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1 Introduction

Safety management mechanisms comprise the system-level methods used to main-
tain and improve aviation safety at the international, national and organisation*

level. At the EU and national level, we strive to maintain the high level of safety al-
ready achieved, improve it and build up our ability to respond to future threats and
changes posing challenges to us. In a performance-based operating environment, this
also requires a clear statement about the acceptable level of safety performance?
we are working to achieve. The acceptable level is determined by setting strategic
safety objectives and the safety performance indicators® and targets required for
monitoring the achievement of the targeted level in practice. Ultimately, this is about
implementing safety policy into everyday actions.

Regulation evolving towards a performance-based direction sets the boundary condi-
tions for the operations and for their performance. Under the updated EASA Basic
Regulation®, which entered into force on 11 September 2018, the European Union
and its Member States are required to draw up aviation safety programmes and
plans, thus reinforcing the use of existing safety management elements, which the
states were already obliged to have in place under ICAO standards. Provisions on
these obligations are contained in the Finnish Aviation Act.

L For the purposes of this document, ‘organisations’ refers to any and all organisations that offer aviation-related
services, including but not limited to training organisations, air operators, maintenance organisations, organisa-
tions responsible for the design and manufacturing of aircraft, air traffic service providers, aerodrome operators,
and organisations providing ground handling services and aeronautical weather services.

2 AloSP, Acceptable level of Safety Performance

3 (EU) 2018/1139, or the so called EASA Regulation, contains the following definition: 'safety performance’
means the Union's, a Member State's or an organisation's safety achievement, as defined by its safety perfor-
mance targets and safety performance indicators;” (safety performance target, SPT, safety performance indicator,
SPI)

4 (EU) 2018/1139
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As part of the Finnish Aviation Safety Programme, Finland is to establish an ac-
ceptable level of national safety performance in relation to the aviation activities un-
der its responsibility. When specifying this performance, the safety targets set at the
EU level must be taken into consideration. The safety performance indicators and
targets set for Finnish aviation in this document specify the acceptable level of
safety performance, which Trafi and aviation organisations must achieve in
their daily operations.

A precondition for the use of advanced safety management mechanisms is dialogue
and cooperation between the organisations, national authorities and the EASA. Ra-
ther than taking place overnight, the transition to risk and performance-based opera-
tion requires the setting of clear targets and sustained work, sharing of best practices
and lessons learned, and continuous joint development. Other key elements are high-
lighting the role of safety information, more flexible response to identified threats,
safety promotion as well as risk and performance-based oversight and regulation.

The role of SPI/SPT indicators and the methods of cooperation in Finnish aviation
safety management are described in section 1.1.

1.1 The role of safety performance indicators and targets in

safety management

The Finnish Aviation Safety Programme® describes the national aviation safety man-
agement system. It comprises the same main elements as the organisations’ safety
management systems®.

- Identification of safety threats in Finnish aviation \ ( * Monitoring, measurement and oversight of Finnish
* Risk assessment - national risk pictures

aviation safety performance and the impact of actions

+ Actions - Finnish Plan for Aviation Safety ", Operators’ and sercive providers “organisation

+ Results to bear also on SPT and SPI updates i ) ~ profiles
* National safety performance indicators
and targets (SPIs, SPTs)

Safety policy,
objectives Safety

+ Safety policy
* Strategic safety objectives

and promotion
resources

« Internal and external
sharing of safety information
and training

The Figure above shows the elements of national safety management and their rela-
tionship with performance measurement. These elements are:

5 Finnish Aviation Safety Programme, FASP
6 Safety Management System, SMS
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1) Safety policy, objectives and resources: safety policy provides the top-down di-
rection for our activities. The safety policy and objectives are updated on the ba-
sis of new information and needs emerging in other operations. Strategic safety
objectives are needed to translate safety policy into concrete terms.

2) Safety risk management: we identify key threats and strengths to be maintained
in Finnish aviation, assess the risks and complete the measures required to man-
age the risks. The organisations play a key role as producers of national safety
information and participants in the national risk picture work’. Key national risk
management measures are updated annually to the Finnish Plan for Aviation
Safety® and implemented by Trafi and aviation organisations. New information
obtained through risk assessment also influences the updates of safety policy, ob-
jectives and indicators.

3) Safety assurance: comprises the monitoring, assessment and oversight of Finnish
aviation safety level, or the safety performance and the impact of the measures.
The tools used for this include the organisations’ profile information and national
safety performance indicators and targets®. The end result is assessed in terms of
the safety policy and strategic safety objectives: did the safety work carried out
by the Finnish authorities and organisations reach the targeted safety level? If the
targets are not reached, the level of the performance is not adequate in these re-
spects. In particular, the end result indicates what positive outcomes need to be
fostered and in which areas performance must be improved.

4) Safety promotion: contains the internal and external sharing of safety infor-
mation and training. This element contains a significant volume of cooperation
between Trafi and the organisations, for example in the form of workshops, sem-
inars and sparring. In a risk and performance-based operating environment, the
various elements overlap, and safety promotion is also a natural part of oversight.

1.2 Safety performance indicators and targets — Trafi’s obliga-
tions

Finland must specify an acceptable level of safety performance that must be
achieved at the national level. When specifying this performance, the safety objec-
tives set at the EU level must be taken into consideration.

For the safety performance indicators and targets monitored by Trafi, see Appendix
A. They consist of system-level, operational-level and FASP compliance!? indica-
tors and targets. The EASA and the ICAQ exercise oversight to ensure that Finland
has specified an acceptable level of safety performance and the necessary indicators
and targets for monitoring it. This oversight also includes monitoring national per-
formance.

1.3 Safety performance indicators and targets — organisations’
obligations

Each aviation organisation is responsible for the safety of their own activities. The
organisations have the duty to identify any threats to their operations, assess risks

" For more information, see the section 2.6 on Hazard / threat identification, safety risk assessment and manage-
ment (ICAO CE-8) in the Finnish Aviation Safety Programme.

8 Finnish Plan for Aviation Safety FPAS

9 Safety Performance Indicator (SP1), Safety Performance Target (SPT)

10 SSP compliance
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and take the required action to eliminate the risks or to mitigate them to an accepta-
ble level as part of their safety management. Under EU obligations, the organisa-
tions™’ safety management must also include safety performance monitoring and
measurement. National SPIs complement the safety level monitoring carried out by
the organisations and are a link between national and organisation-level safety man-
agement. In addition to national indicators, each organisation shall specify any other
indicators and targets required for their own safety management.

Trafi oversees the organisations’ safety management performance. Using national
SPIs in their safety management is part of the organisations’ safety management per-
formance.

Below is an example of the target set for the indicator of runway incursions**:

”Management of RI risks (target):

Processing of RI threats in the organisations’ own safety management processes -
Conducting a risk assessment of own operations, defining an acceptable level of
safety and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and implementing the
actions required and monitoring the efficiency of those actions.”

In practice, this target:

e Draws attention to a key threat

e Obliges the organisation to process the threat from the perspective of their own
operations in their safety management processes. The operator is left the free-
dom to assess the risk level of the threat in their operations, determine an ac-
ceptable level of safety and identify their own need for actions. Monitoring the
impact of the actions is essential. Rather than assessing the impact of actions
aiming to prevent RI cases exclusively through the actual number of RI cases per
individual operator, it would be more appropriate to assess whether or not the ac-
tions succeeded in eliminating or reducing the probability or seriousness of Rl
cases, that is their risk. This may be achieved by strengthening protective
measures associated with RI cases? or eliminating triggering factors that con-
tribute to their occurrence.

e Trafi oversees the processing of SPIs and implementation of monitoring by the
organisations.

It is important for the organisation to identify safety issues that they can control. Ad-
ditionally, it is vital for the organisation to pass on information for the national risk
picture on problems, which require cooperation between the organisations and au-
thorities or, for instance, international influencing to solve.

1 Runway Incursion, RI
12 proactive and reactive measures
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2 Appendices A-1: SPI/SPT summaries for Trafi and
aviation organisations

2.1 Instructions for reading the summaries

The summaries listed below as Appendices comprise the SPIs and SPTs for Finnish
aviation. Aviation organisations shall go through the summary applicable to their ac-
tivities and assess the suitability of the indicators and targets from the perspective of
their operations. The organisations shall integrate the SPIs and SPTs compatible
with their activities in their safety management processes.

The organisations should also go through the national SPIs and SPTs monitored by
Trafi. Trafi's summary covers safety objectives that concern national-level safety
work in the entire aviation sector. Both Trafi and the organisations contribute to the
success of this work and objective achievement. By specifying and publishing SPTs
which it is responsible for monitoring, Trafi also communicates about the focus ar-
eas of the authorities” work and key objectives for the effectiveness of this work.

The summaries for Trafi and the organisations define the direction and shape we
want the development of the Finnish aviation safety to take in the years to come and
the acceptable level of safety performance specified for Finnish aviation.

The following list contains the headings used in the summaries. In the summary of
Trafi’s indicators, the last column has been replaced by one showing the information
source of the indicator in question.

Strategic safety
objective

Identifier | Safety performance | Safety performance target | corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of
indicator, SPI (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied
until 31 December 2018 or new
SPI1/SPT

2.1.1

e  Strategic safety objective: the SPI in question, and the concrete SPT specified for it, have
been determined to monitor the implementation of this objective

e ldentifier: the identifier of the SPI in question

e Safety performance indicator, SPI: description/heading of the indicator and, if necessary, a
more detailed definition

e Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator: the concrete target set for the indicator
in question and, if necessary, a more detailed definition

e Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 Decem-
ber 2018 / new SPI/SPT: an indication of whether this is a new SPI/SPT or an unchanged or
modified SPI/SPT from the previous version of FASP Annex 2.

An effort has been made to set out the SPIs and SPTs in the summaries so that they
are as relevant as possible to the organisations of the aviation sector in question, and
to specify the operations for which the SPI is appropriate in the indicator definitions.
Due to differences between operations and operating environments, however, the or-
ganisations must assess the suitability of the indicators, introduce the SPIs relevant
to their operations, and be able to justify why the other SPIs in the summary are not
relevant to their operations.

Indicators for different levels of operations
The summaries contain both system-level and operational-level targets and indica-
tors. See below for a brief explanation of the different levels of the indicators.
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Use of tiers 1, 2 and 3 in the indicators

A three-tiered definition based on threat identification was used in the previous ver-
sion of FASP Annex 2. In this update, the definition of indicators is based on a divi-
sion between the system level and operational level used in the European Plan for
Aviation Safety EPAS and the state safety plan, FPAS. In addition to identifying
threats, the updated indicators are, in particular, focusing the monitoring on strength-
ening system-level issues. Those include system-level performance and activities
with positive outcomes identified to be fostered. The activities and the competence
through which the current level of safety performance has been achieved will be
maintained and strengthened.

Tier 2 and 3 SPIs carried over from the earlier version of FASP Annex 2, have been
grouped around the same tier 2 threat when appropriate in the organisations’ sum-
mary. In a three-tiered model:

e Tier 1 SPIs refer to the number of accidents, the fatalities associated with them and serious
incidents. This is the final publicly seen result of the safety level in Finnish aviation, which
is monitored in Finland, at the EU level and globally. However, this monitoring provides
little support for the day-to-day safety work. In the updated version, tier 1 is included in
Trafi’s summary.

e Tier 2 SPIs measure the functionality of the system and focus on certain key operational
threats identified as the most common direct factors leading to accidents. Their definitions
are in line with international definitions (including those of the ICAO). Some of the tier 2
SPIs have remained unchanged, or they have been modified for the organisations’ summar-
ies.

e Tier 3 SPIs were developed by reflecting on the contributing factors of tier 2 threats. Tier 3
SPIs may be contributing factors in one or several tier 2 threats. In these cases, the most sig-
nificant identified link has been included in the SPI identifier, for example RE/UA (Runway
excursion/ Unstable approach). Some of the tier 2 SPIs have remained unchanged, or they
have been modified for the organisations’ summaries.

System level
The Member States’ safety programmes and the organisations’
safety management systems comprise key system-level elements.

System-level themes are issues that concern an individual organisa-
tion, a system sector or the entire aviation system. System-level per- "
formance monitoring and targets set for improving the performance improve the
safety level of Finnish aviation across a broad front while maintaining and strength-
ening the activities and competence through which the current safety level has been
achieved.

System-level themes do not necessary have a direct, short-term link with individual
occurrences, incidents or accidents. System-level threats are background factors, ei-
ther easily identifiable or latent. For example, they may be associated with short-
comings in processes, procedures or operating cultures. If system-level threats are
not identified and if the risks caused by them are not managed, they may trigger or
contribute to an occurrence, an incident or an accident.

Operational level

Operational-level themes have more direct links with the actions of

an individual person, organisation or domain or environmental fac-

tors, including weather phenomena. Operational-level threats may

have direct links with a situation developing into an occurrence, an

incident or an accident. Operational-level threats and safety factors

are often identified by analysing information in occurrence reports and occurrence
data as well as by carrying out risk assessments. Risk management actions seek to
mitigate the probability of events that result in occurrences, incidents and accidents

10
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and to mitigate the seriousness of their consequences. The Figure below clarifies the
levels and the tiers in performance measurement.

By performance monitoring in FASP Appendix 2
By system-level safety performance indicators:
Monitor the strength of barriers
Monitor the effectiveness of selected actions
Foster and build up identified positive performance
Mitigate the weaknesses of existing barriers /create new barriers

By operative safety performance targets:
\ *  Monitor the risk level of the threat in question and ensure that the system-level actions

described above are completed
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An undesirable end result, e.g. an
Triggering factor — measured by A threat that may lead accident. Tier 1 SPIs are these end
tier 3 SPI to an accident. For results that efforts are made to

example, a tier 2 5PI prevent.

2.2 SPI-SPT summaries for Trafi and the aviation organisations:

Appendix A: National level aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SP1s/SPTs) monitored
by Trafi

0 System level

o0 Operational level

0 FASP level (SSP compliance)

Appendix B: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by com-
mercial air transport operators (aircraft, CAT OPS FW)

Appendix C: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by
flight training organisations (Complex ATO)

Appendix D: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SP1s/SPTs) monitored by
flight training organisations (Non Complex ATO)

Appendix E: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by air
navigation service providers (ANS) and, where applicable, meteorological service providers (MET)

Appendix F: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by air-
port operators (ADR)

Appendix G: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by
ground handling service providers (GH)

Appendix H: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SP1s/SPTs) monitored by com-
mercial air transport rotary wing (CAT OPS RW) and aerial work (SPO RW) operators

Appendix I: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by avia-
tion airworthiness and maintenance organisations (AIR)

11
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Appendix A: National level aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by Trafi

System level
Operational level

Level of FASP compliance (SSP compliance)

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental
friendliness. Trafi considers it particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a
view to their safe integration into the aviation system and third parties.
The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAO standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for
Finnish aviation, taking into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own
operations. Trafi oversees and promotes all of the above.

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous
training and international cooperation.

National-level aviation safety performance targets and indicators monitored by Trafi — system-level:

Strategic safety objective Identifier | Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Source
Continuous development (defined). Improvement of performance in the eval-
. o o . uation areas selected for each aviation domain; the evaluated organisations
T T Improvement of safety performance in the Finnish aviation domains shall at minimum reach the defined control level by the year 2021.
safety performance in all do- and particularly in the evaluation areas of safety management defined Trafi's oreanisation profile data
"y P . " SSP-SPI-1 | for each domain (e.g. subcontracting, risk management, management | Background to the target: & P
mains of the Finnish aviation of change MoC). In the target, performance is approached from the perspective of the entire do-
operators. main, for example all CAT OPS FW operators as a whole. For an individual oper-
ator, key areas to be improved may be partly or completely different from those
selected for SSP-SPI-1.
The key threats in Finnish avia- a) The central threats identified in Trafi’s national risk pictures are included in
tion have been identified and ) ) o ) . S ) the operators’ own portfolios/risk registers in all aviation domains. Scale: 95— | Trafi’s organisation profile data
will be addressed in the organ- | SSP-SPI-2 Taklng.the key thr(.eatslldtfntlfled in Trafl s r.latlfma.l risk .plcltures II"Ith ac- | 100% = green, 80-94% = yellow, <80% = red
C e, count in the organisation’s own operation in Finnish aviation domains.
isations’ safety management b) The central threats identified in Trafi’s national risk pictures are addressed
processes. in organisations and risk management action plans have been prepared.
Risk management in Finnish ) — .
The FPA i th impl t larl - | Trafi’ t file dat
aviation is a systematic, effi- Implementation of the measures included in the Finnish Plan for Avia- . € S measures ar.e i progress anfi i a.re mp .emen ed regularly (con rans 9rgan|sa T LS L
cient and continuously devel- SSP-SPI-3 tion Safety (FPAS) tinuous measures) or in accordance with the issued timetable. Scale: 95— Reporting to EASA
. y y 100% = green, 80—94% = yellow, <80% = red EASA/ EASA audits
oping effort.
Organisations’ emergency response plans (ERP) for cyber threat man- Organisations have defined an emergency response plan (ERP) for cyber Trafi’s organisation profile data
SSP-SPI-4
agement threat management. Scale: green / 100%, yellow / 80-99%, red: >80%
Finland has procedures and
operating models in place to In Finland, risk management related to cyber threats has been incorporated " L .
: L. . X . Trafi’s organisation profile data
manage cyber threats in the The inclusion of cyber threats risk management as part of aviation as part of aviation safety risk management at Trafi and among the organisa- Finnish aviation risk management
field of aviation. SSP-SPI-5 v & P tions: 2019: processes for cyber threat management are developed and docu- &

safety risk management at Trafi and among the organisations

mented. 2020: processes for cyber threat management are operational.
Scale: 95-100% = green, 80—94% = yellow, <80% = red

process / national risk pictures
and FPAS

12
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tion entering into force in 2019

green, 80-94% = yellow, <80% = red

Strategic safety objective Identifier | Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Source
Unmanned aviation is safely . . .
. . By 1 January 2020, all remotely piloted aircraft and recreational unmanned
integrated with regard to the . . . . . - . . . e .
Finnish aviation svstem and Reaching the users of remotely piloted aircraft and recreational un- aircraft (drones) sold in Finland will be accompanied with a notification
. . 4 SSP-SPI-6 | manned aircraft (drones) with safety information through drones sold (sticker/QR code/other) that obligates the user to study the applicable de- TBD
third parties. Drone operators - . . .
. in Finland cree and information on safe flying. Scale: green / 100%, yellow / 75-99%, red
are responsible for the safety
. . / <75%
of their operations.
E The responsibility of commercial drone operators to meet the require- | Commercial drone operators inspected in annual reviews fulfil the require-
Drone operators are responsi- | SSP-SPI-7 | ments set for insurance under the European insurance regulation (EC ments set for the insurance policies and safety evaluations. Scale: green / Oversight data
ble for the safety of their oper- 785/2004) and for the necessary safety assessments 100%, yellow / 90-99%, red / <90%
ations. Authorities will inter-
vene in infringing activities. . . - . . . . . Finnish drone operators and enthusiasts will complete training that is in
SSP-SPI-8 Completing drone flight training that is in keeping with the EU obliga keeping with the EU obligation entering into force in 2019. Scale: 95-100% = Oversight data

National-level aviation safety performance targets and ind

icators monitored by Trafi — operational level:

The safety level of Finnish avi-
ation remains high. No avia-
tion accidents occur where the
reasons are caused by the
Finnish aviation system.

Number of aviation accidents (absolute number and in proportion to
traffic volume)
A) Number of accidents including:
- all that occurred in Finland (including foreign AC/operators/license holders)
- all that occurred elsewhere than in Finland:

- to Finnish aircraft or

- A, B: Commercial air transport: no accidents

(= 2004-2016 average 0.1/100 000 hours flown)

C: in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising the
role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of safety
management in Finnish aviation.

- B: General and recreational aviation: < 10 accidents / 100 000 hours flown

Trafi / Traffic analysis

SPI 1.1 - to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license .
B) Number of accidents that occurred: (five-year average)
L ' (= 2004-2017 average 14.31 /100 000 hours flown and 2013-2017 14.86 /
- to Finnish aircraft or
. - e e 100 000 hours flown)
- to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license . . . . L . L.
. . . . . - C:in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising
C) Number of accidents listed in part A, to which the operation of the o e )
A - L - L. L the role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of
Finnish aviation system (activities of the Finnish aviation organisations) L .
. safety management in Finnish aviation.
has contributed
Number of fatal aviation accidents (absolute number and in proportion | - Commercial air transport: no fatal accidents
to traffic volume) (=2 1 fatal accident 2004-2017)
A) Number of fatal accidents including: C: in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising the
- all that occurred in Finland (including foreign AC/operators/license holders) role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of safety
- all that occurred elsewhere than in Finland: management in Finnish aviation.
- to Finnish aircraft or
SPI 1.2 - to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license - General and recreational aviation: < 0.6 fatal accidents / 100 000 hours Trafi / Traffic analysis
B) Number of fatal accidents that occurred: flown (five-year average)
- to Finnish aircraft or (= 2008-2017 average 3.52 / 100 000 hours flown, 2013-2017 average 2.85
- to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license and 2015-2017 0.6 / 100 000 hours flown)
C) Number of fatal accidents listed in part A, to which the operation of C: in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising the
the Finnish aviation system (activities of the Finnish aviation organisa- role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of safety
tions) has contributed management in Finnish aviation.
Number of fatalities in aviation accidents (absolute number and in pro- | - Commercial air transport: no fatalities
portion to traffic volume) (= 2004-2017 average 0.37 / 100 000 hours flown (Copterline))
A) Number of fatalities in accidents including: C: in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising the
- in all accidents that occurred in Finland (including foreign AC/operators/Ii- role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of safety
cense holders) management in Finnish aviation.
- in all accidents that occurred elsewhere than in Finland:
- to Finnish aircraft or - | tional aviation: i f 2 fataliti 1 h
SPI13 General and recreational aviation: maximum o atalities / 100 000 hours Trafi / Traffic analysis

- to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license
B) Number of fatalities in accidents that occurred:
- to Finnish aircraft or
- to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license
C) Number of fatalities in accidents listed in part A, to which the opera-
tion of the Finnish aviation system (activities of the Finnish aviation or-
ganisations) has contributed

flown (five-year average)

(=2 2004-2017 average 4.24 / 100 000 hours flown and 2013-2017 average
6.01 /100 000 hours flown. NB! The influence of the accident in Jami is in-
cluded in the numbers).

C: in case of an accident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemising the
role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of safety
management in Finnish aviation.
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aviation remains high.

vehicle, a person, an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle
while moving under its own power in any part of the airport other than
the active runway, excluding power pushback.

agement processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own oper-
ations, setting a target level, identifying and implementing the actions
required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

Strategic safety objective Identifier | Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Source
- Commercial air transport: downward trend in the rate of serious incidents
Number of aviation serious incidents (absolute number and in propor- in proportion to traffic volume (five-year average)
tion to traffic volume) (= 2004-2017 average 2.26 / 100 000 hours flown and 2014-2017 average
A) Number of serious incidents including: 1.97 /100 000 hours flown)
- all that occurred in Finland (including foreign AC/operators/license holders) C: in case of a serious incident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemis-
- all that occurred elsewhere than in Finland: ing the role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of
L - to Finnish aircraft or safety management in Finnish aviation.
The safety level of Finnish . - . . . .
L . . SPI1.4 - to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license Trafi / Traffic analysis
aviation remains high. . o . . . .
B) Number of serious incidents that occurred: - General and recreational aviation: downward trend in the rate of serious
- to Finnish aircraft or incidents in proportion to traffic volume (five-year average)
- to aircraft operated by a Finnish operator or with Finnish license (= 2004-2017 average 20.14 / 100 000 hours flown and 2014-2017 average
C) Number of serious incidents listed in part A, to which the operation of 26.88 /100 000 hours flown)
the Finnish aviation system (activities of the Finnish aviation organisa- C: in case of a serious incident, at this stage the goal is identifying and itemis-
tions) has contributed ing the role of the Finnish aviation system in these cases for the purposes of
safety management in Finnish aviation.
- Trafi has defined an acceptable level for RE risks. RE risks in Finland
Runway excursion (RE) remain at the acceptable level.
The level of runway safety in - Organisations have processed RE threats in their own safety man- National risk picture
Finnish aviation remains SPI12.1 A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway agement processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own oper- | Trafi’s organisation profile data
high. during takeoff or landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for ations, setting a target level, identifying and implementing actions re-
instance as the result of an evasive manoeuvre. quired, identifying and implementing the actions required, and moni-
toring the efficiency of these actions.
Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, - Trafi has defined an acceptable level for Rl risks. Rl risks in Finland
. RI-VAP remain at the acceptable level. . S
The level of runway safety in . . . National risk picture
Finnish aviation remains SPI12.2 A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is - Organisations have proces'sed RI. threats in their own'safety MAN3EE” | Trafi’s organisation profile data
high. present on the runway or its protected area, without clearance or other- ment processes — Conductlr-lg a rl-sk-assessr’rjent of the'_r own opera-
wise incorrectly. This includes low approaches executed without clear- tions, setting a target level, identifying and implementing the actions
ance or otherwise incorrectly. required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses - Trafi has defined an acceptable level for MAC risks. MAC risks in Fin-
o - ) ' land remain at the acceptable level. e
The safety level of Finnish o0 In m/d-a/r.co'/IISIons ofq/rcraft (m.anned, unmanned) and AIRP_ROX (air- - Organisations have processed MAC threats in their own safety man- Trafi’s oreanisation orofile dat
aviation remains high. ’ craft proximity, near miss) situations, the distance between aircraft as agement processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own oper- g profile data
well as their relative positions and speed have been such that the safety ations, setting a target level, identifying and implementing the actions
of the aircraft involved may have been compromised. required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
Controlled flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and similar incidents - Trafi has defined an acceptable level for CFIT risks. CFIT risks in Fin-
S ' ' ' land remain at the acceptable level. National risk picture
The safety level of Finnish spl2.4 Controlled flight into (or towarcfs) t'er'ra/n occurs when an airworthy air- - Organisations have processed CFIT threats in their own safety man- Trafi's oreanisation profile data
aviation remains high. ’ craft under the control of the pilot is inadvertently flown (or nearly agement processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own oper- 's organisation proti
flown) into terrain, water or an obstacle. This includes all cases of sepa- ations, setting a target level, identifying and implementing the actions
ration minima infringement between airborne aircraft and obstacles. required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
- Trafi has defined an acceptable level for LOC-I risks. LOC-I risks in Fin-
Loss of control in flight (LOC) land remain at the acceptable level. ) S
- ... . . National risk picture
The safety level of Finnish SPI2.5 Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of - Organisations have processed LOC-I threats in their own safety man- s eETEsen i ki
aviation remains high. an airborne aircraft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant devi- agement processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own oper-
ation from the aircraft’s intended flight path. ations, setting a target level, identifying and implementing the actions
required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in use - Trafi has defined an acceptable level for GCOL risks. GCOL risks in
(GeoL) Finland remain at the acceptable level.
The safety level of Finnish SPI2.6 A situation where an aircraft comes into contact with another aircraft, a - Organisations have processed GCOL threats in their own safety man- | National risk picture

Trafi’s organisation profile data
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FASP compliance performance indicators monitored by Trafi

Strategic safety objective Identifier | Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Source
Response:
We actively react to any short-
comings noted and implement | SSP- Indicator for Trafi’s External audit process: Findings detected in ICAO A minimum of 90% of findings detected in ICAO and EASA audits are cor- . .
. . . . . R . . . . Trafi / External audit process
corrective measures in the COMP-1 and EASA audits that were corrected within the given time period rected within the given deadline.
spirit of continuous improve-
ment.
Finl i the top five EUR-NAT tri the Ef-
SSP- Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme (USOAP) Effective Imple- n ?nd remains amqng . e. op five EU - coun T'?s measut:ed by. € .
The safety standards and pro- . fective Implementation indicator. In addition, a positive trend is achieved in ICAO USOAP
T COMP-2 mentation (%) . .
cedures observed in Finnish every audit/validation measure.
aviation comply with ICAO
standards and EU require- Finl t ive ISC (I iate Safety C findings in EASA au-
< SSP- ISC findings (Immediate Safety Concern) in EASA audits and SSC find- |'n and do'es not receive ISC ( mmedla. € Sa ety Concern) mdmgs'm' SAau .
ments. . . . . dits, and Finland does not have SSC (Significant Safety Concern) findings de- EASA and ICAO audits
COMP-3 ings (Significant Safety Concern) in ICAO audits
tected by ICAO.
The safety standards and op-
erating models in Finnish avia- | SSP- Implementing the new EU requirements on aviation applicable to Trafi | Trafi has implemented the new EU requirements on aviation applicable to Trafi
tion meet the EU require- COMP-4 on schedule in all aviation domains Trafi by the issued deadline: objective 100 % in each domain
ments.
The safety standards and pro-
d b d in Finnish Finl hes level 4 (SSP fully impl ted, 1009 1) 2021, i.e.
ce. u_res observe _m innis SSP- The implementation level of the national safety programme (FASP) LU L B AR |r.np emen e.d 00%) by apuary 021, i.e
aviation comply with ICAO COMP-5 evaluated in accordance with the ICAO criteria one year before the GASP target time (Effective Implementation rate El ICAO
standards and EU require- 100%). Scale: green / 98—100%, yellow / 93-97%, red / <93%
ments.
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Appendix B: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by commercial air transport operators (aeroplanes, CAT OPS FW)

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers it
particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system and

third parties.

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking into
account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees and

promotes all of the above.

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

cooperation.

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:

- commercial air transport operations by aeroplanes (CAT OPS FW)

Strategic safety objec- Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of
tive FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Improving the performance of the operators’ safety manage-
ment systems (SMSs).
- Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria. Trafi
Continuous develop- uses a total performance assessment tool for conducting
ment Of safety perfor- CAT FW- Performance of the organisation’s safety management system (SMS) evaluations. Operators can also utilise the assessment tool A new, system-level SPI/SPT
mance in all domains of SPI-1 for self-evaluations and development of SMS performance.
the Finnish aviation or- Background to the target:
ganisations The purpose of the target is that the operators will measure
and evaluate their safety management performance and iden-
tify areas in which performance should be improved, and work
to improve their performance.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway excursion, RE
CAT FW- A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during takeoff or LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.1 Runway ex-
SPI-RE landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the result of an evasive cursions (RE)
manoeuvre.
SPI LEVEL 3: RE/ Unstable approaches, UA
CAT FW- ] ) ) ) ) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.1 Unstable
SPI-RE/UA An unstable approach is any situation where the approach of an aircraft is not stable as Management of RE, UA, ARC and RTO risks: approaches (RE/UA)
per the criteria in the Flight Operations Manual (OM-A). - Operators have processed RE and RE/UA, ARC and HS RTO
o levall e ey SPI LEVEL 3: RE/Abnormal runway contact, ARC thre.t;\ts in t.helr own safety man.agement pro.cesses - Fc?n-
Y I E T S Cases involving any takeoff or landing where the aircraft makes abnormal contact with ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.5 Abnormal
A By CAT EW- the runway (or other landing area). Examples include hard/heavy landings, long/fast an acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re- runway contact (RE/ARC)
SPI-RE/ARC ) y ) ; g o p i y 'g » 10Ng, sponse levels, identifying and implementing the actions re-
landings, off-centre landings, significant crabbed landings, nose wheel first touchdown, quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. Modification: the definition has been clar-
tail strikes and wing tip/nacelle strikes as well as landing gear failure caused by abnormal ified
runway contact. Excludes cases of technical malfunction of landing gear.
SPI LEVEL 3: RE/ High speed rejected takeoff, HS RTO LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.6 High speed
CAT FW- ) rejected takeoff (RE/RTO)
SPI-RE/HS Cases v.vhere a rejected takef)fflwas executed aft.er the speed callout that, qs per standard Modification: the name was changed to
RTO op.Jeratmg procz.edure (SOP), indicates the transition from the low-speed regime to the stress the fact that this is a High speed
high-speed regime of the takeoff roll. RTO, and the definition was clarified
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

consistencies in AlS publication charts, e.g. permanent obstacles not marked on the chart.

Strategic safety objec- ip . A . . .
tive &l ¥ bl Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP Rl and RI/AC risk management:
CAT FW- A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is present on the ) g:"::;:: h;‘;i:rz(:::id ::ens‘:eili A:Otn':jr:?tt; mat:‘i;I(ras- LEV"?'— 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 Runway in-
The level of runway SPI-RI runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. This includes low L e - . cursions (RI-VAP)
R . . . sessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable
safety in Finnish avia- approaches executed without clearance or otherwise incorrectly.
. . . level of safety and the necessary control/response levels,
tion remains high. identifying and implementing the actions required and
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions by aircraft (RI/AC) monitgring the effliocienc of fhese actions ; LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.7 Runway in-
SPI-RI/AC ' v v & ¥ : cursions by aircraft (RI-VAP/RI AC)
SPI LEVEL 2: Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses
CAT EW- In mld—c.zlr cqll:s:o.ns of (JII’CI’(.th (manned, unmc.Jnned) and AIRPROX' (alrcrqft prO){lr'nlty, LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.3 Mid-air col-
near miss) situations, the distance between aircraft as well as their relative positions and . .
SPI-MAC . . lisions and near misses (MAC)
speed have been such that the safety of the aircraft involved may have been compro-
mised.
CAT FW- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.11 Separa-
SPI LEVEL 3: Separation minima infringements caused by aircraft (MAC/SMI AC) tion minima infringements caused by air-
SPI- . . .
Cases where an aircraft movement (e.g. action contrary to ATC clearance) caused an in- craft (MAC/SMI)
MAC/SMI . . . . . . A
AC fringement of a separation minimum between aircraft, between aircraft and terrain, or Modification: the name was changed to
between aircraft and controlled airspace. Management of MAC, SMI AC, Al, LB, TCAS IGN and stress that this is about SMls caused by
NAV ERROR risks: aircraft
- t h MAC, SMI AC, Al, LB, TCAS IGN
. CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: MAC/ Airspace infringement, Al Operators have processe.d . S S
The safety level of Finn- and NAV ERROR threats in their own safety management | | £vEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.14 Airspace
ish aviation remains SPI- Cases where an aircraft entered controlled or restricted airspace or an ADIZ without ap- processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own op- infringements (MAC/AI)
high. MAC/AI propriate clearance or permission. erations, defining an acceptable level of safety and the nec-
essary control/response levels, identifying and implement-
CAT FW- . . . . . o - LEVEL 3: FASP A 2, SPI 3.15 Level
SPI LEVEL 3: Level busts of more than 300 feet or more than 200 feet in RVSM airspace ing the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of nnex eve
SPI- (MAC/Level bust, LB) these actions busts of more than 300 or 200 feet
MAC/LB ! ' (MAC/LB)
CAT FW-
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.16 Incorrect
SPI-MAC PI LEVEL 3: | t to TCAS-RA (MAC/ TCAS IGN !
/s 3: Incorrect response to TCAS-RA (MAC/ ) response to TCAS-RA (MAC/ TCAS IGN)
TCAS IGN
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Lateral deviations from cleared flight path (MAC/NAV ERROR) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.17 Lateral
deviations from cleared flight path
SPI-MAC/ Cases where an aircraft deviated laterally from its cleared flight path or ATC clearance,
(MAC/NAV ERROR)
NAV ER- e.g. following the wrong SID/STAR or deviating from the assigned SID/STAR or track by Modification: The definition will be clari-
ROR more than the maximum defined for the track in question. fied
SPI LEVEL 2: Controlled flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and similar incidents
CAT FW- Controlled flight into (or towards) terrain occurs when an airworthy aircraft under the LFVEL_Z: FASP Annex 2, SP|_2-4 Controlled
SPI-CFIT control of the pilot is inadvertently flown (or nearly flown) into terrain, water or an obsta- ﬂ_'ght mtlo ol _towards terrain (CFIT) and
cle. This includes all cases of separation minima infringement between airborne aircraft similar situations
and obstacles. CFIT, QNH, GPWS and CHART risk management:
CAT FW- - Operators have processed CFIT, QNH, GPWS and CHART
. SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Incorrect altimeter pressure settings (CFIT/QNH) threats in their own safety management processes — Con- LE\./EL 3: FASP Annex 2'.SPI 3.18 Incorrect
The safety level of Finn- CFIT/QNH ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining altimeter pressure settings (CFIT/QNH)
ish aviation remains an acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re-
high. CAT FW- sponse levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.19 Ground
SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Ground Proximity Warning System terrain warnings (CFIT/GPWS) quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. Proximity Warning System terrain warn-
CFIT/GPWS ings (CFIT/GPWS)
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Errors, omissions and inconsistencies in aeronautical charts (CFIT/CHART) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.20 Errors and
omissions in aeronautical charts
SPI- Errors, omissions and inconsistencies in aeronautical chart data in aircraft databases, in-
(CFIT/CHART)
_l(EFlT/CHAR volving incorrect or outdated SID/STAR/waypoint information, or errors, omissions or in- Modification: provided a more accurate

definition and heading
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

high.

an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle while moving under its own power
in any part of the airport other than the active runway, excluding power pushback.

of safety and the necessary control/response levels, identi-
fying and implementing the actions required and monitor-
ing the efficiency of these actions.

Strategic safety objec- ip . A . . .
tive &l ¥ bl Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
CAT FW- Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an airborne air- LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SP1 2.5 Loss of
SPI- LOC-I craft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from the aircraft’s in- control in flight (LOC-I)
tended flight path.
CAT FW- . :
SPI- LOC-I/ SPI LEVEL 3: Laser interference (LOC-I/LASER) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.21 Laser in-
LASER Cases where laser interference was perpetrated terference (LOC-I/LASER)
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Low speed and high speed cases (LOC-1/SPEED) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SP13.22 Low
SPI- LOC-1/ Cases where the airspeed of an airborne aircraft was above the situation-specific maxi- speed and high speed cases (LOC-I/SPEED)
SPEED mum or below the situation-specific minimum during any phase of flight, including stick Modification: The definition will be clari-
shaker cases. fied
SPI LEVEL 3: Wake turbulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE)
CAT FW- ) . .
SPI- LOC- Cases where an aircraft encountered the wake turbulence of another aircraft and this pre- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.23 Wake tur-
|/WAKE cipitated an incident. Excludes loss of wake vortex separation, unless it precipitates an in- bulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE)
cident.
CATFW- | SPILEVEL 3: Fire or smoke on aircraft (LOC-I/FIRE) zi\fkf(;:/;srzrg?tn(f_’é)zc'_ls/i'l :&?4 Fire or
SPI- LOC- All cases where fire was detected on an aircraft and cases where smoke was detected Loc, LASER: SPEED, WAKE, FIRE, ICE, LS, LOADING, TIEDOWN Modification: a more accurate definition
I/FIRE that put or could have put the aircraft's safe operation at risk. and FCONT risk management: i b 'd' q
- Operators have processed LOC-1, LASER, SPEED, WAKE, will be provide
The safety level of Finn- SPI LEVEL 3: Deicing and anti-icing errors (LOC-1/ICE) FIRE, ICE, LS, LOADING, TIEDOWN and FCONT threats in
ish aviation remains Cases in which: their own safety management processes — Conducting a risk
high. CAT FW- - deicing or anti-icing was not performed or was performed incorrectly/inadequately, or assessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.25 Deicing
SPL. LOC. the aircraft departed after the holdover time had elapsed level of safety and the necessary control/response levels, and anti-icing errors (LOC-I/ICE)
VICE - deicing or anti-icing fluid residue caused problems identifying and implementing the actions required and moni- | Modification: The definition will be clari-
- the aircraft’s own deicing systems cannot cope with icing in flight, or the aircraft has no toring the efficiency of these actions. fied
deicing system and encounters icing conditions. Excludes malfunctions in the de-
icing/anti-icing system.
CAT FW- . . .
SPI- LOC- SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight or balance
LS / difference between actual weight and loadsheet weight (LOC-I/LS) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.26 Aircraft
weight and balance errors (LOC-1/LOAD)
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight or bal- Modification:
SPI- LOC-I/ | ance/ Actual loading different from loading instructions/loadsheet, work error (LOC- LOAD-SPI will be divided into three parts.
LOADING I/LOADING) More specific definitions will be provided
CAT EW- for each indicator. Linked not only to LOC-
SPI- LOC-1/ SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight or bal- | but also RE threat (LS-SPI).
ance/ incorrect or deficient load tiedown (LOC-I/TIEDOWN)
TIEDOWN
SPI LEVEL 3: Control system failures (LOC-1/FCONT)
CAT EW- Cases involving failures in the control systems of an aircraft, including flight control sur- LEVEL 3: SPI 3.27 Control system failures
SPI- LOC-I/ face failure, autoflight system failure and control indicator failure (e.g. airspeed and atti- (LOC-I/ FCONT)
ECONT tude data). Modification: the definition will be clari-
Control system failure affects the controllability of the aircraft and the situational aware- fied
ness of the flight crew, and hence may lead to loss of control or a runway excursion.
GCOL risk management:
SPI LEVEL 2: Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in use - Operators have processed GCOL threats in their own LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.6 Ground
The safety level of Finn- CAT FW- (Gcol) safety management processes - Conducting a risk assess- collisions — collisions while taxiing to or
ish aviation remains SPL- GCOL A situation where an aircraft comes into contact with another aircraft, a vehicle, a person, ment of their own operations, defining an acceptable level | from a runway in use (GCOL)

Modification: The definition will be clari-
fied
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

airport or on board the aircraft."

the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of
these actions.

Strategic safety ob- - - A . . .
'ectivegl v Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
J 31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Management of risks related to taxi and line-up upon takeoff:
- Operators have processed threats caused by human er- | | FvEL 3: SPI 3.35.1 Human error and other
ror in taxi or line-up upon takeoff in their own safety disruptions in taxi or line-up, leading to
The safety level of . . . . . : : . . .
L L CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Human error and other disruptions in taxi or line-up, leading to wrong con- management processes — Conducting a risk assessment wrong configuration, wrong weight,
Finnish aviation re- ' . . . . . _ .
. . SPI- PHUF figuration, wrong weight, wrong FMS data or wrong location upon takeoff. (PHUF) of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of wrong FMS data or wrong location upon
mains high. . .
safety and the necessary control/response levels, identi- | takeoff. (PHUF)
fying and implementing the actions required and moni-
toring the efficiency of these actions.
Refuelling risk management:
- Operators have processed threats related to refuelling in
the operators’ own safety management processes - Con-
The safety level of CAT FW- L
L y . PN ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defin- LEVEL 3: SPI 3.35.3 Refuelling incidents
Finnish aviation re- SPI- FUEL- SPI LEVEL 3: Refuelling incidents and occurrences (FUELING) .
refing el ING ing an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- and occurrences (FUELING)
' trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac-
tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these ac-
tions.
CAT FW- SPI LEVEL 3: Fatigue during occurrences in flight operations (FAT OPS)
SPI-FAT i i :
OPS Cases where fatigue results in a mistake or other occurrence. Management of risks related to fatigue management: LEVEL 3: SPI 3.35.2 Fatigue during flight
- Operators have processed fatigue management related | onerations and air navigation services
threats in their own safety management processes - (FAT)
The safety level of Conducti isk t of thei ti de-
Finnish aviation re- SPI LEVEL 3: Cases of fatigue/decreased alertness during flight operations (FAT ORG) onducting a risk assessment ot their own operations, de
mains high CAT FW- ) ' ) ) fining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary Modification: The indicator will be modi-
gh. SPI-FAT Cases I{vhere fat/gu? or decreased fJ/ertness /s'exper/er'wed'. Causa/fact(?rs for'thls may be control/response levels, identifying and implementing the | fied to only relate to flight operations. The
ORG found./n fh'e organlsqt/on 's operation (e.g. shift planning/implementation, failure to rest) actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these FAT indicator will be divided into two cat-
or an individual's actions. . egories: FAT OPS and FAT ORG
actions. g 5
Flight crew incapacitation risk management:
SPI LEVEL 3: Flight crew incapacitation - Operators have processed flight crew incapacitation
(INCAPA) threats in their own safety management processes -
The safety level of . . . .
o CAT FW- Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, de- | A new SPI/SPT
nnish aviation re-
n;air:s hi Vrl] ! SPI-INCAPA | Flight crew incapacitation, in which a crew member is unable to manage his/her duties fining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
gn- during the flight. Typical causal factors may include food poisoning or an attack of illness. control/response levels, identifying and implementing the
actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
actions.
Unruly passenger risk management:
SPI LEVEL 3: Unruly passenger at airport or on aircraft (UNRULY) - Operators have processed threats related to unruly pas-
sengers in their own safety management processes -
The safety level of CAT FW- Cases referred to in ICAO Convention Annex 17: "A passenger who fails to respect the Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, A new SPI/SPT
Finnish aviation re- SPI-UN- rules of conduct at an airport or on board an aircraft or to follow the instructions of the defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
mains high. RULY airport staff or crew members and thereby disturbs the good order and discipline at an control/response levels, identifying and implementing
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Annex C: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by flight training organisations (Complex ATO)

parties.

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers it
particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system and third

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking into
account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees and
promotes all of the above.
Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international cooperation.

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
- Flight training (C-ATO)

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

jset:::itleeglc FEIEE) Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Safety objective: improving the performance of the organisations’
safety management system (SMS)
- Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria. In this re-
spect, Trafi uses a total performance assessment tool to evalu-
ate the SMS performance. Organisations can also utilise the as-
sessment tool for self-evaluations and development of SMS per-
. formance.
Continuous develop- L. - Examples of key SMS areas for ATO organisations include:
ment of safety perfor- Performance of the organisation’s safety management system (SMS) 0 comprehensive and timely change management A new, system-level SPI/SPT
mance in a!l dom'alhs oI 0 monitoring and measuring of the safety level
of the'Fln'msh e 0 updating the risk register and timely response to risks
RIS 0 monitoring the impact of risk management measures —
impact on the risk and the safety level
Background to the target:
The purpose of the target is that the organisations will measure and
evaluate their safety management performance and identify areas in
which performance should be improved, and work to improve their
performance.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway excursion, RE
C-ATO- SPI- | A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during takeoff or . LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.1 Runway ex-
RE landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the result of an evasive RE and AR_C ”?k management: . . cursions (RE)
- Organisations have processed RE and ARC threats in their own
manoeuvre. ) .
The Ie\{el qf rt_mwaY SPI LEVEL 3: RE/Abnormal runway contact, ARC safety.managemen.t process.es — Conducting a risk assessment
safety in Finnish avia- of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.5 Abnormal
tion remains high. Cases involving any takeoff or landing where the aircraft makes abnormal contact with and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and im- runway contact (RE/ARC)
C-ATO- SPI- | the runway (or other landing area). Examples include hard/heavy landings, long/fast plementing the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of
RE/ARC landings, off-centre landings, significant crabbed landings, nose wheel first touchdown, these actions. Modification: the definition has been clar-
tail strikes and wing tip/nacelle strikes as well as landing gear failure caused by abnormal ified
runway contact. Excludes cases of technical malfunction of landing gear.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP Rl and RI/AC risk management:
C-ATO- SPI- | A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is present on the - Organisations have processed Rl and RI/AC threats in their own LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 runway in-
The level of runway | R runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. This includes low safety management processes — Conducting a risk assessment of | cursions (RI-VAP)
safety in Finnish avia- approaches executed without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and
tion remains high. the necessary control/response levels, identifying and implement- ]
;';/AAT(?' SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions by aircraft (RI/AC) ing the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these ac- Ic-E\r/:(I;:s ECZTr?rr;?f?RZI:\/S:II’;RT AR(l:J)nway In-

tions.
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

and/or insufficient or incorrect decisions as the weather changed precipitated an incident
during a training flight. In addition to LOC-I, WX- SPI is linked to CFIT.

jS:::itveeglc safety ob- Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.3 Mid-air col-
lisions and near misses (MAC)
SPI LEVEL 2: Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses L ) )
C-ATO-SPI- In mid-air collisions of aircraft (manned, unmanned) and AIRPROX (aircraft proximity, ::IL?ddelgc:at:?i:;:zr'IL\TI(a)nc::lFi)re\;azil:)cr;sitiraetI:;)n-
MAC near miss) situations, the distance between aircraft as well as their relative positions and v ) . .
speed have been such that the safety of the aircraft involved may have been compro- controlled aeradromes, instruction flights
mised. in the surroundings of non-controlled aer-
odromes, and instruction flights in the
training areas of controlled aerodromes.
SPI LEVEL 3: MAC/ Airspace infringement, Al .
C-ATO-SPI- . . . . Management of MAC, Al, LB and NAV ERROR risks: LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.14 Airspace
MAC/Al Cases'where an aircraft entered controlled or restricted airspace or an ADIZ without ap- - Processing MAC, Al, LB, and NAV ERROR threats in the or- infringements (MAC/AI)
The safety level of propriate clearance or permission. ganisations’ own safety management processes — Conduct-
Finnish aviation re- ing a risk assessment of their own operations, defining an ac- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SP1 3.15 Level
mains high. ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/response busts of more than 300 or 200 feet
C-ATO-SPI- | SPILEVEL 3: Level busts of more than 300 feet (MAC/LB) levels, identifying and implementing the actions required (MAC_/_LB)_
MAC/LB and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. Modification : the ATO heading and defi-
nition are to be changed by dropping
RVSM airspace LB (200 feet) in the indica-
tor.
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.17 Lateral
C.ATO-SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Lateral deviations from cleared flight path (MAC/NAV ERROR) deviations from cleared flight path
MAC/ NAV Cases where an aircraft deviated laterally from its cleared flight path or ATC clearance, (MAC/NAV ERROR)
ERROR e.g. following the wrong SID/STAR or deviating from the assigned SID/STAR or track by
more than the maximum defined for the track in question. Modification: The definition will be clari-
fied
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
C-ATO-SPI- Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an airborne air- LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.5 Loss of
LOC-I craft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from the aircraft’s in- control in flight (LOC-I)
tended flight path.
SPI LEVEL 3: Wake turbulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE)
C-ATO-SPI- Cases where an aircraft encountered the wake turbulence of another aircraft and this pre- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.23 Wake tur-
LOC-I/WAKE | cipitated an incident. Excludes loss of wake vortex separation, unless it precipitates an in- bulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE)
cident. LOC-I, WAKE, LOAD and WX risk management: -
- Organisations have processed LOC-I, WAKE, LOAD and WX \I;\f;?Efl;S;:dAsbzg:::):efrlosrzl(iozg ;A‘/'Lrg:‘g)
The safety level of SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight or balance thre?ts n t.he"' own safety man'agement proFesses B 'Cc')n- Mo&giification: a more accurate definition
. L ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining .
Finnish aviation re- (LOC-1/LOAD) was provided
. . C-ATO-SPI- an acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re- .
mains high. LOC-I/LOAD | Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to the weight, balance or loading of air- sponse levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- NB! In the CAT OPS FW domain, LOAD-SPI
craft. In flight training, the indicator has special reference to flight preparation by the stu- quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. has been divided into three parts. For
dent. ATOs, the LOAD indicator will not be di-
vided. Linked not only to LOC-I but also RE
threat (LS-SPI).
SPI LEVEL 3: Errors in accounting for or interpreting weather observations and incidents
caused by weather (LOC-I-WX)
C-ATO-SPI- | Flight training cases where weather data has not been accounted for sufficiently in flight A new indicator in this form
LOC-I/WX preparation, or they have been interpreted incorrectly, and cases where poor weather
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Strategic safety ob-
jective

Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of
FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT

The safety level of
Finnish aviation re-
mains high.

Management of risks related to fatigue management:

Organisations have processed fatigue management re-
lated threats in their own safety management processes
- Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations,
defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
control/response levels, identifying and implementing the
actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
actions.

LEVEL 3: SPI 3.35.2 Fatigue during flight
operations and air navigation services
(FAT)

Modification: The indicator will be modi-
fied to only relate to flight operations. The
FAT indicator will be divided into two cat-
egories: FAT OPS and FAT ORG

The safety culture in
Finnish aviation has
a high standard.
Good safety culture
is maintained and
developed.

The objective of the monitoring is maintaining and developing
a good reporting culture in the organisation:

- ensuring a sufficient number of reports and receiving
the safety information by monitoring and setting tar-
gets for the trends and level of report numbers and
reporting quality

- evaluating whether the atmosphere is trustful and en-
couraging enough to promote the reporting of your
own mistakes, and defining the measures required for
maintaining and/or developing the atmosphere.

A good safety culture contains a trustful atmosphere in which
encouragement is provided for producing and sharing safety in-
formation openly. In an atmosphere of this type, persons dare
also report their own mistakes. This first-hand information pro-
duced by reporters is a highly valuable information source for
safety work.

A new indicator

The safety level of
Finnish aviation re-
mains high.

Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI
C-ATO-SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Fatigue during occurrences in flight operations (FAT OPS)
FAT OPS Cases where fatigue results in a mistake or other occurrence.

SPI LEVEL 3: Cases of fatigue/decreased alertness during flight operations (FAT ORG)
C-ATO-SPI- Cases in which fatigue or decreased alertness is experienced. Causal factors for this may
FAT ORG be found in the organisation's operation (e.g. shift planning/implementation, failure to

rest) or an individual's actions.

SPI LEVEL 3: Number and type of occurrence reports

The indicator contains the number of occurrence reports in the organisation's operations
C-ATO-SPI- in proportion to flight hours. It is also used to monitor the number of occurrence reports in
JUST proportion to flight hours where the reporter relates a mistake made by them as part of

the occurrence.

SPI LEVEL 3: Serious technical problems in aircraft (TECHNICAL)

Cases where a technical fault caused a flight to be aborted, an emergency to be declared

or an aircraft to be grounded. Examples:

e engine failure
e malfunction of a control, compression or other critical system or device (e.g. propel-
ler or rotor)

C-ATO-SPI- e serious damage to electrical wiring interconnection system (EWIS)
TECHNICAL

e significant fluid leak or fluid spoiling (e.g. fuel or hydraulic fluid)
e significant structural flaw, including rupture, corrosion, wear and tear or delamina-
tion
e significant maintenance error observed in connection with normal operation
Different technical problems in an aircraft may cause a serious incident or an accident if
not reacted to in time. Engine failure, especially on a single-engine aircraft, will immedi-
ately precipitate a serious incident.

TECHNICAL risk management:

Organisations have processed TECHNICAL threats in their
own safety management processes - Conducting a risk as-
sessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable
level of safety and the necessary control/response levels,
identifying and implementing the actions required and
monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

LEVEL 3: SPI 3.34.5 Serious technical
problems in aircraft (LOC-I/TECH-
NICAL)

Modification: the definition was modified.
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Appendix D: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by flight training organisations (Non Complex ATO)

Finnish aviation safety policy

third parties.

and promotes all of the above.

cooperation.

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers it
particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system and

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAO standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking
into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
- Flight training (Non Complex ATO)

Strategic safety

. Identifier
objective

Safety performance indicator, SPI

Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of
FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT

Continuous devel-
opment of safety
performance in all | NC-ATO-SPI-
domains of the 1

Finnish aviation
organisations

Performance of the organisation’s safety management system (SMS)

Safety objective: improving the performance of the organisa-
tions’ safety management system (SMS)
- Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria.
- Examples of key SMS areas for ATO organisations include:
0 comprehensive and timely change management
0 monitoring and measuring of the safety level
0 updating the risk register and timely response to
risks
0 monitoring the impact of risk management
measures — impact on the risk and the safety level

Background to the target:

The purpose of the target is that the organisations will measure
and evaluate their safety management performance and iden-
tify areas in which performance should be improved, and work
to improve their performance.

A new, system-level SPI/SPT

SPI TASP 2: Runway excursion, RE

these actions.

NC-ATO- SPI- | A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during takeoff or | RE and ARC risk management: LEV";L 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.1 Runway ex-
RE landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the result of an evasive - Organisations have processed RE and ARC threats in cursions (RE)
The level of run- manoeuvre. their own safety management processes — Conducting
way safety in Finn- SPI LEVEL 3: RE/Abnormal runway contact, ARC a risk assessment of their own operations, defining an
EENEHLILES Cases involving any takeoff or landing where the aircraft makes abnormal contact with acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, 5P1 3.5 Abnormal
mains high. NC-ATO- SPI- g any ; g . . trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the | runway contact (RE/ARC)
the runway (or other landing area). Examples include hard/heavy landings, long/fast . . . -
RE/ARC landi ff-centre landi ignificant crabbed landi heel first touchd actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these o o
andings, off-centre landings, significant crabbed landings, nose wheel first touchdown, actions. Modification: the definition has been clar-
tail strikes and wing tip/nacelle strikes as well as landing gear failure caused by abnormal ified
runway contact. Excludes cases of technical malfunction of landing gear.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP Rl and RI/AC risk management: LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI1 2.2 Runway in-
The level of run NC-ATO-SPI- | 4 runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is present on the i irg:r:x:lg:fsera\::az;o?:ee:t erzrc.lgs;le/sA—cCt:r:Z?Jtci | @RS (AR,
L RI runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. This includes low . . v g . P . ..
way safety in Finn- L ing a risk assessment of their own operations, defining
ish aviation re- : an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- -
. . . o . . . LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.7 Runway in-
mains high. NC-ATO- SPI- ) ) ) trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the cursions by aircraft (RI-VAP/RI AC)
RI/AC SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions by aircraft (RI/AC) actions required and monitoring the efficiency of v
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

craft. In flight training, the indicator has special reference to flight preparation by the stu-
dent.

thrjaet;?:;safety Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.3 Mid-air col-
SPI LEVEL 2: Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses I|5|on's'ancf nearmisses (MA(?) .
NC-ATO-SP! In mid-air collisions of aircraft (manned, unmanned) and AIRPROX (aircraft proximity, Modlflcatlo_n: In ATO 0|:.)erat.|ons_ are in-
- lay . . , . , . . e cluded particularly landing circuits at non-
MAC near miss) situations, the distance between a/'rcraft qs well as their relative positions and controlled aerodromes, instruction flights
speed have been such that the safety of the aircraft involved may have been compro- . . .
mised. in the surroundings of non-controlled air-
ports, and instruction flights in the train-
ing areas of controlled airports.
NC-ATO-sp. | 5P LEVEL 3: MAC/ Airspace infringement, Al Management of MAC, Al, LB and NAV ERROR risks: LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.14 Airspace
MAC/Al Cases where an aircraft entered controlled or restricted airspace or an ADIZ without ap- - Processing MAC, Al, LB, and NAV ERROR threats in the or- infringements (MAC/AI)
The safety level of propriate clearance or permission. ganisations’ own safety management processes — Con-
Finnish aviation ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining | LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.15 Level
remains high. an acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re- | busts of more than 300 or 200 feet
sponse levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- | (MAC/LB)
EACA-S'L(;—SPI— SPI LEVEL 3: Level busts of more than 300 feet (MAC/LB) quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. Modification : the heading and definition
for ATOs are to be changed by dropping
RVSM airspace LB (200 feet) in the indica-
tor.
SPI LEVEL 3: Lateral deviations from cleared flight path (MAC/NAV ERROR) LEV.EL.?’: FASP Annex 2, SP.I 3.17 Lateral
NC-ATO-SPI- ) ' ' ] deviations from cleared flight path
MAC/ NAV Cases whe(e an aircraft deviated Iaterally. frc?m its cleared fllght path or ATC clearance, (MAC/NAV ERROR)
ERROR e.g. following the wrong SID/STAR or deviating from the assigned SID/STAR or track by Modification: The definition will be clari-
more than the maximum defined for the track in question. fied
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
NC-ATO-SPI- | Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an airborne air- LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.5 Loss of con-
LOC-I craft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from the aircraft’s in- trolin flight (LOC-I)
tended flight path.
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.23 Wake tur-
SPI LEVEL 3: Wake turbulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE) bulence incidents %LO_C"/ WAKE)'
NC-ATO-SPI- | Cases where an aircraft encountered the wake turbulence of another aircraft and this pre- Modification: t.he |nd|cat9 r a.pplles to non-
LOC-I/WAKE | cipitated an incident. Excludes loss of wake vortex separation, unless it precipitates an in- | LOC-l, WAKE, LOAD and WX risk management: .comple)_( ATO.S i tr.1e destinations of their
e - Organisations have processed LOC-I, WAKE, LOAD and WX | instruction flights include aerodromes
The safety level of threats in their own safety management processes — Con- | With schedule flights or other air traffic
Finnish aviation ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining | Where the WAKE threat is realistic.
remains high. an acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re- | LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.26 Aircraft
sponse levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- | Weight and balance errors (LOC-I/LOAD)
quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. Modification: a more accurate definition
SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight or balance was provided
e (LOC-1/LOAD) NB! In the CAT OPS FW domain, LOAD-SP!
LOC-I/LOAD Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to the weight, balance or loading of air- has been divided into three parts. For

these organisations, specific definitions
will be provided for each indicator. Linked
not only to LOC-I but also RE threat (LS-
SPI). For ATOs, the LOAD indicator will not
be divided.
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of

Strategic safet ip .. A . . .
ob'ect?ve v Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator FASP Annex 2 version to be applied until
! 31 December 2018 / new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 3: Errors in accounting for or interpreting weather observations and incidents Managem.ent.of ";ks related to adV|at.|or.1 weathe;: lated
caused by weather (LOC-I-WX) - Organls?tlons ave ProFesse aviation weather relate
. o . o threats in the organisations’ own safety management pro-
The safety level of NC-ATO-SPl- | Flight training cases where weather data has not been accounted for sufficiently in flight - @A 3 (X ESSETaTR el S e
Finnish aviation LOC-1/WX preparation, or they have been interpreted incorrectly, and cases where poor weather e, el e eesprelle e 6P eRy e dha ases. A new indicator in this form
remains high. andy/or insufficient or incorrect decisions as the weather changed precipitated an incident sary éontrol/response levels, identifying and implementing
durlng'a' fraining flight o the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
In addition to LOC-I, WX- SPI is linked to CFIT. actions
The objective of the monitoring is maintaining and developing
a good reporting culture in the organisation:
- ensuring a sufficient number of reports and receiving the
safety information by monitoring and setting targets for
e Sy QRS SPI LEVEL 3: Number and type of occurrence reports the trends and level of report numbers and reporting qual-
S L ity
n F|nn|'sh aviation The indicator contains the number of occurrence reports in the organisation's operations - evaluating whether the atmosphere is trustful and encour-
has a high stand- NC-ATO-SP|- | in proportion to flight hours. It is also used to monitor the number of occurrence reports in aging enough to promote the reporting of your own mis- A new indicator
ard. Good safety JUST proportion to flight hours where the reporter relates a mistake made by them as part of takes, and defining the measures required for maintaining
culture is main- the occurrence ' .
. . and/or developing the atmosphere.
tained and devel- . .
oped - A good safety culture contains a trustful atmosphere in
pec. which encouragement is provided for producing and shar-
ing safety information openly. In an atmosphere of this
type, persons dare also report their own mistakes. This
first-hand information produced by reporters is a highly
valuable information source for safety work.
SPI LEVEL 3: Serious technical problems in aircraft (TECHNICAL)
Cases where a technical fault caused a flight to be aborted, an emergency to be declared
or an aircraft to be grounded. Examples:
* enginefa'i/ure ) . ) TECHNICAL risk management:
e malfunction of a control, compression or other critical system or device (e.g. propel- - Organisations have processed TECHNICAL threats in their LEVEL 3: SPI 3.34.5 Serious technical
The safety level of e ler or rotor) ' o ' own safety management processes - Conducting a risk as- | problems in aircraft (LOC-I/TECH-
Finnishlaviation TECHNICAL e serious damage to electrical wiring interconnection system (EWIS) sessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable NICAL)

remains high.

e significant fluid leak or fluid spoiling (e.g. fuel or hydraulic fluid)
e significant structural flaw, including rupture, corrosion, wear and tear or delamina-
tion
e significant maintenance error observed in connection with normal operation
Different technical problems in an aircraft may cause a serious incident or an accident if
not reacted to in time. Engine failure, especially on a single-engine aircraft, will immedi-
ately precipitate a serious incident.

level of safety and the necessary control/response levels,
identifying and implementing the actions required and
monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

Modification: the definition was modified.
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Appendix E: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by air navigation service providers (ANS) and, where applicable,

meteorological service providers (MET)

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers
it particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system
and third parties.
The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking
into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees
and promotes all of the above.
Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international
cooperation.

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
air navigation service providers (ANS) and, where applicable, meteorological service providers (MET)

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

The level of runway
safety in Finnish
aviation remains
high.

takeoff or landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the
result of an evasive manoeuvre.

ANS- SPI-RE/UA

SPI LEVEL 3: RE/ Unstable approaches, UA

An unstable approach is any situation where the approach of an aircraft is not
stable as per the criteria in the Flight Operations Manual (OM-A).

own safety management processes — Conducting a risk as-
sessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable
level of safety and the necessary control/response levels,
identifying and implementing the actions required and moni-
toring the efficiency of these actions.

.Stra.teglc safety ob- Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
jective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Safety objective: improving the performance of the service pro-
Continuous devel- viders’ safety management system (SMS)
opment of safety - Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria.
performance in all ANS-SPI-1 Performance of the organisation’s safety management system (SMS) Background to the target: A new, system-level SPI/SPT
domains of the The purpose of the target is that the service providers will measure
Finnish aviation or- and evaluate their safety management performance and identify
ganisations areas in which performance should be improved, and work to im-
prove their performance.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway excursion, RE RE risk management:
ANS- SPI-RE A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during - Service providers have processed RE and UA threats in their | LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.1 Runway ex-

cursions (RE)

LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.1 Unstable ap-
proaches (RE/UA)

The level of runway
safety in Finnish
aviation remains
high.

SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP

A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is pre-

ANS- SPI-RI sent on the runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incor-
rectly. This includes low approaches executed without clearance or otherwise in-
correctly.

ANS- SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions with direct/indirect ATC contribution (RI-

RI/ATCO VAP/RI ATCO)

Rl risk management:

- Service providers have processed Rl risks in their own safety
management processes - Conducting a risk assessment of
their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety
and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and im-
plementing the actions required and monitoring the effi-
ciency of these actions.

LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 Runway in-
cursions (RI-VAP)

LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.8 Runway in-
cursions with direct/indirect ATC contribu-
tion (RI-VAP/RI ATCO)
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

The safety level of
Finnish aviation re-
mains high.

MAC/SMI ATCO

SPI LEVEL 3: Separation minima infringements with direct/indirect ATC contri-
bution (MAC/SMI ATCO)

SPI LEVEL 3: MAC/ Airspace infringement, Al

Cases where an aircraft entered controlled or restricted airspace or an ADIZ

Service providers have processed MAC, SMI ATCO, Al and
MAC/LB threats in their own safety management processes
— Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, de-
fining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con-
trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac-

Strategic safety ob- g - - . . .
.. = Y Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
jective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses
In mid-air collisions of aircraft (manned, unmanned) and AIRPROX (aircraft o )
ANS-SPI-MAC proximity, near miss) situations, the distance between aircraft as well as their L_EVEL 2: FASP An'nex 2, SP12.3 Mid-air colli-
relative positions and speed have been such that the safety of the aircraft in- sions and near misses (MAC)
volved may have been compromised.
MAC, SMI ATCO, Al and MAC/LB risk management:
ANS-SPI- - LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.12 Separation

minima infringements with direct/indirect
ATC contribution (MAC/SMI ATCO)

mains high.

a person, an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle while moving
under its own power in any part of the airport other than the active runway, ex-
cluding power pushback.

and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and im-
plementing the actions required and monitoring the effi-
ciency of these actions.

ANS-SPI- ’ ’ o ) . - tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. | LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.14 Airspace
MAC/AI without appropriate clearance or permission. Also includes failure of coordina- infringements (MAC/AI)
tion between ATS bodies, resulting in an aircraft entering controlled airspace
without the receiving ATS being aware of it.
ANS-SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Level busts of more than 300 feet or more than 200 feet in RVSM LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.15 Level busts
MAC/LB airspace (MAC/LB) of more than 300 or 200 feet (MAC/LB)
SPI LEVEL 2: Controlled flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and similar inci-
dents
LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.4 Controlled
ANS-SPI-CFIT Controlled flight into (or towards) terrain occurs when an airworthy aircraft un- flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and
der the control of the pilot is inadvertently flown (or nearly flown) into terrain, similar situations
water or an obstacle. This includes all cases of separation minima infringement | CFIT, CFIT/QNH and CFIT/ CHART risk management:
between airborne aircraft and obstacles. - Service providers have processed CFIT, CFIT/QNH and CFIT/
CHART threats in their own safety management processes —
The safety level of ¢ cp|. . , jreats y manag P > | LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.18 Incorrect
Finnish aviation re- SPI LEVEL 3: Incorrect altimeter pressure settings (CFIT/QNH) Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defin- . ]
. . CFIT/QNH . altimeter pressure settings (CFIT/QNH)
mains high. ing an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con-
SPI LEVEL 3: Errors, omissions and inconsistencies in aeronautical charts trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.20 Errors and
(CFIT/CHART) tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. omissions in aeronautical charts
ANS-SPI- Errors, omissions and inconsistencies in aeronautical chart data in aircraft data- (CFIT/CHART)
CFIT/CHART bases, involving incorrect or outdated SID/STAR/waypoint information, or er- o '
rors, omissions or inconsistencies in AlS publication charts, e.g. permanent ob- M°_d'_f'_cat'°“’ prowf:led a more accurate
stacles not marked on the chart. definition and heading
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
ANS-SPI- LOC-| | Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an air- dott and. Loc-i/ _WAKE risk management: LEV";L 2 FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.5 Loss of con-
borne aircraft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from - Service !:)rovu:!ers have processed LOC-l and LOC-I/ WAKE trol in flight (LOC-I)
The safety level of the aircraft’s intended flight path. threats in their own safety management processes — Con-
Finnish aviation re- ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defining an
mains high. SPI LEVEL 3: Wake turbulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE) acceptable level of safety and the necessary control/response
ANS-SPI-LOC- | cgses where an aircraft encountered the wake turbulence of another aircraft icuels; identifying andimplementingthe actionsirequirediand s SIEVEE S A BRSO Akl
I/WAKE and this precipitated an incident. Excludes loss of wake vortex separation, un- moniteHnzheicificieneyiofthesclactons: bulence incidents (LOC-I/WAKE)
less it precipitates an incident.
SPI LEVEL 2: Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in GCOL risk management: LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2. SPI 2.6 Ground col-
(GcoL) - Service providers have processed GCOL threats in their own T O o
use . . lisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a
The safety level of safety management processes - Conducting a risk assessment . GeoL
Finnish aviation re- | ANS-SPI- GCOL | A situation where an aircraft comes into contact with another aircraft, a vehicle, of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety | "U"Way Inuse ( )

Modification: The definition will be clari-
fied
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

SPI LEVEL 3: Air navigation service technical systems and functions

SPI LEVEL 3: Serious problems, errors or shortcomings of aviation weather
service (TECH/WX)

Includes serious, long-lasting or extensive disruptions during which the aviation

Strategi fety ob- . . - e . . .
. ra. egic satety o Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
jective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
ANS-SPI- TECH LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.32 Air naviga-

tion service technical systems and func-
tions

LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.32.1 Weather
observation errors (WX)

mains high.

situation where NOTAM shows the area as deactivated, incorrect area data or
late area reservation.

own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and
the necessary control/response levels, identifying and imple-
menting the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of
these actions.

?EICSHS/I\),\I/X weather service was not available for operators or ATC (e.g. AFTN connection, o . o
weather observation system) and cases where aviation safety was or could have . . N . . Modification: the heading and definition
been put at risk due to a significant error or inadequacy in the service (e.q. in- D il "?ks LSRG EC e AR ] were modified.
correct QNH data, missing TAF AMD or SIGMET). SEERS AR WA

- Service providers have processed threats related to air navi-
SPI LEVEL 3: Air navigation services communications system malfunctions or gation service technical systems and functions, including cy-
disruptions (TECH/COM) bersecurity, in their own safety management processes —
ANS-SPI- Cases where air navigation services communications systems (e.g. phone, FPL, .Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defin- LEV_EL 3: FA_SP Annex 2, S.PI 3-32-2 Air navi-
TECH/COM OLDI, Eurocat coordination) experienced an ATM-specific occurrence with Euro- ing an acceptable Iev.el of s.af.ety 2l _the necessary con- gation services communications system
The safety level of control ESARR 2 severity classification C (Ability to provide safe but degraded trol/response Ieve_ls, |f:lent|fy|ng.a.nd implementing jche actions | malfunctions or disruptions (MAC/COM)
Finnish aviation re- ATM service) or above. The severity of the incident may be assessed using the required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
mains high. Risk Analysis Tool developed by Eurocontrol. Background: A number of technical systems are used to provide air
SPI LEVEL 3: Air navigation services navigation system malfunctions or disrup- naw_c.]a.tlon serwce's. Many of them have back-up s.ystemsfo.r
tions (TECH/NAV) providing the service in case of an error or a fault in the main sys-
tem. In this case, aircraft are not necessarily aware of the fault. In . .

ANS-SPI- Cases where air navigation services navigation systems (e.g. ILS, VOR, DME) ex- | some cases, however, no backup system existed or the backup sys- LE\{EL 3: FASP Anne?x 2{ SPI 3.32.3: Air navi-

TECH/NAV perienced an ATM-specific occurrence with Eurocontrol ESARR 2 severity classifi- | tom was inadequate, and the error or fault affected service provi- gatlon s:r'wces 'naV|gat|on system malfunc-
cation C (Ability to provide safe but degraded ATM service) or above. The sever- Sty D G S B 6 e S 6 S e o tions or disruptions (MAC/NAV)
ity of the incident may be assessed using the Risk Analysis Tool developed by Eu- T
rocontrol.

SPI LEVEL 3: Air navigation services surveillance system malfunctions or dis-
ruptions (TECH/COM)

ANS-SPI- Cases where air navigation services surveillance systems (e.g. Eurocat, radar) LEWIEL &5 (sl (mmin &, B2 S 2 17 et

TECH/MAC/SUR | experienced an ATM-specific occurrence with Eurocontrol ESARR 2 severity clas- gatlop services survglllance system mal-
sification C (Ability to provide safe but degraded ATM service) or above. The se- functions or disruptions (MAC/SUR)
verity of the incident may be assessed using the Risk Analysis Tool developed by
Eurocontrol.

Management of risks related to airspace reservations and their
processing:
SPI LEVEL 3: Errors in airspace reservations and their processing (ASM) - Service providers have processed threats related to airspace
The safety level of reservations and their processing in their own safety man-
Finnish aviation re- | ANS-SPI-ASM Errors in the ASM airspace reservation process, including active D/P/R area in a agement processes - Conducting a risk assessment of their A new SPI/SPT
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Appendix F: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by airport operators (ADR)

Finnish aviation safety policy

and third parties.

and promotes all of the above.

cooperation.

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers
it particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking
into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
- aerodrome operators (ADR)

Stratesic safet Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP
obiec t?ve y Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
! cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
Safety objective: improving the performance of the operators’
Continuous devel- safety management system (SMS)
a opment of safety - Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria.
performance in all ADR-SPI-1 Performance of the organisation’s safety management system (SMS) Background to the target: A new, system-level SPI/SPT
domains of the The purpose of the target is that the operators will measure and
Finnish aviation or- evaluate their safety management performance and identify ar-
ganisations eas in which performance should be improved, and work to im-
prove their performance.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway excursion, RE RE and RWY CON risk management:
ADR- SPI-RE A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during - Operators have processed RE and RWY CON threats in LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SP1 2.1 Runway ex-
The level Of_ rur_]— takeoff or landing. This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the their own safety management processes — Conducting a cursions (RE)
szy sgf:z'ty Ll result of an evasive manoeuvre. risk assessment of their own operations, defining an ac-
ish aviation re-
) : ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/response ] S
mains high. ADR- SPI- SPI LEVEL 3: Deficiencies in runway condition and related information levels, identifying and implementing the actions required ?:\:Ertvié\tiz-:\g:ir;ixazr;dslIg;'ti:?:fgf:;ﬁim
RE/RWY CON (RE/RWY CON) and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. (RE/RWY CON)
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP
A runway incursiorr is any situation whr'ere an aircraft, vehicle or p.ers?n is present LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 Runway in-
ADR- SPI-RI on the runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. cursions (RI-VAP)
This includes low approaches executed without clearance or otherwise incor-
rectly. RI risk management
. . . - Operators have processed Rl risks in their own safety man- .
The level of run- ADR- SPI-RI/VE- | SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions caused by ground vehicles . . . LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.9 Runway in-
agement processes - Conducting a risk assessment of their . .
way safety in Finn- | HICLE (RI-VAP/RI VEHICLE) . o cursions caused by ground vehicles (RI-
) o own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and
ish aviation re- . "y ) VAP/RI AC)
) . the necessary control/response levels, identifying and im- e Ls . .
mains high. plementing the actions required and monitoring the effi- bR LA LB DL E L el
ciency of these actions two separate SPIs: Rl VEHICLE and RI
ADR- SPI- . . ¥ ' OTHER. RI-VEHICLE contains runway incur-
RI/OTHER SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions caused by persons (RI-VAP/RI OTHER) sions caused by ground vehicles, the causes
of which include maintenance, rescue ser-
vices or temporary arrangements with their
convoys.
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

Strategic safet . .. A . . .
. ?' Y Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
objective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Controlled flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and similar inci-
dents
' ' ) ) ) LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.4 Controlled

ADR-SPI-CFIT Controlled flight into (or towards) terrain occurs when an airworthy aircraft un- | CFIT and CFIT/OBSTACLE risk management: flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and sim-

der the control of the p’l‘?t"s inadvertently flown (or ne'arlyf{o!/vn) Into terrain, - Operators have processed CFIT and CFIT/OBSTACLE threats | ilar situations
The safety level of water or an obstacle. This includes all cases of separation minima infringement in their own safety management processes — Conducting a
Finnish aviation re- between airborne aircraft and obstacles. risk assessment of their own operations, defining an ac-
mains high. SPI LEVEL 3: Lack of information on obstacles (OBSTACLE) ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/response

Shortcomings and errors related to temporary obstacles to air navigation: tem- Ievjls’ |d§tnt|fy|n§hancifl'n'?plemer;'ilg gthe i'ctlons required

ADR-SPI- porary obstacles to air navigation erected without an appropriate permit or in vi- and monttoring the efficiency of these actions. A new SPI/SPT

CFIT/OBSTACLE olation of published procedures, including cranes etc., or cases with errors or
shortcomings in the examination of obstacles to air navigation.

SPI LEVEL 2: Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in .
LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.6 Ground colli-
use (GCOL) . .. . .
. . . . . . . sions — collisions while taxiing to or from a
ADR-SPI- GCOL A situation whe're an aircraft comes /n'to'contact with another a/rcraft, a veh'/c/e, runway in use (GCOL)
a person, an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle while moving
undr.fr its own power in any part of the airport other than the active runway, ex- Modification: The definition will be clarified
cluding power pushback.
SPI LEVEL 3: Insufficient supervision at apron and other apron related occur- o
rences (GCOL/APRON) GCOL risk management: LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 730 Insufficient
_ supervision at apron (GCOL/APRON)
ADR-SPI- Cases where supervision on the apron is lacking and/or passengers gained access SLC AR pro.cesse.d (0L, Sl e
The safety level of GCOL/APRON to areas where they should not be. Also includes other occurrences in apron level CIADIAEL) TArtee s [ sl erm Cel i [Tl e ificati i
nesa etY evelo L e . . cesses — Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera- Modification: a more accurate heading and
Finnish aviation re- activities, for example shortcomings in paint markings and incorrect placement ) . derinitiontverelorovided
. . ; tions, defining an acceptable level of safety and the neces- P
mains high. of fleet. Excludes SEC cases (security). sary control/response levels, identifying and implementin
v P » ICCNEITYINg anc imp &  ["LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.31 FOD (For-
the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these . . . .
SPI LEVEL 3: Foreign Object Debris in the manoeuvring area and apron, and e eign Object Debris) in the manoeuvring area
damage caused (GCOL/FOD) and apron, and damage caused (GCOL/FOD)

ADR-SPI- Includes all cases where objects and materials in the manoeuvring area and Modification:

GCOL/FOD apron in places where they should not be caused or could have caused damage The definition will be clarified, and the data
or risk to aircraft, the environment or persons. Also includes cases where the re- on the location of the event (location on
quired FOD inspection was not carried out. stand, on apron, on runway, on taxiway)
FOD cases may also be linked to LOC-I cases. and potential link to LOC-I cases are to be

specified.

ADR-SPI- TECH Management of risks related to aerodrome technical systems LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.33 Aerodrome

The safety level of
Finnish aviation re-
mains high.

SPI LEVEL 3: Aerodrome technical systems and functions

SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings in airport rescue services (PEPA)

ADR-SPI-

TECH/PEPA Cases where shortcomings or faults are noted in airport rescue services, e.g. per-
sonnel numbers, equipment or the alert system.

ADR.SP| SPI LEVEL 3: APIS equipment malfunctions (APIS)

TECH/APIS Cases with shortcomings or errors in the functioning or work of the APIS system,

a signaller or a Marshaller.

and functions:

Operators have processed threats related to aerodrome
technical systems and functions, including cybersecurity, in
their own safety management processes — Conducting a
risk assessment of their own operations, defining an ac-
ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/response
levels, identifying and implementing the actions required
and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

technical systems and functions

LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.33.1 Short-
comings in airport rescue services (PEPA)

A new SPI/SPT

The safety level of
Finnish aviation re-
mains high.

ADR-SPI-LIGHTS

SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings in aerodrome lights (LIGHTS)

Faults and shortcomings in aerodrome light systems, e.g. PAPI or runway lights.

Management of risks related to shortcomings in aerodrome
lights:

Operators have processed threats related to shortcomings
in aerodrome lights in their own safety management pro-
cesses - Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera-
tions, defining an acceptable level of safety and the neces-
sary control/response levels, identifying and implementing
the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
actions.

A new SPI/SPT
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Appendix G: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by ground handling service providers (GH)

cooperation.

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers
it particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system

and third parties.
The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking
into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees
and promotes all of the above.
Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
- ground handling service providers (GH)

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

ic saf
Str'a te?'c safety Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
objective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
. Safety objective: improving the performance of the service
Continuous devel- providers’ safety management system
opment of safety k dtoth A new, system-level SPI/SPT
performance in all Performance of the organisation’s safety management system 1 LT 0 B e e . ) ) ) » SY
domains of the GH-SPI-1 The purpose of the target is that the service providers will
Finnish aviation measure and evaluate their safety management performance
organisations. and identify qreas in Whlc"h performance should be improved,
and work to improve their performance.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP
A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is present LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 Runway incur-
GH- SPI-RI on the runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. sions (RI-VAP)
This includes low approaches executed without clearance or otherwise incorrectly. | Ry risk management
- Service providers have processed RI nsksr in th(.elr own LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.9 Runway incur-
The level of run- safety management processes - Conducting a risk assess- . .
. . . . sions caused by ground vehicles (RI-VAP/RI
way safety in ment of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of AC)
ity i ety control s vl US| ocaton: e s een e
’ GH- SPI-RI/ VE- . . . - . two separate SPIs: Rl VEHICLE and RI OTHER.
PI LEVEL 3: R hicles (RI-VAP/RI VEHICLE ffi fth t .

HICLE S 3: Runway incursions caused by ground vehicles ( / ) efficiency of these actions RI-VEHICLE contains runway incursions
caused by ground vehicles, the causes of
which include maintenance, rescue services
or temporary arrangements with their con-
VOoys.

SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
GH-SPI- LOC-I Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an air- LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.5 Loss of control
borne aircraft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from the LOC-I and ICE risk management: in flight (LOC-I)
aircraft’s intended flight path. - Service providers have processed LOC-1 and ICE threats in
The safety level of SPI LEVEL 3: Deicing and anti-icing errors (LOC-1/ICE) their own safety management processes — Conducting a
Finnish aviation oy e — risk assessment of their own operations, defining an ac-
remains high. - deicing or anti-icing was not performed or was performed incorrectly/inade- ceptable level offsafety and the necessary cc?ntrol/res.ponse LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.25 Deicing and
GH-SPI- LOC-I/ quately, or the aircraft departed after the holdover time had elapsed |evelspidentifylngiandimplementingiciactiansiregiiied anti-icing errors (LOC-I/ICE)
ICE - deicing or anti-icing fluid residue caused problems and menitoring the efficiency of these actions.

- the aircraft’s own deicing systems cannot cope with icing in flight, or the aircraft
has no deicing system and encounters icing conditions. Excludes malfunctions in
the deicing/anti-icing system.

Modification: The definition will be clarified
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT of FASP

Strategic safet . .. s . . .
. ?' Y Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator Annex 2 version to be applied until 31 De-
objective
cember 2018 / new SPI/SPT
/ SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight

GH-SPI- LOC-I A 3 A

s or bcalance / difference between actual weight and loadsheet weight LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.26 Aircraft
(LOC-I/LS) weight and balance errors (LOC-I/LOAD)

SPI LEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight Fele L?’ LOADI_NG’ ULae e e e (B ST TS Modification:
GH-SPI-LOC-lI/ | or balance/ Actual loading different from loading instructions/loadsheet, - Service providers have pro.cessef:l Aoty sy Kol LOAD-SPI will be divided into three parts.
The safety level of | LOADING work error (LOC-1/LOADING) TIEDOWN and GH threats in their own safety management More specific definitions will be provided for
Finnis.h av?ation p-rocesses? - Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera- | oach indicator. Linked not only to LOC-I but
remains high. GH-SPI- LOC-I/ | SPILEVEL 3: Shortcomings, errors and occurrences related to aircraft weight tions, defining an accept?ble |f3V_e| of safvtety and the. necessary | gso RE threat (LS-SPI).
TIEDOWN or balance/ incorrect or deficient load tiedown (LOC-I/TIEDOWN) control/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac-
tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
SPI LEVEL 3: Ground handling damage (LOC-1/GH) LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.28 Ground han-

GH-SPI- LOC-I/ ; ; ; ; ; ; dlingd LOC-I/GH

GH Cases involving damage to an aircraft during ground handling. The aircraft may ing damage (LOC-1/GH)
be stationary, towed or in pushback. Modification: The definition will be clarified
SPI LEVEL 2: Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in
use (GCOL) LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.6 Ground colli-
A situation where an aircraft comes into contact with another aircraft, a vehi- sions — collisions while taxiing to or from a

GH-SPI- GCOL ' on , . acoL
cle, a person, an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle while runway in use ( )
moving under its own power in any part of the airport other than the active Modification: The definition will be clarified
runway, excluding power pushback.

SPI LEVEL 3: Pushback or taxi interference (GCOL/PB)

GH-SPI- . o . . . . LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.29 Pushback or

GCOL/PB 'Casc—j’s involving /ntferference with the pushback or taxiing of an aircraft, includ- taxi interference (GCOL/PB)
ing interference with power pushback. .

— — GCOL risk management:
SPI LEVEL 3: Insufficient supervision at apron and other apron related occur- - Service providers have processed GCOL, GCOL/PB, APRON . N
The safety level of rences (GCOL/APRON) and FOD threats in their own safety management processes LEVEL ‘?"_FASP Annex 2, 5P1 3.30 Insufficient
Finnish aviation GH-SPI- Cases where supervision on the apron is lacking and/or passengers gained ac- — Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, de- | SUPervision atapron (GCOL/APRON)
remains high. GCOL/APRON cess to areas where they should not be. Also includes other occurrences in fining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- Modification: a more accurate heading and
apron level activities, for example shortcomings in paint markings and incorrect trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac- definition were provided
placement of fleet. Excludes SEC cases (security). tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI1 3.31 FOD (Foreign
SPI LEVEL 3: Foreign Object Debris in the manoeuvring area and apron, and Object Debris) in the manoeuvring area and
damage caused (GCOL/FOD) apron, and damage caused (GCOL/FOD)

GH-SPI- Includes all cases where objects and materials in the manoeuvring area and Modification:

GCOL/FOD apron in places where they should not be caused or could have caused damage The definition will be clarified, and the data
or risk to aircraft, the environment or persons. Also includes cases where the on the location of the event (location on
required FOD inspection was not carried. stand, on apron, on runway, on taxiway) and
FOD cases may also be linked to LOC-I cases. potential link to LOC-I cases are to be speci-

fied.
Refuelling risk management:
- Service providers have processed threats related to refuel-
The safety level of ling in the service providers’ own safety management pro- )
Finnish aviation GH-SPI-FUEL- SPI LEVEL 3: Refuelling incidents and occurrences (FUELING) cesses - Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera- EVEL K RIS 2 ) S Refuelling
ING incidents and occurrences (FUELING)

remains high.

tions, defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
control/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac-
tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

The safety level of
Finnish aviation
remains high.

GH-SPI-UNRULY

SPI LEVEL 3: Unruly passenger at airport or on aircraft (UNRULY)

Cases referred to in ICAO Convention Annex 17: "A passenger who fails to re-
spect the rules of conduct at an airport or on board an aircraft or to follow the
instructions of the airport staff or crew members and thereby disturbs the good
order and discipline at an airport or on board the aircraft."

Unruly passenger risk management:

- Service providers have processed threats related to unruly
passengers in their own safety management processes -
Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, defin-
ing an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con-
trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ac-
tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

A new SPI/SPT
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Appendix H: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by commercial air transport (CAT OPS RW) and aerial work (SPO
RW) helicopter operators

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers
it particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system

and third parties.

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking
into account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees

and promotes all of the above.

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

cooperation.

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:
- Commercial air transport (CAT RW) and aerial work (SPO RW) helicopter operators

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT
Z:orjaetcej‘llcesafety Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator :Iflzgsu::r :f)l()zcv:r:‘s;:: ;g lbse /ap-
new SPI/SPT
Safety objective: improving the performance of the operators’ safety
management system (SMS)
- Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria. In this respect, Trafi
uses a total performance assessment tool to evaluate the SMS perfor-
mance. Operators can also utilise the assessment tool for self-evalua-
tions and development of SMS performance.
Continuous de- - Examples of key SMS areas include:
velopment of 0 comprehensive and timely change management
safety perfor- ., 0 monitoring and measuring of the safety level
mance in all do- RW-SPI-1 EEIETTEA G e GRS B SR M BEmEB S A L) 0 reporting (sufficient volume, quality and utilisation of occurrence T, SisETH e ST
mains of the reporting as well as maintenance and development of the report-
Finnish aviation ing culture)
organisations 0 updating the risk register and timely response to risks
0 monitoring the impact of risk management measures —impact on
the risk and the safety level
Background to the target:
The purpose of the target is that the operators will measure and evaluate
their safety management performance and identify areas in which perfor-
mance should be improved, and work to improve their performance.
The safety level SPILEVEL 3: Unstable approach, UA . |;I)s|:l)(er:‘1aatrtl?sg(les\;een:):rocessed UA threats in their own safety manage
of Finnish avia- RW- SPI-UA Inarotary wing operations, UA includes: . . . . ment processes - Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera- LbeElL 3: FASP ﬁnn?;é,SAP; 3-1Un-
tion remains } 'pproaches wh?re the rate.ofdescen't Is too gregt in propf)rtlon to' air speed tions, defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- stable approaches
high. - final appr'oach Is ltoo short in proportion to landing area size or height of ob- trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the actions required
stacles on its margins and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person, RI-VAP
A runway incursion is any situation where an aircraft, vehicle or person is pre- LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.2 Run-
RW- SPI-RI sent on the runway or its protected area, without clearance or otherwise incor- | Rl and RI/AC risk management: way incursions (RI-VAP)
The level of run- rectly. This includes low approaches executed without clearance or otherwise - Operators have processed Rl and RI/AC threats in their own safety
way safety in incorrectly. management processes — Conducting a risk assessment of their own
Finnish aviation NB! In rotary wing operations at aerodromes operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
remains high. control/response levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.7 Run-
SPI LEVEL 3: Runway incursions by aircraft (RI/AC) quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. way incursions by aircraft
RW- SPI-RI/AC
NB! In rotary wing operations at aerodromes (RI-VAP/RI AC)
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT

Strategic safety g .. .. of FASP Annex 2 version to be ap-
s Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator . .
objective " yP fhl ! yP get (SPT) el plied until 31 December 2018 /
new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.3 Mid-
In mid-air collisions of aircraft (manned, unmanned) and AIRPROX (aircraft air collisions and near misses
RW-SPI-MAC proximity, near miss) situations, the distance between aircraft as well as their (MAC)
relative positions and speed have been such that the safety of the aircraft in-
volved may have been compromised.
SPI LEVEL 3: Separation minima infringements caused by aircraft (MAC/SMI MAC, SMI AC, Al and LB risk management:
The safety level | RW-SPI- AC), e.g. - Operators have processed MAC, SMI AC, Al and LB threats in their LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI1 3.11
of Finnish avia- | MAC/SMI AC Cases where an aircraft movement (e.g. action contrary to ATC clearance) own safety management processes — Conducting a risk assessment of | Separation minima infringements
tion remains caused an infringement of a separati(;n.minimum between aircraft, between 4GP @) CTCEIIENE, LTI S R D SR Gl Rl Cly Efile a2 caused by aircraft (MAC/SMI)
high aircraft and terrain, or between aircraft and controlled airspace ’ nESER Eelnilel g enae (v, NEmiing e Il emenis e
’ /' - actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
SPI LEVEL 3: MAC/ Airspace infringement, Al
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SP1 3.14
RW-SPI-MAC/Al | Cases where an aircraft entered controlled or restricted airspace or an ADIZ

without appropriate clearance or permission.

RW-SPI-MAC/LB

SPI LEVEL 3: Level busts of more than 300 feet or more than 200 feet in RVSM
airspace (MAC/LB)

Airspace infringements (MAC/AI)

LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SP1 3.15
Level busts of more than 300 or
200 feet (MAC/LB)

The safety level
of Finnish avia-

SPI LEVEL 2: Controlled flight into or towards terrain (CFIT) and similar inci-
dents

CFIT risk management:
- Operators have processed CFIT threats in their own safety manage-
ment processes - Conducting a risk assessment of their own opera-

LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.4

tion remain RW-SPI-CFIT Zontro//edf/ight into (o'r towqrds) terrain occurs when an airworth.y aircraft un- . i bl lovel of afery andl th " Controlled flight into or towards
' er the control of the pilot is inadvertently flown (or nearly flown) into terrain, lons, derining an acceptable level of satety and the necessary con- terrain (CFIT) and similar situations
high. water or an obstacle. This includes all cases of separation minima infringement trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the actions required
between airborne aircraft and obstacles. and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC
Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an air-
borne aircraft totally or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from
the aircraft’s intended flight path. In rotary wing operations, causal factors of
an LOC-I case may include:
RW-SPI- LOC-| - vortex ring state/ settling with power LEVEL 2: FASP Annex 2, SPI 2.5 Loss
- mast bump of control in flight (LOC-I)
- type-specific undesirable features
- inadvertent flyingt to IMC-conditions
- white out, brown out
- dynamic / static roll over
- ground resonance LOC-I, LASER, SPEED, WAKE and FIRE risk management:
The safety level RW-SPI- LOC-I/ SPI LEVEL 3: Laser interference (LOC-I/LASER) - Operators have processed LOC-1, LASER, SPEED, WAKE and FIRE LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.21 La-
of Finnish avia- | LASER Cases with laser interference towards a helicopter threats in their own safety management processes — Conducting a risk | ser interference (LOC-I/LASER)
tion remains assessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of e e
high. SPI LEVEL 3: Low speed and high speed cases (LOC-1/SPEED) safety and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and imple- Lo spe.ed and high spleed cz;ses
RW-SPI- LOC-I/ | Cases where the airspeed of an airborne aircraft was above the situation-spe- menting the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these ac- (LOC-1/SPEED)
SPEED cific mgximum or l?e/ow the situation-specific minimum during any phase of tions. Modification: The definition will be
flight, including stick shaker cases. clarified
SPI LEVEL 3: Wake turbulence incidents (LOC-1/WAKE) VYL B G A S| 55E
RW-SPI- LOC- Cases where an aircraft encountered the wake turbulence of another aircraft Wake tl,;rbulenczr;s)c(idlents (LOC-
I/WAKE and this precipitated an incident. Excludes loss of wake vortex separation, un- I/WAKE)
less it precipitates an incident.
LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.24
S (G SPI LEVEL 3: Fire or smoke on aircraft (LOC-I/FIRE) Fire or smoke on aircraft (LOC-
I/FIRE All cases where fire was detected on an aircraft and cases where smoke was I/FIRE)

detected that put or could have put the aircraft's safe operation at risk.

Modification: a more accurate def-
inition will be provided
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT

Strategic safety g . . of FASP Annex 2 version to be ap-
s Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator . .
objective " yP fhl ! yP get (SPT) el plied until 31 December 2018 /
new SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Ground collisions — collisions while taxiing to or from a runway in LEVEL 2: FA.SF_’ Annex 2'_5_P| 2.6 .
The safetv level use (GCOL) Ground collisions — collisions while
- i . . . . . . . . taxiing to or from a runway in use
of Finnish avia- RW-SPI- GCOL A situation where an aircraft comes into contact with another aircraft, a vehi- (GCoL)
tion remains cle, a person, an animal, a structure, a building or any other obstacle while
high. moving under its own power in any part of the airport other than the active GCOL risk management: Modification: The definition will be
runway, excluding power pushback. - Operators have processed GCOL and FOD threats in their own safety clarified
management processes - Conducting a risk assessment of their own LEVEL 3. FASP A 5 SP13.31
SPI LEVEL 3: Foreign Object Debris in rotary wing operations and damage operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary FOD (F T Ol:'neXDl bri : h
caused (GCOL/FOD) control/response levels, identifying and implementing the actions re- ( orel'gn ject Debris) in the
The safety level i ials i i quired and monitoring the efficiency of these actions manoeuvring area and apron, and
of Finnish avia- | RW-SPI- Inc/ude's all cases where objects and materials in the manoeuvring area and : damage caused (GCOL/FOD)
tion remains GCOL/FOD apr(?n in p/gces where the.y should not be caused or c.ou/d have caused damage Modification: the heading and defi-
high. or I’IS./( to alrcrgft, the.enwronment or.persons. Also includes cases where the nition were made more accurate
required FOD inspection was not carried out. for rotary wing operations
FOD cases may also be linked to LOC-I cases.
SPI LEVEL 3: Human error and other disruptions upon takeoff (PHUF) Takeoff risk management: CaEhEs SP|,3'35'_1 Human e'rror
and other disruptions in taxi or
The safety level In helicopter operations, PHUF cases may include: - Operators have processed threats caused by human error upon take- Fievie, s o s G
of Finnish avia- RW-SPI- PHUF - incorrect assessment of wind direction and vortexes off in their own safety management processes — Conducting a risk as- o, eI i, mre

tion remains
high.

- incorrect assessment of performance
- incorrect profile in proportion to obstacles
- unconnected systems (e.g. SAS)

sessment of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety
and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and implement-
ing the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.

data or wrong location upon take-
off. (PHUF)

The safety level
of Finnish avia-
tion remains

RW-SPI-FAT OPS

SPI LEVEL 3: Fatigue during occurrences in flight operations (FAT OPS)

Cases where fatigue results in a mistake or other occurrence.

SPI LEVEL 3: Cases of fatigue/decreased alertness during flight operations
(FAT ORG)

Management of risks related to fatigue management:

Operators have processed fatigue management related threats in
their own safety management processes - Conducting a risk assess-

LEVEL 3: SPI 3.35.2 Fatigue during
flight operations and air navigation
services (FAT)

Modification: The indicator will be
modified to only relate to flight op-

RW-SPI-FAT ment of their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety
high. ORG Cases in which fatigue or decreased alertness is experienced. Causal factors for and the necessary control/response levels, identifying and implement- | erations. The FAT indicator will be
this may be found in the organisation's operation (e.g. shift planning/imple- ing the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions. | divided into two categories: FAT
mentation, failure to rest) or an individual's actions. OPS and FAT ORG
SPI LEVEL 3: Flight crew incapacitation (INCAPA) Flight crew incapacitation risk management:
The safety level Flight crew incapacitation, in which a crewmember is unable to manage their - Operators have processed flight crew incapacitation threats in their
of Finnish avia- RW-SPI-INCAPA | duties during the flight. Typical causal factors may include food poisoning or an own safety management processes - Conducting a risk assessment of A new SPI/SPT
tion remains attack of illness. NB: the risk assessment should also cover the pre-flight fit to their own operations, defining an acceptable level of safety and the
high. fly assessment. In Single Pilot operation, the assessment should extend to necessary control/response levels, identifying and implementing the
symptoms of the entire ’flying day’ (Fit to fly assessment) actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these actions.
SPI: Operating procedure standardisation . . . . .
The safety level Examples of aspects to be measured: All hc.ellcopter operations ar.e described with a sufficient scope and accu-
of Finnish avia- - what proportion of the operations I:S described in standard operating proce- racy in the standard operating procedures (SOP). The SOPs are addressed A new SPI/SPT
RW-SPI-SOP in all training and practical rotary wing operations of the organisation,

tion remains
high.

dures and at what level of detail
- integrating the described procedures in all training and refresher training
- necessary check lists supporting the procedures

they are reviewed regularly, and they are updated based on the needs
identified in risk management.
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Appendix I: national aviation safety performance indicators and targets (SPIs/SPTs) monitored by aviation airworthiness and maintenance organisations (AIR)

Finnish aviation safety policy

As Finland’s civil aviation authority, Trafi has set safety as the principal objective in aviation. Trafi strives to maintain a high level of aviation safety and ensure a balance between safety, economy, traffic flow and environmental friendliness. Trafi considers it
particularly important that citizens retain a high level of confidence in the air transport system. Trafi supports and facilitates the trial and introduction of new technologies and operating models, with a view to their safe integration into the aviation system and third

parties.

The safety standards and procedures observed in Finnish aviation comply with ICAQ standards and EU requirements. Trafi is committed to defining an Acceptable Level of Safety and an Acceptable Level of Safety Performance for Finnish aviation, taking into
account local circumstances and identified key risks in the risk profile of Finnish aviation.
The cornerstones of Finnish aviation safety are continuous development of safety management and of a good safety culture, performance and risk based operations management and operator responsibility for the safety of their own operations. Trafi oversees and

promotes all of the above.

Trafi is committed to maintaining and developing the national safety programme and to ensuring that resources and expertise commensurate with the duties of the aviation authorities are available. This is supported by continuous training and international

cooperation.

SPIs monitored by aviation organisations:

- Airworthiness and maintenance organisations (AIR)

Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT
Strategic safety ob- - - A of FASP Annex 2 version to be ap-
. .. 3 v Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator . . =
jective plied until 31 December 2018 / new
SPI/SPT
Safety objective: improving the performance of the op-
. erators’ safety management system
Continuous devel- » y' . = ) u . L
- Trafi’s organisation profile data is used as criteria.
opment of safety
. ., Background to the target:
performance in all Performance of the organisation’s safety management system . . A new, system-level SPI/SPT
domains of the AIR-SPI-1 - The purpose of the target is that the operators will
- L. measure and evaluate their safety management per-
Finnish aviation or- . . . .
- formance and identify areas in which performance
ganisations . . .
should be improved, and work to improve their perfor-
mance.
Occurrences related to the maintenance organisation’s operations
Shortcomings in the safe operation of an organisation engaging in maintenance activities at a level
that may put aviation safety at risk. NB. maintenance errors, see AIR-SPI-IM.
Examples of potential system-level threats:
1. Significant lack of resources
- lack of personnel
- shortage of spare parts or materials
- lack of required instructions
- lack of required tools or service equipment . . .
- lack of required premises (e.g. hangar space or workshop facilities) Ma.nagement of risks related to the maintenance organi-
L . sation’s
- the organisation’s financial situation tiviti
The safety level of 2. Significant shortcoming in training or qualifications activities: L.
. . . . . - Organisations have processed system-level threats
airworthiness and - required training has not been provided A ., .
. o ) related to the maintenance organisation’s activities
maintenance oper- 3. Significant shortcoming or fault related to management . . A new, system-level SPI/SPT
. L AIR-SPI-ORG : T . . . in their own safety management processes - Con-
ations in Finnish - shifts or tasks planned in violation of regulations, in a manner that does not support safe operation. . . . .
- . . o L ducting a risk assessment of their own operations, de-
aviation remains - serious shortcoming in the organisation’s change management .
high ) R o ) fining an acceptable level of safety and the necessary
gn. - .an.o.rder to perforrﬁ a (mamte"nance) tasks in violation ofregu/at/orjs' issued by supervisor/management control/response levels, identifying and implementing
4. S/gn./f/cant shortcoming /.n quallty as'surancej or subcorftractor supervision the actions required and monitoring the efficiency of
- failure to perform audits in compliance with regulations these actions.
- absence of required supervision
5. Significant lack of communication
- lateral level (e.g. among maintenance staff, team work)
- vertical level (e.g. between supervisor level and maintenance staff)
- between departments or other organisation units
- between organisations
6. Significant shortcoming in the organisation’s safety culture
- Sanctions for human errors or reporting
- General attitude that allows violations of regulations or incorrect action
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7. Significant shortcoming or failure in the management or planning of production
- in a procedure or an information system
8. Significant disruption in production

- Fire, flood, serious information system failure, strike

corresponding or updated SPI/SPT

Strategic safety ob- g . A of FASP Annex 2 version to be ap-
e Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator plied until 31 December 2018 / new
SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 2: Runway excursion (RE) RE and LG+REV risk management: B 9 PRGE & 5 SRR
i : nnex 2, .1 Run-
AIR- SPI-RE A runway excursion is an uncontrolled exit by an aircraft from a runway during takeoff or landing. e have processed RE and LG+REV threats iy SRS (e
The level of runway This may be unintentional or intentional, for instance as the result of an evasive manoeuvre. in their own safety management processes — Conduct-
safety in Finnish ing a risk assessment of their own operations, defining
aviatior_1 remains AIR. SPI an acceptable level of safe_ty_and the.necessary .con- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.2 Land-
high. SPI LEVEL 3: Landing gear and reverse thrust malfunctions (RE/LG+REV) trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the ing gear and reverse thrust malfunc-
RE/LG+REV actions required and monitoring the efficiency of these | tjgns (RE/LG+REV)
actions.
SPI LEVEL 2: Mid-air collisions (MAC) and near misses MAC and TRANS risk management: '
AIR-SPI-MAC In mid-air collisions of aircraft (manned, unmanned) and AIRPROX (aircraft proximity, near miss) situ- | _ Qrganisations have processed MAC and TRANS L.EVEL 2 FASP Annex 2, 5_P| 2.3 Mid-
The safety level of ations, the distance bet'ween qircraft as well as their relative pos'itions and speed have been such threats in their own safety management processes - air collisions and near misses (MAC)
Finiizi zv\i/ateigi rC;_ that the safety of the aircraft involved may have been compromised. Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations,
mains high SPI LEVEL 3: Transponder faults and failures (MAC/TRANS) defining an acceptable level of safety and the neces-
o AIRSPI- Cases where the data returned by the transponder system are missing or incorrect, for instance if the sary control/response levels, identifying and imple- LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SP'I 3346
MAC/TRANS . y P . v . . 9 ) . menting the actions required and monitoring the effi- Transponder faults and failures
transponder on an aircraft does not respond to interrogations or fails, or if an incorrect code has . . (MAC/TRANS)
. ciency of these actions.
been entered in the transponder.
SPI LEVEL 2: Loss of control in flight, LOC LS 5 FAGE R TCEN
: nnex 2, .5 Loss
AIR-SPI- LOC-I Loss of control in flight means a situation where the pilot loses control of an airborne aircraft totally off csiteyel) T ARl (LEE- T
or momentarily, resulting in a significant deviation from the aircraft’s intended flight path. LOC-I, FIRE and FCONT risk management:
SPI LEVEL 3: Fire or smoke on aircraft (LOC-I/FIRE) - Organisations have processed LOC-I, FIRE and FCONT | LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.24 Fire
The safetv level of AIR-SPI- LOC-I/ . . threats in their own safety management processes — or smoke on aircraft (LOC-I/FIRE)
Finnish av\i/ation re- FIRE Alf cases where fire "!"’5 de'tected onan t'Jlrcraft'and cases where smoke was detected that put or Conducting a risk assessment of their own operations, | Modification: a more accurate defi-
T G could have put the aircraft's safe operation at risk. defining an acceptable level of safety and the neces- nition will be provided
SPI LEVEL 3: Control system failures (LOC-I/FCONT) sary Eont:ﬁl/reiponse Iev.elséidegtifyini a"_‘d iEple'ff_ LEVEL 3: SPI 3.27 Control system
menting the actions required and monitoring the effi- .
AIR-SPI- LOC-I/ Cases involving failures in the control systems of an aircraft, including flight control surface failure, ciencl ff these ;ctionsqm ttoring ! failures (LOC-I/ FCONT)
FCONT autoflight system failure and control indicator failure (e.g. airspeed and attitude data). 4 ’

Control system failure affects the controllability of the aircraft and the situational awareness of the
flight crew, and hence may lead to loss of control or a runway excursion.

Modification: the definition will be
clarified
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT

jSet::itvzglc B Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator :If|eF:Su::In :f)l()zcv:r:\s:;: ;‘(J) 1bse /a:ew
SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 3: Occurrences in Minimum Equipment List and technical log use (MEL)
1. Exceeding the repair period allowed by the Minimum Equipment List (MEL).
2. Incorrect use or interpretation of the Minimum Equipment List
3. One-off extension of the repair period allowed by the Minimum Equipment List (RIE, Rectifi-
cation Interval Extension) through an approved procedure. MEL risk management: LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.34.2
ey el 4. Errors and shortcomings related to technical log book use (regarding cockpit crew entries). - Organisations have processed MEL threats in .their ' Qccurrences ir'1 Minimum Equipment
airworthiness and Certain types of aircraft in specific operation must have a Minimum Equipment List, MEL. The MEL is own safety management processes - Conducting a risk | List and technical log use (LOC-
. a document listing the systems, instruments and equipment on the aircraft which may be temporar- assessment of their own operations, defining an ac- I/MEL)
maintenance opera- | AIR-SPI- MEL i o o . g s . .
tions in Finnish avi- ily out of order, as well as the conditions, restrictions and procedures related to this. A one-off exten- ceptable level -of safety and th.e necessary control/re- I\/_Ic.)dlflcatnon: the heading, the defi-
e peetes [T sion of the repair period allowed by the MEL may be made if the operator has an approved proce- sponse levels, identifying and implementing the ac- n|t|o_n_a nd the Data sources were
dure for this. If this so-called RIE procedure is used frequently, it may be an indication of shortcom- tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these modified.
ings in airworthiness management. actions.
Technical faults noted by the flight crew are entered by them in the aircraft’s technical log. If such an
entry is incorrect or incomplete, repair of the fault may be delayed or ignored.
Data sources
1.  MEL RIE: operators’ MEL RIE reports and Air Safety Reports
SPI LEVEL 3: Occurrences in Airworthiness Management
1. Shortcomings in airworthiness management that may undermine aviation safety (occurrence
concerning the Part-M airworthiness management organisation, or CAMO). Examples:
- Airworthiness data is incomplete, incorrect or inconsistent
- Shortcomings and errors in maintenance programme
- Errors in job queue management
- Errors and shortcomings in component administration
- Errors and shortcomings in maintenance job order or work order
- Shortcomings in AD monitoring
- Errors in management/supervision of modifications
- Errors and shortcomings in technical log book system,
- also errors when importing data into the management system MC risk management LEVEL 3: FASP Annex 2, SPI 3.34.3
The safety level of ARSI management of deferred defects . - Organisations have processed MC threats in their Occurrences in maintenance and
. . - Shortcomings in the management and storage of maintenance records . . . . L
airworthiness and . . . . ) - own safety management processes - Conducting a risk | airworthiness monitoring (LOC-
. - Shortcomings/errors in maintenance instructions (to the extent these are a Part-M responsibility) > ) L
maintenance oper- AIR-SPI- MC - Errors and shortcomings in airworthiness reviews assessment of their own operations, defining an ac- 1/MC)

ations in Finnish
aviation remains
high.

- Shortcomings/errors in Permits to Fly issued by Part-M organisation
- Errors/shortcomings in pre-flight check or instructions issued for it

- Errors and shortcomings in assessing defects and damages

- Errors and shortcomings in monitoring weight and balance data

- Errors and shortcomings in control of flight hours and cycles

- Shortcomings in supervision of Part-M subcontracting

2. Shortcomings in the activities of Part-M organisation monitoring airworthiness at a level that

may undermine aviation safety. Examples:

- Significant lack of resources

- Significant shortcoming or disruption in information systems

- Significant shortcoming in training or qualifications

- Significant shortcoming or risk related to management

- Significant shortcoming in quality assurance or subcontractor supervision
- Significant lack of communication

- Significant shortcoming in the organisation’s safety culture

ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re-
sponse levels, identifying and implementing the ac-
tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
actions.

Modification: the heading and defi-
nition were modified.
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Corresponding or updated SPI/SPT

jSet::itvzglc B Identifier Safety performance indicator, SPI Safety performance target (SPT) set for the indicator :If|eF:Su::In :f)l()zcv:r:\stl)‘;: ;‘; 1bse /a:ew
SPI/SPT
SPI LEVEL 3: Occurrences in maintenance operations (IM)
Cases where a maintenance procedure was incomplete or incorrectly carried out and did not fulfil its
intended purpose. Examples:
- Initial tasks of maintenance operation not performed appropriately (grounding, docking, protective
pins, safety equipment)
- Instructions misunderstood or not complied with IM risk management:
T.he safet.y level of - Item installed incorr?ctly, I:n l:ncorrec't location or not at all. Also chemicals, sealants etc. - Organisations have processed IM threats in tho._eir OWN | | tVEL 3: SPI 3.34.4 Occurrences in
a|ryvorth|ness and - Defect.or dqmage m:ssed'm inspection safety management processes - Cond.uc.tlng ariskas- | .o ce operations (LOC-1/IM)
maintenance oper- AIR-SPL- IM - Errorsin adjustmen§ testing, test run etc. sessment of their own operations, defining an ac- e o
ations in Finnish - Use of wrong material or component ceptable level of safety and the necessary control/re- Mod'lf'lcatlon. the definition was
aviation remains - Switch, circuit breaker etc. left in wrong position or item left in wrong state sponse levels, identifying and implementing the ac- modified.
high. - Failure to remove landing gear pins, protective plugs or tapes (Cases often associated with short- tions required and monitoring the efficiency of these
comings in the final tasks of a maintenance operation) actions.
- Deviation from maintenance procedure
- Performing maintenance work with significantly lowered work capacity (significant fatigue, stress,
illness, effects of medications or disturbances in the work environment)
- Errors or shortcomings in documenting maintenance work
- Tool left in aircraft
SPI LEVEL 3: Serious malfunctions in aircraft (TECHNICAL)
Cases where a technical fault caused a flight to be aborted, an emergency to be declared or an air-
craft to be grounded. Examples: TECHNICAL risk management:
The safety level of e engine failure - Organisations have processed TECHNICAL threats in LEVEL 3: SPI 3.34.5 Serious technical
airworthiness and e malfunction of a control, compression or other critical system or device (e.g. propeller or rotor) their own safety management processes - Conducting | Problems in aircraft (LOC-I/TECH-
maintenance oper- | AIR-SPI- TECH- e serious damage to electrical wiring interconnection system (EWIS) a risk assessment of their own operations, definingan | NICAL)
ations in Finnish NICAL acceptable level of safety and the necessary con- Modification: the definition was

aviation remains
high.

e significant fluid leak or fluid spoiling (e.g. fuel or hydraulic fluid)

e significant structural flaw, including rupture, corrosion, wear and tear or delamination

e significant maintenance error observed in connection with normal operation
Different technical problems in an aircraft may cause a serious incident or an accident if not reacted
to in time. Engine failure, especially on a single-engine aircraft, will immediately precipitate a serious
incident.

trol/response levels, identifying and implementing the
actions required and monitoring the efficiency of
these actions.

modified.
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