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1 Introduction and Context

About this document

This report provides analysis of the performance achieved by FABs/States/NM of the Single
European Sky (SES), covering the third year (2017) of the second Reference Period (RP2),
which runs for five years from 2015 to 2019.

The report consists of two parts:

¶ The Union-wide view of the performance monitoring of 2017,

¶ The Local level view; as defined in the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)

No 390/2013 [Ref.i] (the “Performance Regulation”) to be FAB, State or Airport level-
views.

The factual analysis for 2017 refers to performance in the airspace shown in Figure 1, which
is the geographical scope of the Union-wide targets for RP2.

Figure 1: RP2 Geographical scope Figure 2: Functional Airspace Blocks

The geographical scope covers the airspace controlled by the RP2 SES States in the ICAO
EUR and AFI regions at the start of the reference period. Therefore, it includes the airspace
of nine FABs controlled by the 28 EU Member States, the airspace controlled by Norway and
Switzerland in the ICAO EUR region, as well as the Canaries FIR (Spain), Bodø FIR (Norway)
and NOTA/SOTA (UK-IRE).

The Union-wide view provides a summary of European Air Navigation Services (ANS)
performance achieved for 2017 in the four Key Performance Areas (KPA); namely safety,
environment, capacity and cost-efficiency.

The local level view part of this report provides details of performance at local level as defined
in the Performance Regulation, i.e. at FAB, State or Airport level depending on the
Performance Indicator.

Table 1 below provides an overview of the Performance Indicators (PIs) applicable for RP2
(2015-2019) as set out in the Performance Regulation. The PIs with Union-wide and/or local
targets in RP2 are referred to as the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and are shown in
blue in Table 1.

This report refers to, and uses data from, the Member States subject to the provisions of the
SES Performance Scheme. It also uses data supplied by EUROCONTROL.

The data used in this report are published on the ESSKY website or via the Performance



Annual Monitoring Report 2017 – Union-wide view

Union-wide view 2 Chapter 1

Dashboard, which is hosted by EUROCONTROL. The Dashboard provides reports and ANS
performance data for all participants subject to the SES Performance Scheme, and can be
accessed at http://www.eurocontrol.int/prudata/dashboard

( = Target = Monitoring)
Union-
wide FAB National

Safety KPIs (blue) & PIs
Effectiveness of Safety Management (EoSM)

Application of severity classification scheme (RAT methodology)

Just Culture (JC)

Application of automatic data recording

Level of occurrence reporting

Separation Minima Infringements (SMI)

Runway Incursions (RI)

ATM-Specific Occurrences (ATM-S)
Airspace Infringements (AI)

Environment KPIs (blue) & PIs

Average horizontal en-route flight efficiency (actual trajectory)

Average horizontal en-route flight efficiency (flight plan trajectory)

Effectiveness of booking procedures for FUA

Rate of planning of conditional routes (CDRs)

Effective use of conditional routes (CDRs)

The additional time in taxi-out phase

The additional time in terminal airspace (ASMA)

Capacity KPIs (blue) & PIs

Average minutes of en-route ATFM delay attributable to ANS

Average minutes of arrival ATFM delay attributable to terminal ANS

The adherence to ATFM slots

The average minutes of ATC pre-departure delay.

Cost-efficiency KPIs (blue) & PIs

Average Determined Unit Cost (DUC) for en-route ANS

Average Determined Unit Cost (DUC) for terminal ANS

Costs of EUROCONTROL

Table 1: RP2 Performance indicators

The SES Performance Scheme

RP2 is regulated by Article 11 of Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 (the Framework Regulation)
[Ref. ii], and its supporting Implementing Regulation (EU) No 390/2013 (the Performance
Regulation) [Ref.i]. In addition, for the purposes of financial review, the States are regulated
by Articles 12, 14, 15 and 16 of Regulation (EC) 550/2004 (the Service Provision Regulation)
[Ref. iii] and its supporting Implementing Regulation (EU) No 391/2013 (the Charging Scheme
Regulation) [Ref. iv].

ANS performance targets are set under the SES Performance Scheme at Union-wide and/or
at local (national or FAB) levels.

The Union-wide targets for RP2 are contained in Commission Implementing Decision (EU)
132/2014 of 11 March 2014 setting the Union-wide performance targets for the air traffic
management network and alert thresholds for the second reference period 2015-19 [Ref. v].

Local targets for each KPI, and for each year of RP2, were defined by the NSA in the

http://www.eurocontrol.int/prudata/dashboard
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Performance Plan of each FAB at the start of the RP. Local targets must be consistent with
the Union-wide targets. The Performance Plans may also include additional PI and associated
targets set by the NSA.

The National Supervisory Authorities (NSA) report on their monitoring of Performance Plans
accepted by the Commission. The Commission issues decisions on consistency and
inconsistency of the performance targets of the plans submitted through various legal
instruments that are used for the assessment of the NSAs monitoring reports.

Air Traffic in 2017

IFR traffic (Average daily IFR flights in the SES RP2 area) increased for the fourth year in a
row in 2017 (+3.9% vs. 2016), taking the number of flights past the previously highest level in
2008, as shown in Figure 3.

The Union-wide average masks variations in terms of traffic growth between FABs. As was
the case in 2016, the highest growth was observed for SW FAB (+7.0% vs. 2016), followed
by Baltic FAB (+5.8%), Danube FAB (+5.4%), and Blue Med FAB (+5.1%).

Figure 3: Traffic 2008-2017 (SES RP2 area)

Average daily en-route Service Units (TSUs) in the RP2 area continued to grow faster than
flights in 2017 (+5.9% vs. 2016, +20.6% vs. 2008), as shown in Figure 4. En-route service
units grow faster than IFR flights due to longer and heavier flights on average.

2008A 2009A 2010A 2011A 2012A 2013A 2014A 2015A 2016A 2017A
Average Daily IFR Flights 26 668 24 874 24 918 25 595 24 827 24 508 24 966 25 321 25 972 26 980
% Change -6.7% +0.2% +2.7% -3.0% -1.3% +1.9% +1.4% +2.6% +3.9%
Index (base 2008) 100 93.3 93.4 96.0 93.1 91.9 93.6 95.0 97.4 101.2
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Figure 4: En-route service units 2008-2017 (SES RP2 area)

Union-wide Performance in 2017

Table 2 shows the Union-wide targets for RP2 which, as mentioned earlier, were set by
Commission Implementing Decision 132/2014 [Ref.v] for the KPIs.

KPI 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
SAFETY

Level of Effectiveness of Safety
Management (EoSM)

State Level C
Safety Culture MO C
all other MOs D

Application of the RAT (Risk
Analysis Tool) methodology

SMIs Ground Ó 80% 100%
Overall Ó 80% Ó 80% Ó 80%

RIs Ground Ó 80% 100%
Overall Ó 80% Ó 80% Ó 80%

ATM-S Ground Ó 80% 100%
Overall Ó 80% 100%

ENVIRONMENT1

KEP (horizontal en-route flight efficiency – planned route) 4.78% 4.61% 4.44% 4.27% 4.10%

KEA (horizontal en-route flight efficiency – flown route) 2.96% 2.87% 2.78% 2.69% 2.60%

CAPACITY
Average en-route air traffic flow management (ATFM)
delay per flight (Minutes) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

COST-EFFICIENCY
Average Union-wide determined unit cost for en-route
air navigation services  (Real terms €2009)

56.64 54.95 52.98 51.00 49.10

Table 2: Union-wide Targets for RP2

Safety: As shown in Table 2, RP2 Safety targets for the application of RAT were only set for
2017, 2018 and 2019. For EoSM targets were only set for 2019.

Table 3 shows the performance achieved at Union-wide level against these targets in 2017

1 Targets for KEA and KEP are for 2019 only. Nevertheless, indicative target values have been provided
for the intermediate years (shown in grey/white).

2008A 2009A 2010A 2011A 2012A 2013A 2014A 2015A 2016A 2017A
Avg. Daily 288 405 270 573 277 796 292 495 287 378 292 959 305 946 315 050 328 437 347 744
% Change -6.2% +2.7% +5.3% -1.7% +1.9% +4.4% +3.0% +4.2% +5.9%
Index (base 2008) 100 93.8 96.3 101.4 99.6 101.6 106.1 109.2 113.9 120.6
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for Environment, Capacity and Cost-efficiency KPA.

KPI (UNION-WIDE)
2017

EU TARGET PERFORMANCE
Actual vs

target

ENVIRONMENT1

KEP (horizontal en-route flight efficiency – planned
route)

4.44% 4.73% U
KEA (horizontal en-route flight efficiency – flown route) 2.78% 2.81% U
CAPACITY
Average en-route air traffic flow management (ATFM)
delay per flight (Minutes)

0.5 0.94 U
COST-EFFICIENCY
Average Union-wide determined unit cost for en-route air
navigation services  (Real terms €2009)

52.98 47.32 V
Table 3: Actual performance at Union-level (2017)

Environment: Despite an improvement compared to 2016, the Union-wide targets for KEP
and KEA were not met in 2017. The performance improvement in 2017 with respect to 2016
was 0.18 percentage points (pp) for KEP (from 4.91% to 4.73%) and 0.015 pp for KEA (from
2.96% to 2.81%).

Capacity: Average en-route ATFM delay per flight continued to increase from 0.91 minutes
in 2016 to 0.94 minutes in 2017. As was the case in the previous two years, the Union-wide
target for en-route ATFM delay (0.5 minutes per flight) was not met in 2017.

Cost-efficiency: At Union-wide level, the actual en-route unit cost (47.32€2009) was -10.7%
lower than the en-route Union-wide target and -9.8% lower than the aggregated Performance
Plans Determined Unit Cost (52.47€2009). Actual en-route costs were -2.6% (-161.8 M€2009)
lower than the Determined Costs (6 164.5 M€2009), while the Total Service Units (TSUs) were
+8.0% higher than planned. As far as terminal cost-efficiency is concerned, the Union-wide
actual terminal unit cost (157.92€2009) was -4.7% lower than planned in the RP2 Performance
Plans. This results from the combination of higher-than-planned Terminal Navigation Service
Units (TNSUs) (+7.2%) and higher-than-planned terminal costs (+2.1%, or +22.1 M€2009).

Local level Performance in 2017

The summary information shown below relates to ANNEX 1 Section two of Regulation
390/2013, i.e. local target setting and performance monitoring at local level.

Safety: The Safety targets for RP2 were only set for 2019.

Environment: Targets for 2017 have been met by two of the nine FABs, namely DK-SE FAB
and SW FAB. All but Danube FAB showed an improvement compared to 2016.



Annual Monitoring Report 2017 – Union-wide view

Union-wide view 6 Chapter 1

2017 ENTITY REFERENCE VALUE PERFORMANCE
Actual vs.

target

KEA

(horizontal en-route
flight efficiency – flown

route)

Baltic 1.44% 1.63% U
Blue Med 2.62% 2.82% U
Danube 1.46% 1.62% U
DK-SE 1.20% 1.18% V

FAB CE 1.90% 1.91% U
FABEC 3.14% 3.23% U
NEFAB 1.29% 1.58% U
SW FAB 3.57% 3.25% V
UK-IRE 3.18% 3.70% U

Table 4: FAB-level view of Environment KPA (2017)

Capacity: With the exception of FABEC and SW FAB, all FABs achieved or surpassed their
targets in 2017.

2017 ENTITY REF. VALUE PP TARGET PERFORMANCE

En-route ATFM
delay

Avg. en-route air traffic
flow management

(ATFM) delay per flight
(minutes)

Baltic 0.21 0.21 0.10 V
Blue Med 0.18 0.37 0.23 V
Danube 0.04 0.03 0.01 V
DK-SE 0.10 0.10 0.02 V

FAB CE 0.29 0.28 0.18 V
FABEC 0.42 0.42 1.15 U
NEFAB 0.13 0.13 0.02 V
SW FAB 0.31 0.31 0.40 U
UK-IRE 0.26 0.26 0.16 V

Table 5: FAB-level view of Capacity KPA (2017)

Further detail of the performance at local level is provided in Table 6 below which shows the
performance at State level within each FAB for the Environment and Capacity targets
indicated in their Performance Plans.

FAB State
KEA En-route delay Arrival delay

Actual Target Actual Target Actual
Baltic Lithuania 1.81% 0.03 0.00 V 0.00 0.00 V

Poland 1.61% 0.23 0.11 V 0.04 0.14 U

Blue Med Cyprus 4.07% 1.50 1.11 V n/a 0.93
Greece 2.06% 1.00 0.21 V 0.10 0.65 U
Italy 3.10% 0.11 0.01 V 0.41 0.22 V
Malta 1.15% 0.02 0.00 V 0.10 0.01 V

Danube Bulgaria 1.78% 0.05 0.00 V 0.00 0.00 V
Romania 1.49% 0.00 0.01 U 0.00 0.31 U

DK-SE Denmark 1.10% N/A 0.00 0.11 0.03 V
Sweden 1.21% N/A 0.03 0.35 0.12 V

FAB CE Austria 2.19% 0.20 0.20 V 1.28 0.81 V
Croatia 1.51% 0.21 0.12 V 0.05 0.00 V
Czech Rep. 2.29% 0.09 0.05 V 0.35 0.07 V
Hungary 1.38% 0.05 0.01 V 0.05 0.03 V
Slovakia 2.15% 0.10 0.03 V 0.00 0.00 V
Slovenia 1.69% 0.22 0.00 V 0.00 0.00 V
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FAB State
KEA En-route delay Arrival delay

Actual Target Actual Target Actual
FABEC Belgium 3.84% N/A 0.59 n/a 0.60

France 3.35% 0.40 0.97 U 0.60 0.48 V
Germany 2.81% N/A 0.76 0.65 0.44 V
Luxembourg 0.00 0.48 0.05 V
Netherlands 3.04% N/A 0.30 2.00 3.21 U
Switzerland 4.41% 0.22 0.21 V n/a 1.33

NEFAB Estonia 1.36% 0.12 0.02 V 0.00 0.00 V
Finland 0.89% 0.08 0.00 V 0.14 0.26 U
Latvia 1.27% 0.04 0.00 V 0.04 0.00 V
Norway 1.95% 0.08 0.02 V 0.60 0.38 V

SW FAB Portugal 1.60% 0.14 0.19 U 0.60 1.08 U
Spain 3.72% 0.28 0.35 V 0.80 0.98 U

UK-IRE Ireland 1.35% 0.14 0.00 V 0.20 0.08 V
UK 4.14% 0.23 0.16 V 0.78 1.37 U

Table 6: State-level view of Environment and Capacity KPA (2017)

Cost-efficiency: The performance and charging schemes have been designed to ensure that
the cost-efficiency targets are directly used in the calculation of en-route and terminal unit
rates together with adjustments related to the various features of the scheme (such as
inflation, traffic risk, cost risk, incentives, etc.).

Table 7 (for en-route) and Table 8 (for terminal) identify whether the actual unit cost is lower
or higher than the determined unit cost (DUC) set in the Performance Plan, as well as the
drivers for this evolution in terms of cost and traffic.
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Table 7: Actual vs. Determined en-route Unit Costs in 2017

Due to the design of the scheme, NSAs have not reported any corrective measures per se in
respect of cost-efficiency but in some cases States report the drivers behind a deviation and
actions to improve cost-efficiency at local level. Details of these can be found in the Charging
Zone view for each SES State.

Particular attention is given to States that have significantly increased their costs compared
to their determined costs: Romania, Sweden and Switzerland for en-route; Switzerland,
Sweden, Romania and Germany (in absolute terms) for terminal. See more details in
Paragraphs 5.5.4 (for en-route) and 5.12.4 (for terminal).

In addition to the regulated cost-efficiency KPIs of the Performance Regulation, this report
also examines the Actual Unit Cost for airspace Users (also referred to as the “true cost for
users”), presented in section 5.8 (for en-route) and in section 5.14 (for terminal). This gives a
better reflection of the cost-efficiency performance from an airspace user’s point of view, since
it reflects the adjustments relating to 2017 activities that will be charged or reimbursed to users
in future years. Note that the “true cost” for users is different from the cost charged during the
year due to the adjustments foreseen in the performance scheme and SES Charging
Regulation.

2017 D UC , D C  and T SU summary R P 2 D UC , D C  and T SU summary

En-ro ute charging zo ne D UC  A C T  vs P P  (2017) C o sts A C T  vs P P  (2017) T SUs A C T  vs P P  (2017)

Greece -32.0% -20.4% 17.1%

Cyprus -22.0% -7.5% 18.6%

Spain Continental -16.8% -3.7% 15.8%

Hungary -15.2% 4.4% 23.2%

Ireland -13.2% -5.8% 8.6%

Portugal -12.9% 5.3% 21.0%

Germany -12.9% -5.1% 9.0%

Bulgaria -12.7% -10.8% 2.2%

United Kingdom -11.5% -1.6% 11.2%

Austria -11.3% -7.5% 4.3%

France -10.5% -3.2% 8.1%

Latvia -10.3% -6.8% 3.9%

Spain Canarias -9.1% -4.8% 4.6%

Netherlands -8.5% 3.6% 13.3%

Finland -5.8% -3.4% 2.6%

Denmark -5.5% -0.9% 4.8%

Estonia -4.7% -0.4% 4.5%

Italy -3.6% -9.6% -6.3%

Norway -3.6% -0.1% 3.6%

Poland -3.4% -3.6% -0.2%

Croatia -3.2% -3.7% -0.5%

M alta -3.2% 0.7% 4.1%

Slovenia -2.5% -0.5% 2.1%

Lithuania -1.1% 1.9% 3.0%

Belgium & Luxembourg -0.9% -0.3% 0.5%

Slovakia -0.3% -0.1% 0.3%

Switzerland 2.4% 10.1% 7.6%

Czech Republic 3.3% 7.3% 3.9%

Romania 6.5% 20.1% 12.7%

Sweden 10.02% 19.0% 8.2%

Union-wide -9.8% -2.6% 8.0%
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Table 8: Actual vs. Determined terminal Unit Costs in 2017

2017 D UC , D C  and T N SU summary R P 2 D UC , D C  and T N SU summary

T erminal charging zo ne D UC  A C T  vs P P  (2017) C o sts A C T  vs P P  (2017) T N SUs A C T  vs P P  (2017)

Greece -51.9% -31.0% 43.4%

Cyprus -36.4% -12.5% 37.6%

M alta -30.8% -25.5% 7.6%

Latvia -26.6% -20.9% 7.7%

Hungary -21.5% -11.4% 12.8%

Poland - Zone 1 -21.4% -2.1% 24.5%

Ireland -19.4% -6.6% 15.8%

Portugal -17.6% 6.2% 28.9%

Belgium Brussels -15.9% -5.1% 12.7%

Italy - Zone 2 -15.2% -11.8% 4.0%

Estonia -12.3% -5.9% 7.3%

Bulgaria -12.3% 16.5% 32.8%

Spain -12.2% 5.0% 19.6%

Luxembourg -12.1% 0.02% 13.8%

Belgium Liege -11.0% 6.1% 19.2%

Lithuania -10.0% 3.7% 15.2%

Poland - Zone 2 -9.9% -6.5% 3.8%

Italy - Zone 1 -9.3% -14.3% -5.5%

Croatia -9.1% -1.0% 8.8%

Belgium Charlero i -6.3% -19.1% -13.6%

Denmark -4.0% 3.9% 8.3%

France - Zone 1 -3.1% -4.7% -1.6%

Netherlands -1.9% 10.3% 12.5%

France - Zone 2 -1.1% 1.3% 2.5%

Norway -0.5% -10.1% -9.7%

Slovakia 2.5% 12.8% 10.0%

Romania 3.0% 27.0% 23.3%

Austria 4.5% -0.7% -5.0%

Belgium Antwerpen 4.8% 1.3% -3.4%

Finland 6.5% 12.4% 5.6%

Germany 6.7% 11.5% 4.5%

Czech Republic 7.0% 9.4% 2.3%

Slovenia 14.6% 17.8% 2.8%

Sweden 18.1% 24.6% 5.4%

Switzerland 19.5% 26.2% 5.6%

Belgium Oostende-Brugge 30.8% -9.5% -30.8%

Union-wide -4.7% 2.1% 7.2%
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2 Safety

Presentation of the Safety PIs and KPIs

In RP2, there are Union-wide targets for the following Safety KPIs (SKPIs):

¶ SKPI1: the Effectiveness of Safety Management (EoSM);

¶ SKPI2: the application of the severity classification based on the Risk Analysis
Tool (RAT) methodology.

The EoSM SKPI shows, at a State level, the capability of authorities to manage the State
Safety Programme (SSP) whenever it is in place and, at a service provision level, the service
provider’s capability to manage an effective Safety Management System (SMS). The
application of the severity classification based on the RAT methodology SKPI aims at
measuring to what extent the RAT methodology has been applied to assign severity levels to
reported ATM incidents by the ANSPs and the Member States. The level of Just Culture SPI
aims at measuring the level of presence and corresponding level of absence of just culture at
State and at ANSP level. The main objective of the indicator is to identify possible obstacles
and impediments to the application of just culture at State and ANSP level.

In addition, the regulation introduces three additional Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs)
without targets and for monitoring purposes. These are as follows:

¶ SPI1: The application by the air navigation service providers of automated safety data
recording systems where available, which shall include, as a minimum monitoring of
separation minima infringements and runway incursions. (This PI aims at measuring
if ANSPs use these tools in a just culture environment to improve the information and
analysis by the organisations’ SMS).

¶ SPI2: The reporting by the Member States and air navigation service providers on the
level of occurrence reporting, on an annual basis, aiming at measuring the level of
reporting and addressing the issue of improvement of reporting culture; and

¶ SPI3: The number of, as a minimum, separation minima infringements, runway
incursions, airspace infringements, and ATM-specific occurrences at all air traffic
services units.

The overview of all S(K)PIs used in RP2 are presented in Table 1. Their associated targets
are shown in Table 2 above.

Accidents and Serious Incidents with ANS Contribution

The data presented in this section relates to accidents and serious incidents.

Figure 5 shows the number of accidents and serious incidents between 2009 and 2017,
(defined by ICAO Annex 13 and assigned to an occurrence by a European Accident
Investigation Authority) that are related to the provision of ANS, alongside a rate calculated
using the number of flight hours performed within the EU. In the nine-year period analysed, it
is worth noting that most of the ANS-related accidents reported in the figure were non-fatal,
being the last fatal accident observed in 2012 (with 2 accidents that year), and that no fatal
accident with ANS contribution is registered in the analysed period, which makes them rare
(definitions of ANS-related and ANS-contribution and detailed scope of analysis are available
in the EASA report).

The figure shows a decreasing trend in the number of serious incidents since 2010, with some
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fluctuations in recent years around stabilised figures, whereas the number of accidents has
remained approximately static from 2010 with a decreasing trend from 2014 to reach a
minimum last year.

Figure 5: ANS related accidents and serious incidents (2009-2017)

Figure 6 shows accidents and serious incidents with ANS contribution identified in their
investigation. It is worth noting that the accidents shown in the graph were all non-fatal in the
nine-year period analysed. In 2017, there was no accident with ANS contribution. The rate of
ANS-contribution accidents and serious incidents has fluctuated in the analysed period,
mainly due to the lower number of occurrences, achieving a minimum in 2017. These
preliminary figures for 2017 suggest overall a better safety level than average previous eight
(8) years. All in all, this suggests that the ANS sector is adequately managing its safety risks
that directly relate to the air navigation services provided.

Figure 6: ANS contribution accidents and serious incidents (2009-2017)

More detailed analysis of ANS accidents and serious incidents are available in the EASA
report.
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Effectiveness of Safety Management

All 30 States and 31 ANSPs, including MUAC, filled in the questionnaires used for the
measurement of the EoSM SKPI in accordance with AMC/GM for the Implementation and
Measurement of Safety Key Performance Indicators (EASA Decision 2011/017R, amended
by ED Decision 2014/035/R and ED Decision 2015/028/R). In accordance with the AMC, the
responses of all States have been verified by EASA standardisation team while the responses
of the ANSPs have been verified by the State Competent Authorities.

The following paragraphs summarise the analysis of the EoSM results provided by the States
and ANSPs. Note that the EoSM scores provided by States were subject to EASA review
using the data from the standardisation audits and the follow up of the corrective measures.
Results of this verification exercise on State level can be found in the PRB Annual Monitoring
Report Local-level view.

Figure 7 and Figure 8 show the EoSM results of States and ANSP respectively in 2017.

The lowest EoSM Score provided by the individual States in 2017 is 46 with three (3) of the
States scoring below 50, as opposed to 6 States in 2016, and the highest EoSM score at
State level in 2017 is 88 (Figure 7). The average EoSM score has increased from 56 in 2015
and 60 in 2016, to 63.2 in 2017, which shows an increasing improvement throughout RP2.
These values are not directly comparable with RP1 values as there was no verification of the
self-assessed score in RP1. From the start of RP2, EASA has verified all self-assessed scores
including levels D and E with the exception of the questions Q3.8 (Safety Assurance), Q5.1
and Q5.2 (Safety Culture), all of them related to the existence and measurement of a safety
culture. This means that State responses were adjusted (if necessary) after EASA verification.

Figure 7: 2017 Effectiveness of Safety Management for States

As it is important to look at the results of EoSM both in terms of EoSM overall Maturity Score
and in terms of Maturity Level, and as the RP2 has introduced targets to be achieved by 2019
on EoSM Level, Figure 7 on the second axis shows EoSM Minimum Level achieved by each
State (EoSM scores (blue bars) vs. EoSM minimum Maturity Level achieved (on the second
axis – black dots)).

Despite the improvement on the EoSM overall score in 2017, Figure 7 supports the
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observation that some core elements of the safety oversight system still need improvements
in many States. These elements are closely monitored by EASA as part of its obligations.

Analysis of the overall EoSM Minimum Maturity Level Achieved further shows that five (5)
States out of 30 are already at Level C (Figure 7), the same number of States that achieved
the target level in 2016. Four States have a Level A. When excluding Component 5 – Safety
Culture, which was not verified, there are 21 States out of 30, 70%, below 2019 RP2 target
level C.

Figure 8 shows the EoSM results of ANSPs in 2017. The figure depicts the EoSM overall
Maturity Score (blue bars), the minimum Maturity Level (on the second axis – orange dots for
the Safety Culture component and purple triangle for all other management objectives)
achieved by at ANSP level. The RP2 has introduced targets to be achieved by ANSPs by
2019 on different management objectives of EoSM: to achieve at least minimum level D for
Safety Policy and Objectives, Safety Risk Management, Safety Assurance, and Safety
Promotion (depicted as a blue line in the graph) and at least level C for Safety Culture
(depicted as red line), as per Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2015/19.

The minimum effectiveness score by an individual ANSPs in 2017 is 45 with only one (1)
ANSP scoring below 50, which has, however, improved significantly from 2016. The maximum
effectiveness score at ANSP level in 2017 is 93, with eight (8) ANSPs above 90. The average
score value achieved by all ANSPs increased from 79 in 2015, and 80 in 2016 to 82.1 in 2017,
showing an increasing improvement throughout RP2.

The analysis of the overall EoSM Minimum Maturity Level Achieved by ANSPs shows that all
ANSPs are already at Level C or above for Safety Culture, which is the 2019 target Level, and
that 19 ANSPs out of 31, approximately 61%, have already achieved the 2019 EoSM target,
i.e. level D, for all other MOs (the four EoSM Components other than Safety Culture). When
looking at the evolution of performance from 2016 to 2017, it is worth noting that the number
of ANSPs that have achieved the target for all other MOs increased from 17 to 19.

Figure 8: 2017 Effectiveness of Safety Management for ANSPs

More detailed results of EASA EoSM review for each State are available in the EASA report.






















































































































