Inspector training programmes were
developed by ICAO, and conducted by TRAINAIR PLUS Programme (TPP) training centres
worldwide, to ensure high levels of quality and standardization in the training of safety inspectors
in core technical competencies globally. However, these competencies alone are not adequate
to ensure that safety inspectors remain competent to deal with current and future challenges,
especially for performance based safety oversight systems. States and regional safety oversight
entities should recognize the need for additional competencies for safety inspectors. Some of
these include:


Systems and safety management skills - Beyond having a strong understanding of
regulatory frameworks, systems thinking helps safety inspectors better understand how
various components of the aviation system interact and interface with one another e.g.
air transport, security, safety, air navigation etc. This enables them to holistically identify,
assess and analyze safety risks beyond their respective domain of expertise. Safety
management skills are required for performance-based safety management processes
and procedures.



Analytical skills - Safety inspectors need to gather and analyse relevant safety
information and data to draw insights on the risks present in the system. As more safety
data is collected and made available, safety inspectors can leverage more sophisticated
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data analysis methods to identify safety trends. Some knowledge of safety risk
management tools, such as BowTie analysis. Ability to analyse top events and establish
escalation or recovery controls is also necessary.


Data/ digital literacy - A Safety Inspector must possess skills to analyze safety data as
it is a critical element of an integrated IT based safety oversight system. Safety inspectors
need to be conversant with data analysis concepts and tools, as well as to keep pace
with new innovation and technologies introduced in aviation. Such competencies support
in-depth analysis of safety vulnerabilities, as part of safety oversight.



Quantitative and Qualitative management techniques - With quantitative and
qualitative data analysis skills, safety inspectors are able to make competent decisions
in a technology driven industry. For example, there are a wide range of statistical
techniques available to analyse quantitative data, from simple graphs to show the data
through tests of correlations between two or more items, to statistical significance. Other
techniques include cluster analysis, useful for identifying relationships between groups of
subjects where there is no obvious hypothesis, and hypothesis testing, to identify whether
there are genuine differences between groups. Qualitative analysis skills are necessary
to for rich data that gives an in-depth picture and they are particularly useful for exploring
how and why things have happened. Therefore, safety inspectors in a performancebased environment must possess qualitative and quantitative management techniques
for use in the integrated safety oversight systems.



Microsoft Excel spreadsheets competences - These competences are required for
compiling data sheets and analysis of safety data sets. Compiling safety data and Safety
Performance Indicators requires skills in development and use of MS excel
spreadsheets. Other excel spreadsheet competences include:Use of the Chart Wizard tool to create charts;
o Building formulae to add, subtract or multiply;
o Use basic statistical functions: average, maximum, minimum, count and
standard deviation;
o Use of Pivot tables - Pivot Tables are a useful feature of Excel, useful for
summarizing and exploring files that consist of “flat files” of a number of
variables for a number of different observations.
o SSP/ SMS assessment techniques. To assess the effectiveness of State’s
SSP and service provider’s SMS, safety inspectors are expected to go
beyond the checklist approach. They should have an in-depth understanding
of the SSP framework and critically evaluate whether adequate measures
have been taken by the service provider to demonstrate its SMS maturity.
Safety inspectors must possess skills to establish safety targets, leading and
lagging indicators in order to promote predictive safety systems.
Communication - Safety inspectors must actively engage the industry including nontraditional entrants who are unfamiliar with the aviation system, to ensure that the State’s
safety oversight system and regulations stay relevant. In addition, Safety Inspectors must
possess strong interpersonal and communication skills with regional and international
organizations as there will be sharing of sensitive safety data.
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6.7.

6.8.

Additional courses required to equip an inspector in an integrated safety oversight system are: State Safety Program course;
 Integrated Safety Management Systems course;
An approach to take is for ICAO and other providers of training to incorporate the new competencies
in their training programmes. For example, ICAO can review its Government Safety Inspector’s, State
Safety Program/ Safety Management Systems (SSP/ SMS) courses conducted under the TPP to
incorporate new training requirements based on the identified new competencies of a safety
inspector in a performance-based environment. For example, the training courses should include
elements on safety data analysis and risk assessment methodologies used to identify aviation safety
risks and mitigation techniques. Competence of inspectors and safety oversight systems will
consequently need to evolve to include more interaction, monitoring, negotiation of targets and
objective judgment. This would apply equally to all regulated entities, Authorities’ staff and regional
safety oversight entities involved. Another key skill required is the level of computer literacy which
should be advanced enough for Government Safety Inspectors to do their certification, surveillance,
licensing and approvals processes in a computerized system. One good example shown above is
ability personnel licensing. A personnel licensing officer should be able to conduct pilot licensing
process using a special application on a computer. The same applies to all other fields. This calls for
review of minimum entry requirements for future inspectors as it should incorporate advanced
computer skills.
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Chapter 7.0

7.0 Monitoring Methodology

The four cycle PLAN – DO – CHECK – ACT is essential for the integrated safety
oversight system to establish the performance-based environment which will
facilitate for more advanced safety management programs.
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This methodology describes how AFCAC will monitor performance described in Part 4:7.1.

AFCAC will identify and promote standardized information technologies that facilitate data-driven
decision making and the sharing of data sources for developing safety intelligence and safety risk
management. The system will have all safety oversight related records and data maintained in a
single, fully cross-referenced database (for each regulator) and which allows detailed analysis of the
safety risks as they apply to discrete areas of oversight and also across the whole aviation industry.
The business intelligence capabilities within the system will allow the creation of ad hoc reporting as
well as developing customizable dashboards that can display information using live data. With such
a system the CAA (regulator) has stored in one easily accessible place details of the complete history
of all applications, assessments, approvals, and oversight activities and thus performance and riskbased oversight becomes a realistic aspiration.

7.2.

In addition, the system will have capability to integrate data systems both within the CAA and outside
of the CAA with the result that data exchange and reporting with RSOOs, AFCAC, ICAO and other
key stakeholders (subject to strict permissions & safeguards) is readily achievable. Information will
therefore be collected, collated and made available on a continuous basis to all key stakeholders
with minimal human input. This methodology therefore will eliminate the current challenge of lack of
compliance information on specific areas of safety oversight.

7.3.

State level and regional level implementation of the Abuja Safety Targets (ASTs) needs to be
promoted, implemented and monitored effectively. Effective coordination and collaboration at
regional level is key to the success of this program.
Deming Cycle - PDCA

7.4.

Having adopted standardized information technologies that facilitate data-driven decision making
and the sharing of data sources for developing safety intelligence and safety risk management there
will be need to promote and monitor implementation of the revised safety targets. AFCAC will use
the following Deming Cycle PDCA (Plan, Do, Check, Act) process management methodology as
depicted in Figure 7.1 below:
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Figure 7.1 Deming Cycle
7.4.1 PLAN – The process includes using information gathered the previous year to analyze
and determine the status of compliance and requisite actions required to resolve identified
gaps. Process entails wide consultation with key stakeholders i.e. RASG-AFI Steering
committee, ICAO WACAF/ ESAF, IATA, Boeing, Airbus and AFCAC member States. In all
cases, a root cause analysis is conducted for each deficiency to ensure that appropriate
corrective measures are established. The following table shall be used to determine suitable
technical assistance missions:
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Table 7.1
Deficiency

Technical Assistance

State legislation and associated regulations;

AFCAC High Level Technical Assistance / ICAO
ROST / AFI-CIS
ICAO ROST / AFI-CIS/ AFCAC High Level
Technical Assistance
HRDF and AFCAC Fellowship programs

Establishment of CAA and structure;
Training of Technical Personnel;

Safety oversight tools and technical guidance AFCAC High Level Technical assistance
material;
Certification, surveillance and resolution of safety
concerns;

AFI-CIS / ICAO ROST

Specific Abuja Safety Target(s)

AFCAC High Level Technical assistance

a. Establish the revised Abuja Safety Targets with time frames;
b. Identify all key stakeholders for implementation of the revised Abuja Safety Targets;
c. In collaboration with identified stakeholders, establish the implementation status of
revised Abuja Safety Targets;
d. Identify active AFI-CIS inspectors;
e. Determine the need for AFI-CIS refresher training and deployment provisions for the
year;
f. Identify need States and develop technical assistance missions;
g. Validate contact details for States focal points;
h. Develop a questionnaire requiring bi-annual status of compliance feedback
concerning the Abuja Safety Targets from AFCAC Member States;
i. Update the focal point list and use revised questionnaires requiring member States
to give feedback on ASTs implementation;
j. Establish a budget for the identified activities;
k. Circulate draft mechanism among AFCAC member States and RASG-AFI Steering
Committee
7.4.2

DO – Based on appropriate solutions established the “DO” phase includes development of
action plans and implementation. Annual plans detailing specific assistance targeted at
AFCAC member States are implemented according to the timelines agreed between AFCAC
and the respective AFCAC member State. Technical assistance missions are to be conducted
to assist need States and there are three main types of missions – (i) AFI-CIS; (ii) ICAO
ROST; and (iii) AFCAC high level technical assistance.
a. AFI-CIS: AFI Cooperative Inspectorate Scheme (AFI-CIS) is an AFCAC technical
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assistance programme, wherein qualified Inspectors within the AFI States are
deployed to assist need States;
b. ICAO ROST: This is an ICAO coordinated technical assistance mission
conducted to determine member State’s progress in the implementation of the
ICAO Corrective Action Plan (CAP);
c. AFCAC High Level Technical Assistance: This is an AFCAC coordinated
technical assistance mission targeted at assisting member States to effectively
implement specific Abuja Safety Targets.
7.4.3
7.4.4

7.4.5

The AFI-CIS will be used extensively as the main tool to assist need States to address the ICAO
CAP and gaps in the implementation of the ASTs. A list of current AFI-CIS inspectors will be
maintained by AFCAC to ensure readiness to provide technical assistance where needed.
Promotional material in the form of AST flyers will be made available at any AFCAC workshops,
meetings etc. The flyers are meant to make AFCAC member States aware of the ASTs and what
they are expected to do. The AFCAC website will also be used to publicize the ASTs and various
other programs such as AFI-CIS meant to assist member States.
a.
Formally write State letters urging member States to include the Abuja
Safety Targets in their annual safety plans;
b.
Use embassies in Dakar to solicit support for States not responding to
information requests;
c.
RSOOs will be included to promote awareness of the ASTs, data
collection and technical assistance missions – workshops on ASTs for RSOOs
(ICAO Doc 10004 Section 2.2.2);
d.
Formally write to relevant RSOOs requesting them to include the Abuja
Safety Targets in their annual safety plans;
e.
Develop and send flyers with the sixteen (16) Abuja Safety Targets and list
milestones that AFCAC Member States are expected to comply with;
f.
Establish a webpage containing the 16 revised safety targets;
g.
Provide AFI-CIS refresher training where necessary;
h.
Establish a list of States who have to complete the ICAO Plan of Action
and get approval from ICAO;
i.
Timely deploy AFI-CIS inspectors to need or SSC States
j.
Assist need States to develop and implement the ICAO Plans of Action
k.
Encourage States to invite ICAO for ICVM or complete audits;
l.
Provide guidance to States on implementation of the revised Abuja Safety
Targets;
CHECK – process includes sending out bi-annual regional safety target questionnaires,
collection of compliance data and establish the level of compliance of AFCAC member States.
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Based on the weighted percent rating for each AST, AFCAC member States will have each %
implementation rating based on feedback provided by the respective State. The rating score
marks will be based on the following criteria:
a) Compliance with the AST action item;
b) Compliance consistent with deadlines of the AST; and
c) Quality of the actions initiated by the State.
7.4.6

Percent rating for each member State will be published by AFCAC as a feedback method to
assist member States appreciate progress made towards the final goal of zero accidents. Need
States are then identified and information relating to nature and extent of need is established in
collaboration with key stakeholders such as ICAO and the RASG AFI Steering committee. Needs
will be categorized according to the following:
a) State legislation and associated regulations;
b) Establishment of CAA and structure;
c) Training of Technical Personnel;
d) Safety oversight tools and technical guidance material;
e) Certification, surveillance and resolution of safety concerns;
f) Specific Abuja Safety Target(s).

7.4.7

The category of need will determine the type of technical assistance to be provided to the need
State. Type of Technical Assistance shall include AFI-CIS, ICAO ROST or AFCAC High Level
Technical Assistance, HRDF and AFCAC Fellowship programmes (Refer to Table 1 above).
a) Send questionnaires requiring bi-annual status of compliance feedback concerning
the Abuja Safety Targets from AFCAC Member States;
b) Collect data and report as appropriate;
c) Check level of implementation and establish further interventions where needed;
d) Analyze all collected safety data and interpret results in terms of % compliance with
the ASTs for individual States and group of States to determine further course of action;
e) Include RSOOs in the feedback chain and encourage follow ups to be done through
RSOOs;

7.4.8

ACT – this includes responding to residual needs after the initial assistance or initial feedback is
provided. All gaps in the implementation of the ASTs are analysed and common solutions are
established utilizing the risk based approach. All member States below 30% qualify for
technical assistance to be determined by AFCAC.
a)Respond to residual needs after initial assistance missions have been
accomplished;
b)Recommend corrective action/ recommend assistance by other related entities
(IATA/ ICAO/ EASA etc)
c) Annual reports showing progress made by States in implementing the Abuja Safety
Targets;
d)Distribution of reports to all key stakeholders;
e)Develop new programs or amend ongoing programs for further implementation;
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f) Consistent with ICAO Doc 10004 Section 4.3, the mechanism will focus on the
following key performance enablers (Figure 2 below illustrates the processes):
 Standardization;
 Resources;
 Collaboration;
 Safety information exchange.

Attachment A Revised Abuja
Safety
TargetsSafety Target
1.

Progressively reduce
the African accident
rate from 8.6 to 2.5
per million
departures by the
end of 2022, with
focus on:

1.
2.

Intervention and
Lead agency

Key
Performance
Indicators

LOCI – UPRT
and workshops
Runway Safety
Team courses

Accident rate
calculated as
ratio of number
of accidents per
million
departures

(RASG-AFI/
IATA/ ICAO )

Actual
Perf.

Rating

Weighted
Score
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2.

runway related
accidents and
serious
incidents
(Runway
Excursion,
RE).
controlled flight
into terrain
(CFIT) related
accidents and
serious
incidents.
Loss of Control
In-flight (LOCI) related
accidents and
serious
incidents.
Achieve and
maintain zero
fatalities in
aircraft
accidents.

All States establish
and
strengthen
autonomous
Civil
Aviation Authorities
with
independent
regulatory oversight,
sustainable sources
of
funding
and
resources to carry out
effective
safety
oversight
and
regulation of the
aviation industry by
2022.




High Level State
visits

Number of
Autonomous
CAAs

(ICAO/ AFCAC)

States that
need support in
areas with
safety margins
below zero, to
use a regional
safety oversight
organization’s
or another
State’s ICAOrecognized
functions by
2020.
States
effectively
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3.

States resolve:



4.

Existing SSCs
by June 2018;
Newly identified
SSCs within 6
months from
the date of its
official
publication by
ICAO.

States abide by the
timelines and provide
resources
for
implementation
of
ICAO/State Plans of
Action




5.

exercise the
safety oversight
functions with a
positive safety
margin in all
areas by 2022.
States to
delegate certain
safety oversight
functions to
RSOOs or other
States, by the
end of 2022 in
areas with
safety margins
below zero, and
as appropriate.
High Level State
visits; ROST
missions ; AFI-CIS
missions.

Number of
Remaining SSCs

(ICAO/ AFCAC)

High Level State
visits; ROST
missions.
(ICAO/ AFCAC)

% Level of
Implementation
of States Action
Plans

All States to have
accepted ICAO
Plans of Action by
2019 and
abide by the
timelines and
provide resources
for their
implementation.

States progressively
increase the Effective
Implementation (EI)
percentage under the
ICAO USOAP such
that States with:

AFI –CIS
Missions –

% EI status

( AFCAC)
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6.

For the purposes of
SSP/SMS
Implementation by
2025, all States:










7.

EI < 60% attain
60% by 2020;
60% ≤ EI ≤ 70%
attain 80% by
2022;
70% < EI attain
95% by 2028.

to have a
Foundation SSP
established,
addressing all
pre-requisites;
to have an
Effective SSP
with appropriate
maturity level
established;
to contribute
information on
safety risks,
including SSP
SPIs, to the
RASG-AFI;
with a positive
safety margin,
and an Effective
SSP, to actively
engage in RASGAFI safety risk
management
activities
(analysis of safety
risks, design and
implementation of
risk mitigation
actions).
All Service
Providers to use
globally
harmonized SPIs
as part of their
SMS.

All International
Aerodromes to be
certified by 2022:


At least one
international

High Level State
visits; ROST
missions; SSP/SMS
courses/workshops.
(RASG-AFI/ ICAO/
AFCAC)

International
Aerodromes
Certtification
program; Runway
Safety Teams
workshop; APEX;

Level of
Implementation
of SSP/SMS
(level 1/2/3/4)

Number of
International
Aerodromes
certified
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aerodrome in
every State to be
certified by end of
2020;
 All airport
operators to
participate in
the ICAOrecognized
industry
assessment
programme for
airports (APEX)
by end of 2022;
 At least one
international
aerodrome in
every State to
establish a
Runway Safety
Team (RST) by
end of 2020.
8.

Require all African
airlines to obtain an
IATA Operational
Safety Audit (IOSA)
certification:


9.

(ICAO/ ACI/ IATA)

IOSA Certification
Program.
(RASG-AFI/ IATA)

All States to
establish an
appropriate
framework for
recognition of
IATA
operational
safety audit
(IOSA) and
IATA Standard
Safety
Assessment
(ISSA) as
effective safety
mechanisms;
All African
airlines to
obtain IOSA or
ISSA
certification, as
appropriate, by
the end of
2022.

All States to
establish an effective

SAR Program

Number of
airlines with
IOSA
certification
against number
of airlines
without IOSA
certification.

Number of SAR
organisations

70 | P a g e

and operational SAR
organization by year
2019:






Development of
a National SAR
Plan by end of
2018;
Conclusion of
SAR
Agreements/
MoUs with all
neighboring
States by end
of 2018;
Organisation of
multi-agency,
multi-State and
combined
Regional SAR
exercises to
test SAR
systems in
place involving
as many SAR
units as
practicable by
end of 2019.

10. All States to
implement the
transition from AIS
to AIM:




(ICAO/ AFI-Plan)

Development
of a National
Action Plan By
end of 2018;
Implementation
of the National
Action Plan in
accordance
with the ASBU
Block 0 D-ATM
by end of
2020.

11. All States to
implement PBN
procedures for all
instrument runways
by year 2025 :
 75% of
Instrument
Runways to have

ASBU
implémentation
workshops.

Level of
implementation
from AIS to AIM

(ICAO/ AFI-Plan)

PBN workshops/
seminars
(ICAO/ AFI-Plan)

Number of
runways with
approved PBN
procedures

71 | P a g e



PBN procedures
by end of 2020;
100% of
Instrument
Runways to have
PBN Procedures
by end of 2025.

12. All
States
to
progressively reduce
the rate of aircraft
proximity (AIRPROX)
occurrences in their
managed airspaces
by at least 50%
annually from Dec.
2017 baseline, in
order to attain and
maintain a level of
zero (0) Airprox by
correspondingly
errors by end year
2020. This will be
achieved
by
correspondingly
reducing errors in the
following contributive
factors:






Workshops on
aircraft proximity
(AIRPROX)
occurrences.

Rate of air
proxies

(RASG-AFI/ IATA/
ICAO)

Co-ordination
between ATS
Units (50%);
Airspace
Organization and
ATC Procedures
(50%);
Mobile
Communications
(50%)
Poor Crew
Discipline on
board aircraft
(50%)

13. Establishment of
seamless Air
Navigation Services
in the AFI Region in
the AFI Region by
year 2024 :

CNS/ATM
workshops/
seminars. SBAS/
GNSS Cost Benefit
Analysis (CBA)

Number of
Seamless Air
Navigation
Airspace
established

(AUC/ RECs/ AFCAC)
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All States to
ensure provision
of harmonized Air
Navigation
Services in terms
of flight
separation,
interoperability of
CNS/ATM
systems to
reduce airspace
complexity and
achieve seamless
operations along
major air traffic
flows.
Various initiatives
formulated by the
Regional
Economic
Communities
(RECs) and
ANSPs within the
AFI Region to be
harmonized.

14. All States to
implement ASBU B0
Modules:


1.

All States to develop
and implement a
National Plan for the
reduction of CO2
emissions due to
international civil
aviation:




2.

All States to
develop National
ASBU Plan by
end of 2018.

develop a
National Plan for
CO2 reduction by
end of 2020;
full
implementation of
the National Plan
by 2022.

All States ensure
that their ANSPs
effectively

ASBU
Implémentation
workshops
(ICAO/ AFI Plan)

Buddy program and
the continental
Environment experts
group available for
Action Plan
development.
Capacity building
and assistance
missions available
for development of
State Action Plans.

Level of
compliance to
the ASBU plan
of action

Level of
Implementation
of National Plan

(ICAO/ AFI-Plan/
AFCAC )

African ANSP Peer
Review program.
(ICAO/ AFI-Plan)

Number of States
participating in the
ANSP Peer Review
Program
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participate in the
African ANSP Peer
Review Programme
by year 2022:




Joining the
programme and
having in place,
an annual Peer
Review plan of
activities.
Develop and
implement
appropriate
corrective action
plans to
satisfactorily
address Peer
Review
recommendations.

TOTAL
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Attachment ‘B’ - Status of Implementation of Abuja Safety Targets
Questionnaire

AFCAC
Abuja Safety Targets Questionnaire

Name of State:

Name of Director General:

Focal Point -

Name :
Position :
E-mail address :
Cell number :

SAFETY TARGETS

STATUS and MEASURES UNDERTAKEN

Revised Abuja Safety Targets

Status for Year
under review

Weighted
Score

Did your State include implementation of the Abuja Safety
Target in its Strategic Plan
(Show how many of the 16 Safety Targets were included)
Did your State include implementation of the Abuja Safety
Targets in its annual plans
(Show how many of the 16 Safety Targets were included)
1. Progressively reduce the African accident rate from 8.6 to 2.5 per million departures by the end of 2022, with
focus on:
 runway related accidents and serious incidents (Runway Excursion, RE);
 controlled flight into terrain (CFIT) related accidents and serious incidents;
 Loss of Control In-flight (LOC-I) related accidents and serious incidents;
 Achieve and maintain zero fatalities in aircraft accidents.
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a)

How many runway related accidents and serious incidents
occurred in your State? How many occurred in the previous
year?

b)

How many controlled flight into terrain (CFIT) related
accidents and serious incidents occurred in your State?
How many occurred in the previous year?

c)

How many Loss of Control In-flight (LOC-I) related
accidents/serious incidents occurred in your State? How
many occurred in the previous year?

d)

Out of all the accidents that occurred within the period under
review, how many were fatal?

e)

What is the total number of departures in your State (aircraft
above 5,700kgs MAUM)

f)

What is the total number of international departures (aircraft
above 5,700kgs MAUM)

2. All States establish and strengthen autonomous Civil Aviation Authorities with independent regulatory
oversight, sustainable sources of funding and resources to carry out effective safety oversight and
regulation of the aviation industry by 2022.
a)
Did your State establish and strengthen the Civil Aviation
Authority with full autonomy?- e.g. powers and
independence, sustainable sources of funding and
resources to carry out effective safety oversight and
regulation of the aviation industry. If yes, give reference or
link to the Decree or Act of parliament that established the
CAA.

b)

Is the Authority empowered to collect and retain revenue to
sustain its operations including training, development and
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retention of key regulatory personnel? If yes, provide the
empowering instrument and appropriate reference(s).

c)

Does the State have capability to oversee all regulated
entities and persons to ensure compliance with regulatory
requirements?

d)

Provide a list of State’s capabilities to oversee all regulated
entities and persons to ensure compliance with regulatory
requirements e.g. AOC/ AMO/ ATO certification and
surveillance.

e)

Are oversight functions separated from provision of
services? Briefly describe the CAA Structure showing its
relationship with aerodromes and ANS service providers or
attach appropriate link.

f)

Does the civil aviation legislation provide requirement for
establishment and implementation of a State Safety
Program?

g)

Did State delegate safety oversight functions and tasks to
RSOOs or other African State (s)? If yes, give reference or
link to the MOU signed between State and the RSOO.

3. States to resolve:
 Existing SSCs by June 2018;
 Newly identified SSCs within 6 months from the date of its official publication by
ICAO.
a)
Did your State, resolve ALL identified Significant Safety
Concerns if any? If yes how many associated PQs were
addressed satisfactorily?
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b)

Did State resolve newly identified SSCs within 6 months
from the date of its official publication by ICAO.

c)

If not how many SSCs are outstanding? List outstanding
PQs by number e.g.

4. States to abide by the timelines and provide resources for implementation of ICAO/State Plans of Action
 All States to have accepted ICAO Plans of Action by 2019 and abide by the timelines and provide
resources for their implementation.
a)
Did the State abide by the timelines and provided resources
for the implementation of ICAO/State Plans of Action? If
yes, provide link to ICAO/ State Plans of Action.

b)

What is the number of activities the State has committed to
implement consistent with ICAO Plan of Action? e.g. 20

c)

What is the number of activities that were completed and
verified by ICAO?

d)

List activities that could not be completed because of
resource constraints and therefore need external
interventions.

5. States should progressively increase the Effective Implementation (EI) percentage under the ICAO USOAP
as follows:
 EI < 60% attain 60% by 2020;
 60% ≤ EI ≤ 70% attain 80% by 2022;
 70% < EI attain 95% by 2028.
a)
What is the current EI status for the State?


EI < 60%



60% ≤ EI ≤ 70%



70% < EI
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b)

What is the status of implementation of the State CAP i.e.
progress above 50%?

c)

List all not satisfactory PQs that require substancial
financial resources e.g. PQ 5.324.

d)

Please indicate the year of your last ICAO Audit or ICVM

6. For the purposes of SSP/SMS Implementation, all States:
 To have a Foundation SSP established, addressing all pre-requisites by end 2022.
 To have an Effective SSP with appropriate maturity level established by end of 2025.
 To contribute information on safety risks, including SSP SPIs, to the RASG-AFI by end of 2022.
 With a positive safety margin, and an Effective SSP, to actively engage in RASG-AFI safety
risk management activities (analysis of safety risks, design and implementation of risk
mitigation actions) by end of 2022.
All Service Providers to use globally harmonized SPIs as part of their SMS.
a)
Did the State have a foundation SSP established,
addressing all pre-requisites? If yes, provide reference or
link to the law that establishes SSP.

b)

Does the State have an effective SSP with appropriate
maturity level established? If yes, give link to document
showing maturity level.

c)

Does the State contribute information on safety risks,
including SSP SPIs, to the RASG-AFI ? If yes, give link or
attach last update.

d)

Does the State have a positive safety margin, and an
effective SSP, to actively engage in RASG-AFI safety risk
management activities i.e. analysis of safety risks, design
and implementation of risk mitigation actions? ?
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e)

Provide details of the non-punitive incident reporting system
in use.

f)

Do All Service Providers use globally harmonized SPIs as
part of their SMS implementation?

7. All International Aerodromes to be certified by 2022,
 At least one international aerodrome in every State to be certified by end of 2020;
 All airport operators to participate in the ICAO-recognized industry assessment programme
for airports (APEX) by end of 2022;
 At least one international aerodrome in every State to establish a Runway Safety Team
(RST) by end of 2020.
a)

Does the State have a requirement to certify international
aerodromes ? if yes, provide reference or link for the
requirement.

b)

Does the State have procedures for certification of
aerodromes? If yes, provide name of procedures manual or
link.

c)

What is the number of qualified aerodromes/ security/ ais/
meterology inspectors does the State have?

d)

Did your State certify all International Aerodromes? (Please
indicate number of International Aerodromes)

e)

How many International Aerodromes were certified and how
many are undergoing certification process?

f)

Are all airport operators participants in the ICAO-recognized
industry assessment programme for airports (APEX) by end
of 2022?
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g)

How many international aerodromes in your State have
established a Runway Safety Team (RST)?

8. All States to establish an appropriate framework for recognition of IATA operational safety
audit (IOSA) and IATA Standard Safety Assessment (ISSA) as effective safety mechanisms; All
African airlines to obtain IOSA or ISSA certification, as appropriate, by the end of 2022.
a)
Did your State establish an appropriate framework for
recognition of IATA Operational Safety Audit (IOSA)
certificates? If yes, provide reference or link to the
framework.

b)

What is the total number of AOC holders does your State
have? (Operators of aircraft above 5,700kgs MAUM only)

c)

Did all airlines in (b) above obtain an IATA Operational
Safety Audit (IOSA) certificate? If yes, how many?

d)

What is the total number of airlines that began the IOSA
certification process?

9. All States to establish an effective and operational SAR organization:
 Development of a National SAR Plan by end of 2018;
 Conclusion of SAR Agreements/ MoUs with all neighboring States by end of 2018;
 Organisation of multi-agency, multi-State and combined Regional SAR exercises to test
 SAR systems in place involving as many SAR units as practicable by end of 2019.
a)
State your SAR provisions in the National Legislation (by
reference or link)

b)

Did State develop a national SAR Plan? If yes, provide
reference or link to the plan.
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c)

Does the promulgated national SAR Plan indicate the
delineation of responsibility of the various SAR national
agencies?

d)

Did State conclude SAR Agreements/ MoUs with all
neighboring States? How many were concluded and
signed?

e)

Is there in place or plan for an Organisation of multi-agency,
multi-State and combined Regional SAR exercises to test
SAR systems in place involving as many SAR units as
practicable ?

10. All States to implement the transition from AIS to AIM:
 Development of a National Action Plan By end of 2018;
 Implementation of the National Action Plan in accordance with the ASBU Block 0;
 D-ATM by end of 2020.
a)
Did your State develop a National Action Plan for
transitioning from AIS to AIM ? If yes, please provide
reference or link to national action plan.

b)

Indicate number of qualified AIM Experts and trainings
include databases, AIXM, XML, HTML, cybersecurity, etc.)

c)

What is the establishment of an Integrated Aeronautical
Information Database, with capability to exchange
information based on the Aeronautical Information
Exchange Model (AIXM) with other aeronautical databases?

d)

Define your Aeronautical data exchange i.e. is it based on
the use of Internet protocol for the transmission and
dissemination of aeronautical data and information?
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e)

Does the State/ Authority produce Electronic AIP (eAIP)? If
yes, provide link.

f)

Are Cybersecurity measures implemented to ensure the
safety and security of information?

g)

Are Electronic Terrain, Obstacle Data and Aerodrome
Mapping Information provided

h)

Indicate the status of development of the Digital NOTAM
Concept

i)

Does the State/ Authority produce Electronic AIP (eAIP)? If
yes, provide link.

11. All States to implement PBN procedures for all instrument runways: 100% of Instrument Runways to have PBN procedures by end of 2025;
 75% of Instrument Runways to have PBN procedures by end of 2020.
a)

How many Instrument Runways have been designated for
PBN procedures? Give reference or link showing primary
regulations and procedures for PBN procedures.

b)

How many Instrument runways have operational PBN
procedures?

c)

Provide total number of qualified PBN Procedures
Designers.

d)

How many Government Safety Inspectors were trained
(formal classroom and OJT) to evaluate and approve PBN
procedures?
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e)

Provide total number of qualified inspectors for aircraft
operations and crew approvals for PBN operations.

f)

Provide details of stakeholder consultations made for PBN
implementation e.g. Dates, resolutions etc.

g)

Does State have training Programme for PBN
Implementation? If yes, please provide link or attach copy
of programme.

h)

How many ANSP and AIS/ AIM officers were trained on
PBN procedures?

12. All States to progressively reduce the rate of aircraft proximity (AIRPROX) occurrences in their managed
airspaces by at least 50% annually from Dec. 2017 baseline, in order to attain and maintain a level of zero (0)
Airprox by correspondingly reducing errors in the following contributive factors: Co-ordination between ATS Units (50%);
 Airspace Organization and ATC Procedures (50%);
 Mobile Communications (50%);
 Poor Crew Discipline on board aircraft (50%)
a)
Did State establish accurate aviation occurrences reporting
system? If yes, what is the system called? e.g. ECCAIRS
program.

b)

Did State put in place measures for co-ordination between
ATS Units? If yes, give reference or link demonstrating the
coordination.

(c)

List measures taken by the State to reduce errors due to
mobile equipment i.e. ground-to-air radio communication
devices. (Alternatively, provide reference or link showing
measures in place)
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d)

Did State put in place more comprehensive measures for
Airspace Organization and ATC Procedures?

e)

What is the total number of AIRPROX occurrences recorded
for year 2017 (baseline year) and 2018

f)

Provide a breakdown of AIRPROX occurrences for year
2017 and 2018 into the following contributive areas-:
(i) Coordination between ATS Units

(ii) Airspace Organisation and ATC Procedures;

(iii) Mobile communications;

(iv) Poor Crew Discipline on board aircraft

13. Establishment of seamless Air Navigation Services in the AFI Region by end of 2024:
a) All States to ensure provision of harmonized Air Navigation Services in terms of flight separation,
interoperability of CNS/ATM systems to reduce airspace complexity and achieve seamless operations
along major air traffic flows.
b) Various initiatives formulated by the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) and ANSPs within the AFI
Region to be harmonized.
a)

Indicate neighboring States/Area Control Centres (ACCs) of
a State/ACC

b)

Has the State identified challenges, obstacles hindering
establishment of seamless operations with adjacent
States/ACCs

c)

Has the State included the establishment of seamless ANS
in coordination with adjacent States/ACCs?

85 | P a g e

d)

Did your State take steps to ensure provision of harmonized
Air Navigation Services in terms of flight separation,
interoperability of CNS/ATM systems to reduce airspace
complexity and achieve seamless operations along major air
traffic flows? If yes, give reference or link to enabling
instrument.

e)

Did your State take steps to harmonise initiatives formulated
by the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) and ANSPs
within the AFI Region?

14. All States to implement ASBU B0 Modules:
 All States to develop National ASBU Plan by end of 2018.
a)
What is the status of National Airspace Master Plan/
National Air Navigation Plan?

b)

Did your State develop National ASBU Plan by year 2018?
If yes, provide reference or link to the approved ASBU plan.

c)

Indicate the status of Development of National ASBU Plan
based on APIRG’s categorization and prioritization of ASBU
Modules

d)

Did State conduct ASBU tracker review and analysis to
ensure that the implementation of the ASBU modules in
FIRs boundaries are done in a proper manner to facilitate
interoperability of the systems ?

e)

Has the State and ANSP designated a focal point for ASBU
trackers ?

f)

Has the State responded to ICAO Survey on Status of
Implementation of ASBU in Africa
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15. All States to develop and implement a National Plan for the reduction of CO2 emissions due to international
civil aviation:
 develop a National Plan for CO2 reduction by end of 2020;
 full implementation of the National Plan by 2022.
a)
Did State appoint focal point and persons responsible for the
compilation and submission of the Action Plan?

b)

Did the State establish a team that will adequately address
the data collection?

c)

Provide annual historic fuel consumption and traffic from
international aviation from 2010 or earlier.

d)

Provide current measures to mitigate CO2 emissions

e)

Indicate the expected results i.e. fuel consumption, CO2
emissions and traffic with the Measures being taken for
medium to long term.

f)

Did your State develop a National Plan for CO 2 reduction?
If yes, give reference or link to National Plan for CO 2
reduction.

g)

List major components of the National Plan?

h)

List major components of the National Plan that have been
implemented fully.

i)

Assistance needs – A description of any specific needs (for
example, financial, technological or capacity building) for
the implementation of future actions should be described, if
applicable.
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16. All States to ensure that their ANSPs effectively participate in the African ANSP Peer Review
Programme by:
 Joining the programme and having in place, an annual Peer Review plan of activities.
 Develop and implement appropriate corrective action plans to satisfactorily address Peer Review
recommendations.
a)
Did your State join the programme and have in place an
annual African ANSP Peer Review plan of activities? If yes,
provide reference or link to enabling instrument.

b)

Who is the designated focal point for African ANSP Peer
Review Mechanism?

c)

Has the ANSP/State identified peers based on similar
characteristics (e.g. airspace, equipment, procedures or
even sub-region etc.) to assist in pairing ANSPs for peer
review purposes?

d)

Has ANSP/State signed a confidentiality agreement
between and among each other Peers to co-opt Safety
experts to supplement the peer review team?

e)

Have ANS Experts of your State joined teams to visit and
conduct the peer reviews based on identified
questionnaires of the Peer Review Manual?

f)

Has the State adopted and facilitated the periodic peer
review exchange visit among Partner ANSPs, as part of the
procedure?

g)

Did your State develop and implement appropriate
corrective action plans to satisfactorily address Peer Review
recommendations. If yes, provide link to the corrective
action plan.
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ATTACHMENT “C”- DASHBOARD PRESENTATION OF THE LEVEL OF
COMPLIANCE TO THE 16 ABUJA SAFETY TARGETS

ANGOLA

SENEGAL

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

BOTSWANA

MALI

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

BURKINA FASO

TOGO

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

GHANA

ZIMBABWE

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

DRC

MALAWI

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.

LESOTHO

EGYPT

Level of compliance to
ASTs, XX %.
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ATTACHMENT “D” FLYER

THE
ABUJA
SAFETY
TARGETS
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Be the champion of
Aviation Safety in
Africa
These are 16 high level safety goals established
to assist AFCAC member States achieve the
ultimate objective of zero aviation accidents in
Africa. The Abuja Safety Targets were initially
adopted by the African Ministers responsible for
civil aviation at the Ministerial Conference on
Aviation Safety in Africa, from 16 – 20 July 2012
through the Abuja Declaration on Aviation Safety.
The safety targets were reviewed in December
2017 to ensure relevance and effectiveness.
AFCAC encourages all its 54 member States to
comply with the 16 revised safety targets to
ensure safe aviation operations in Africa.
Nevertheless, each State can be the champion of
aviation safety in Africa.
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1

•Progressively reduce the African accident rate from 8.6 to 2.5 per million departures by
the end of 2022 with particular attention to CFIT and LOCI related occurrences.

2

•All States to establish and strengthen autonomous Civil Aviation Authorities with
independent regulatory oversight, sustainable sources of funding and resources to carry
out effective safety oversight and regulation of the aviation industry by 2022.

3

•All States to resolve:
• Existing SSCs by June 2018;
• Newly identified SSCs within 6 months from the date of its official publication by ICAO.

•All States to abide by the timelines and provide resources for implementation of ICAO
USOAP State Action Plans:

4

5
6
7
8

9
10
11

12

•All States to have accepted ICAO Plans of Action by 2019 and
•abide by the timelines and provide resources for their implementation.
•All States to progressively increase the Effective Implementation (EI) percentage under the ICAO
USOAP such that States with:
•
EI < 60% attain 60% by 2020;
•
•

60% ≤ EI ≤ 70% attain 80% by 2022;
70% < EI attain 95% by 2028.

•All States to implement SSP/SMS consistent with the agreed milestones by end of year
2025.
•All International Aerodromes to be certified by end of year 2022.

•Require all African airlines to obtain an IATA Operational Safety Audit (IOSA)
certification by end of year 2022.

•All States to establish an effective and operational SAR organization by end of year 2019.

•All States to implement the transition from AIS to AIM by end of year 2022.

•All States to implement PBN procedures for all instrument runways by end of year 2025.
•All States to progressively reduce the rate of aircraft proximity (AIRPROX) occurrences in
their managed airspaces by at least 50% annually from Dec. 2017 baseline, in order to
attain and maintain a level of zero (0) Airprox by correspondingly errors by end year
2020.
•Establishment of seamless Air Navigation Services in the AFI Region by end year 2024:

13

•All States to ensure provision of harmonized Air Navigation Services in terms of flight separation,
interoperability of CNS/ATM systems to reduce airspace complexity and achieve seamless operations along
major air traffic flows.
• Various initiatives formulated by the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) and ANSPs within the AFI Region
to be harmonized.
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•All States to implement ASBU B0 Modules

14

•

All States to develop National ASBU Plan by end of year 2018.

15

•All States to develop and implement a National Plan for the reduction of CO2 emissions
due to international civil aviation by end of year 2022.

16

•All States to ensure that their ANSPs effectively participate in the African ANSP Peer
Review Programme by end of year 2022.
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