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Y. Number 376 — better than 42

» 376 Grove Road
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|'_*i‘Number 376 — better than 42

» Number 376 is a blend of the
vibrations of number 3, the attributes
of number 7 and the energies of
number 6. Number 3 resonates with
optimism and inspiration, ‘faith, hope
and charity’, encouragement and
assistance, talent and skills,
enthusiasm and manifesting



‘;‘ ERCS Background Reminders

» ERCS mandated by Regulation (EU) 376/2014 to be
developed by May 2017 — Development complete

» Development tasked to EASA from the European
Commission in late 2014

» Development Group established - includes involvement
from across industry

» Task 1 on initial development of the ERCS matrix was
completed in 2015

» Task 2 for 2016/7 focussed on refining the processes,
testing, guidance, training material and implementation

» Now moving into the implementation phase



‘;‘ Key Points of the ERCS

» Regulation (EU) 376/2014 only requires Competent
Authorities to use the ERCS

» Organisations can use any risk classification scheme
from their SMS (Then Authorities Use Mapping)

» What a scheme in the context of SMS? (e.g. ARMS/ RAT)

» Useful to understand what risk methods your organisations
are using and how to translate into ERCS scores

But this is not as easy as it looks



;‘ Star Wars?
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xﬂiﬁ‘Testing Feedback and Changes

» General feedback positive some confusion about who
has to use the ERCS - States and not organisations

» Concern about workload

» Detailed look up tables for quick classification have been
developed and will be provided with the guidance material

» Quick scoring for minor occurrences (Column 9)
» Actual outcome vs potential accident outcome

» The key is the potential outcome of which there should
always be something even with many barriers remaining

» New mind set in terms of process and information

» ERCS requires certain information and reporting/ occurrence
investigation should be aligned to collect more relevant data



xﬂiﬁ‘Testing Feedback and Changes - Tools

» Simple tools would be needed to help classification

» Integration in ECCAIRS and the core software of different SMS
providers

» Link between existing schemes such as ARMS and RAT

» Extensive guidance needed to reduce burden

» Such guidance will be provided to help NAAs and operators
who are interested in using the ERCS within their airline

» Guidance and tools must be continually updated
» This is indeed envisaged to ensure continual improvement

» The barrier model approach will link to a clearly defined
process for occurrence investigation

» ERCS should not be a barrier to reporting



| Final ERCS Matrix

Potential Accident

Outcome
Extreme catastrophic X/9 X/8 XI7 X/6 X/5 Xl4
accident with significant
potential fatalities (100+) 1.00E-03 0.01 0.10 1 10 100
Significant accident w ith S/9 S/8 SI7 S/6 SI5 Si4
significant potential for
fatalities and injuries (19-100) 5E-04 5E-03 0.05 0.5 5 50
Major accident with potential M/9 M/8 M/7 M/6 M/5 M4 M/3
for some fatalities/life
changing injuries (2-19) or
major aircraft destroyed 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Single Individual fatality/life 1/9 1/8 17 1/6 1/5 114 113 112
changing injury or substantial
damage accident 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Minor and Serious Injury (not E/9 E/8 E7 El6 E/5 E4 E3 E2 E1
life changing) accidents and
Minor Damage 1E-06 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

A/0




‘)" Process — Based on 2 Questions

» Question 1 - What is the most credible accident
outcome?

» For the occurrence being scored, if it had
escalated into an accident, what type of accident
would it have been?

» Importantly, this is an accident outcome and not
what actually happened — the ERCS is designed
to address potential risk

» The process is broken into 2 steps



|i‘ Question 1 —Step 1

» Use the look-up table based on the list of
reportable occurrences to find the most credible
accident outcome

» For Technical Events a further list links system
failures to most credible accident outcome
based on the aircraft system involved

» Types of Outcome: Injuries, Airborne Collision,
Aircraft Upset, Excursions, Ground Damage,
Obstacle/ Terrain Collision, Runway Collision,
Unsustainable Aircraft Environment (e.g. Fire)



Z‘ Question 1 — Step 2

» From the Outcome Category the Degree/
Seriousness (the row score) is calculated
depending on the aircraft involved

» Criteria based on the size/ capacity of the
aircraft (not actual number of passengers)

» Large Commercial Aircraft (CS25) 100+ POB

» Sma
» Sma
» Sma

Commercial Aircraft (CS25/29) 19-100 POB
Ac (CS23/27) less than 19 POB
Ac (Uncertified) less than 19 POB

» No aircraft - potential for fatalities/ injuries



‘)" Process — Question 2

» What is the likelihood of the occurrence
escalating into the potential accident outcome

» Uses a weighted barrier model for each
outcome category

» Barrier Scores — First two below give the score
» Stopped — stopped the accident outcome

» Remaining — likely to have prevented the accident if
it had been reached

» Failed
» Not Applicable — not relevant to occurrence



‘X‘Barrier Models

» Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure
» Tactical Planning

» Regulations, Processes, Procedures and
Compliance

» Situational Awareness and Action

» Warning System Operation and Compliance
» Avoiding Action

» Providence
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~| Example Barrier Models

| R R ) R R R Regulations, Procedures, Situational Awareness | Warning System Operation and | Recover: . "
Key Risk Area Scenario Barrier Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure Tactical Planning g ! o . g5y . P ) v Protections | Unknown | Final Score
Processes and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Maintenance activities Effective, understandable and Human vigilance for Warning systems that could prevent | Late recovery Protecti All barri
Barrier Aircraft, equipment and infrastructure design, maintenance and are effectively planned at ilabl lati and operational threats aircraft upset (e.g. stall warning) are following a r::i ec: ::;s fa‘le:"::rrsi
efinition in |correction op support the pr ofpi relate the tactical level to avoid Processes that are complied with. Use | identifies hazards and takes tted, functioning, operate correctly oss of control ienifi f t t
Definition i i h f lated M h lied with. identifies hazards and takes | fitted, functioni ly [lossof 1| recu redw
Scenario to technical factors that may lead to aircraft upset. of procedures for recovery barriersare | effective action to prevent and are complied with to prevent to preventan significance off ou co',"e e
the outcome. . N . . the outcome. | realised. Total
not included here. aircraft upset. aircraft upsets. accident.
Barrier
Barrier scored as remainin; Scored when Not Used when Model Size
Aoplicabilit Information on these barriersis useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known" if when human action e Barrier scored when awarning system | last minute A |_° bl worst
_pp R \ information is available or "Not Applicable" if no information is available. reventsa potential inju operates and an human takes the action (H'p: :a € outcome is
o Technical in Scenario These barriersindividually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. P R P N ury correct action to prevent the outcome. prevents e n?rgv not the
Aircraft Upset in normal operation. Scenario)
Factors outcome. result.
Size of Barrier| 5 2 3 2 3 1 0 1 17
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops Flight Ops | Flight Ops | Flight Ops
Barrier Score
| ) . 3 3 . ) Regulations, Procedures, Situational Awareness | Warning System Operation and | Recovery . .
Key Risk Area Scenario Barrier Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure Tactical Planning . . " . Protections | Unknown | Final Score
Processes and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Planningis effective (e.g. Effective, understandable and Human vigilance for Warning systems that could prevent Lat Protecti All barri
. .8 e recove rotections arriers
Barrier Aircraft, equipment and infrastructure design, maintenance and taxi patterns and i i Proced: and operational threats runway collisions (e.g. RIMCAS) are . . v duce th filed X
e . . . I - opreventan| reduce the iled worst
Definition in |correction op support the pr of runway departures/arrivals) to Processes that are complied with. Use | identifies hazards and takes | fitted, functioning, operate correctly P tual i il out R
actual significance of| outcome nof
Scenario (Aerodrome Design, Stop Bar Failure, Aircraft Brake Failure). N of procedures for recovery barriersare | effective action to prevent and are complied with to prevent . 8 N
avoid the outcome. . . . collision. | the outcome. | realised. Total
notincluded here. runway collisions. runway collisions. N
- Barrier
Barrier scored as remaining Scoredwhen | Only one ofthese barriers Model Size
Applicabilit Information on these barriersis useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known" if when human action Barrier scored when awarning system | last minute | applyin any given situation if
‘pp . Y information is available or "Not Applicable" if no information is available. prevents apotential injury operates and an human takes the action no barriers remain. You don't|
Runway Aircraft vs in Scenario These barriersindividually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. . N correct action to prevent the outcome. | prevents | knowit'sluck until you have
Collision Aircraft in normal operation. i
outcome. it.
Size of Barrier 5 2 3 2 3 1 1 1
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops | Flight Ops | Flight Ops

Barrier Score




‘;‘ Example 1 — Large CAT Aircraft

» On July 13 aircraft has departed from
Domodedovo (DME) airport at 23:08.

» At 00-20 Crew noted drop of oil quantity and oil
pressure in Engine # 2 system.

» At 00:39 oil quantity drops to critical point and
crew decided to turn around to DME.

» At 00:45 crew turns shut down engine # 2. At
2:20 aircraft safely landed at DME airport



7 Example 1 — Question 1

» Most credible accident outcome — Aircraft Upset
due to Technical Factors

» Large CAT Aircraft — Row X (Top Row)

————
- - —
Potential Acgidasadt
utcome
Extreme catastrophic X/9 X/8 XI7 XI6 XI5 X/4

accident w ith significant

E’fl fatalities (100+) 1.00E-03 0.01 0.10 1 10 100
e

Significant accident w ith S/9 S/8 STT 516 S5 S p—
significant potential for
fatalities and injuries (19-100) 5E-04 5E-03 0.05 0.5 5 50
Mejor accident with potential M/9 M/8 M/7 M/6 M/5 M/4 M/3
for some fatalities/life
changing injuries (2-19) or
major aircraft destroyed 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Single Individual fatality/life 1/9 1/8 17 116 1/5 114 1/3 112
changing injury or substantial
damage accident 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Minor and Serious Injury (not E9 E/8 E7 E/6 E/5 El4 E3 El2 E1
life changing) accidents and
Minor Damage 1E-06 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
A/0




». Example 1 — Question 2

» Barrier Model — Aircraft Upset (Technical Factors)
» Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure — Failed
» Tactical Planning — Not Applicable

» Regulations, Procedures, Processes and Compliance —
Stopped Barrier

» No need to assess other barriers — Score X9

" N N . . N . Regulations, P Pr Sit | Awareness Warning System Operation and . .
Key Risk Area Scenario Barrier Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure Tactical Planning & ! o . 85y . P eV r L Final Score
and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Barri . . N . Maintenance activities are Effectlvg, understandable and available HlfmanvlgllancF for N [Warning systems that could prevent aircrafy Late r‘er.overy Protections All barriers
arrier Aircraft, and design, and N Pr and threats N following a loss| .
e e . N N effectively planned at the . N N upset (e.g. stall warning) are fitted, reduce the failed worst
Definition in | correction supportthe p of related to N N that are complied with. Use of procedures| hazards and takes effective S of control to L
N N tactical level to avoid the N L N N functioning, operate correctly and are significance of | outcome not
Scenario technical factors that may lead to aircraft upset. for recovery barriers are not included action to preventaircraft : N . preventan "
outcome. complied with to prevent aircraft upsets. N the outcome. realised.
here. upset. accident. R
Total Barrier
Model Size
Applicability i Information on these barriers is useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known Barrier scored a.s remaining Barrier scored when a warning system Scored‘when Not Applicable | Used when
pplicability in 3 " i - o 'when human action prevents a last minute .
. is or "Not if no is otential injury in normal operates and an human takes the correct action (High Energy |worst outcome|
. . Scenario These barriers individually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. P ) y action to prevent the outcome. - Scenario)  fis not the result.
Aircraft Upset |Technical Factors operation. outcome.
Size of Barrier 5 2 3 2 3 1 0 1 17
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops Flight Ops | Flight Ops | Flight Ops
Barrier Score




‘;‘ Example 2 — Small CAT Aircraft

» Embraer ERJ-175 veered right off the runway.
There were no injuries, the aircraft damage is
being assessed

» Captain of the flight was taken to a hospital with
a stroke suffered at or after the landing.

» The airline reported no injuries occurred, all
occupants disembarked via stairs




7 Example 2 — Question 1

» Most credible accident outcome — Runway
Excursion (Veer Off)

» Small CAT Aircraft — Row S (2nd Row)

Potential Accident

Outcome
Extreme catastrophic X/9 X/8 XI7 XI6 XI5 X/4
accident w ith significant — 1
potential fatalities G003 0.01 0.10 1 10 100
Significant accident w ith S/9 S/8 S/7 S/6 S/5 S/4

significant potential for

fatalities and injuries (19-100) 5E-04 5E-03 0.05 0.5 5 50
Major accident w . ——
19

L | M/7 M/6 M/5 M/4
for some fatalities/life
changing injuries (2-19) or
major aircraft destroyed 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Single Individual fatality/life 1/9 1/8 17 116 1/5 114 1/3 112
changing injury or substantial
damage accident 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Minor and Serious Injury (not E9 E/8 E7 E/6 E/5 El4 E3 El2 E1
life changing) accidents and
Minor Damage 1E-06 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
A/0
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Y. Example 2 — Question 2

» Barrier Model — Runway Excursion (Veer Off)

» Latent Barriers — All Failed or Not Applicable

» Situational Awareness and Recovery Action — Failed

» Warning System Operation and Compliance — Not
Applicable

» Protections - Stopped (Actual fatal accident) Score S1

Key Risk Area

. . Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure (Normal N . Regulations, Procedures, Situational Awareness Warning System Operation and Yy . N
Scenario Barrier N Tactical Planning N N . N T L Final Score
Operations) Processes and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Barri Aircraft, equipment and infrastructure design, maintenance and N N Eﬁedm?' o and Human vig N for Warning systems that could prev.enta Late recovery | Protections All barriers
arrier N . " N Planningis effective (e.g. and P threats runway (e.g. overrun equipment) "
. correction support the p of Runway ety N N L to preventan reduce the failed worst
Definition in P N N N take-off/ app! it that are with. Use of pi hazards and takes effective are fitted, functioning, operate correctly L
(This includes aerodrome design, flight control and undercarriage s N i N N > actual significance of | outcome not
Scenario to avoid the outcome. for recovery barriers are not included action to prevent runway and are complied with to preventan N N
systems). N N excursion. the outcome. realised.
here. excursions. excursion.
Total
Barrier
Barrier scored as remainin, Scored when Aircraft and Model Size
. . | Information on these barriers is useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known" if information . 8 Barrier scored when a warning system is . aerodrome .
[Applicability in| . e, . o . ) 'when human action prevents a last minute y Not Applicable
N is or "Not if no is otential injury in normal fitted, operates and an human takes the action prevents in Scenario
Scenario These barriers individually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. P ' rv correct action to prevent the outcome. P!
operation. outcome.
Size of Barrier 5 2 3 2 3 1 1 0 17
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops Flight Ops | Flight Ops | Flight Ops

Barrier Score




‘;‘ Example 3 — Offshore Helicopter

» Agusta 139 landed on the wrong helideck
platform whilst flying to an offshore installation

» Helideck where the actual landing took place
was not configured and prepared for landing
helicopter

» Cranes and other potential obstacles were not
controlled on the landing platform




7 Example 3 — Question 1

» Most credible accident outcome — Obstacle

Conf
» Smal

Ict

Helicopter <19 — Row M (3rd Row)

Potential Accident
Outcome
Extreme catastrophic X/9 X/8 XI7 XI6 XI5 X/4
accident w ith significant
potential fatalities (100+) 1.00E-03 0.01 0.10 1 10 100
Significant accident w ith S/9 S/8 S/7 S/6 S/5 S/4
significant potential for
fatalities and injuries (19-100) JM—- e e =005 0.5 5 50
cident with potential M/9 Mm/8 M7 M/6 M/5 M/4 M3
for some fatalities/life
changing injuries (2-19) or
major aircraft destroyed 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Single Individual Ta 1/9 1/8 17 1/6 1/5 1/4 1/3 112
changing injury or substantial ——
damage accident 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Minor and Serious Injury (not E9 E/8 E7 E/6 E/5 El4 E3 El2 E1
life changing) accidents and
Minor Damage 1E-06 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
A/0




Y. [Example 3 — Question 2

*

» Barrier Model — Runway Excursion (Veer Off)
» Latent Barriers — All Failed or Not Applicable
» Situational Awareness — Failed
» Warning System — Not Applicable
» Recovery Action — Stopped (Safe Landing Made)
» Protections — Remaining Score M2

" . . . . . . Regulations, Procedures Situational Awareness Warning System Operation and Recover . .
Key Risk Area Scenario Barrier Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure Tactical Planning 8! 4 o . 8 3y " P . v Protections Unknown | Final Score
Processes and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Effective, and avail Human vigil; for Warning systems that could prevent N N
Barrier . N . N N Planningis effective (e.g. i di d i threats i ifi bstaclt isions (e.g. map i are | Laterecovery Protections A!I barriers
- s Aircraft, equipment and infrastructure design, maintenance and Pty N N " N N Lo reducethe failed worst
Definition in correcti ion support the ion of Obstacle take-off/ app! it thatare with. Use of pi hazards and takes effective | fitted, functioning, operate correctlyand | to preventan significance of | outcome not
Scenario © L to avoid the outcome. for recovery barriers are not included action to prevent obstacle are complied with to preventobstacle |actual collision. 8! N
here. collisions. collisions. the outcome. realised.
Total
Barrier
Model Size
. 1.+ | Information on these barriers is useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known Barrier scored a.s remaining Barrier scored when a warning system is Scored.when OnIIy one o.f 'hes.e batner.s apply

Applicability in| . N " wie o P " 'when human action prevents a last minute in any given situation if no

i Is or "Not A ifno s otential injury in normal fitted, operatesand an human takes the action prevents| barriers remain. Youdon't

Obstacl Scenario These barriers individually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. P ) ry correct action to prevent the outcome. p o . N

stacle All operation. outcome. know it's luck until you have it.
Collision in Flight
Size of Barrier 5 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 18
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops Flight Ops | Flight Ops | Flight Ops
Barrier Score




‘;‘ Example 4 — GA Aeroplane

» Issoire Aviation SA-APM-20/21 Lionceau
(Certified aircraft)

» The pilot was on final approach to the paved
runway 26 with a speed of 65kt

» At the runway threshold, the pilot reduced the
engine power and started the flare

» The aircraft touched down hard




7 Example 4 —Question 1

» Most credible accident outcome — Runway
Excursion (Low Energy Accident)

» Certified GA <19 — Row | (4th Row)

Potential Accident

Outcome
Extreme catastrophic X/9 X/8 XI7 XI6 XI5 X/4
accident w ith significant
potential fatalities (100+) 1.00E-03 0.01 0.10 1 10 100
Significant accident w ith S/9 S/8 S/7 S/6 S/5 S/4
significant potential for
fatalities and injuries (19-100) 5E-04 5E-03 0.05 0.5 5 50
Mejor accident with potential M/9 M/8 M/7 M/6 M/5 M/4 M/3
for some fatalities/life
changing injuries (2-19) or = o
major aircraft destroyed — e Y - -
gle Individual fatality/life 1/9 1/8 17 116 1/5 114 1/3 112
changing injury or substantial
damage accident 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Wf B9 B8 7 El6 Ei5 =0 B3 £ B/
life changing) accidents and ——
Minor Damage 1E-06 1E-05 1E-04 1E-03 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

A/0




*

Y. Example 4 — Question 2

» Barrier Model — Runway Excursion (Veer Off)
» Latent Barriers — All Failed or Not Applicable

» Situational Awareness — Failed

» Warning System — Not Applicable

» Recovery Action — Stopped

» Protections — Remaining Score 12

. . : . . . . Regulations, Procedures, Processes| Situational Awareness Warning System Operation and Recover . "
Key Risk Area Scenario Barrier Aircraft, Equipment and Infrastructure Tactical Planning 8 ! . . 8 3y . P . v Protections Unknown | Final Score
and Compliance and Action Compliance Action
Effective, understandable and available HumanwgﬂancF for Warning systems that could prevent Late recovery N Il barri
Barrier Aircraft andi deci; and N . threats unsurvi T leg. (e.g. rapid Protections All barriers
Definition i L = Planningis effective to N hazards and takes effective o N N " reduce the failed worst
in supportthe p of and N thatare with. Use of p N pressurisation warnings) are fitted, landing) to L
I N avoid the . N i action to prevent A significance of | outcome not
Scenario Conditioning related accidents. for recovery barriers are not included functioning, operate correctly and are preventan N
and C . N : the outcome. realised.
here. N complied with. accident.
related accidents. .
Total Barrier
Model Size
N L N . [ g N Barrier scored as remaining N . . Scored when |Only one of these barriers apply
. ... | Information on these barriers is useful to understand related Technical or Planning Issues. Normally scored as "Failed Known" if information N Barrier scored when a warning system is N N N N P
P Applicability in N " " " Wi - " 'when human action prevents a last minute in any given situation if no
Unsustainable et ; Is or "Not Al ifno s otential injury in normal fitted, operatesand an human takes the action iers remain. You don't knowj
Aircraft Pressurisation Scenario These barriers individually don't apply where there are events to the right in the scenario model. p " ry correct action to prevent the - L . N
and Conditioning operation. outcome. it's luck until you have it.
Environment
Size of Barrier 5 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 18
Actors Aircraft/ Equipment Total System Total System Total System Flight Ops Flight Ops Flight Ops | Flight Ops

Barrier Score




Using ERCS for Analysis

ok

LOC-I: Loss of control - inflight

SCF-NP: System/component failure or malfunction [non-powerplant]

OTHR: Other

RE: Runway excursion

ARC: Abnormal runway contact

GCOL: Ground Collision

M Fatal Accidents
ADRM: Aerodrome

M Non-Fatal Accidents
SCF-PP: powerplant failure or malfunction

Serious Incidents

LOC-G: Loss of control - ground

ATM: ATM/CNS

UNK: Unknown or undetermined

RI-VAP: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person

CTOL: Collision with obstacle(s) during take-off and landing

MAC: Airprox/ ACAS alert/ loss of separation/ (near) midair collisions

RI-A: Runway incursion - animal | i i i : | |
6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Occurrence categories - 10 year average (occurrences/year)



)( Key Risk Areas — High Risk Occurrences (ERCS)

#7.7 |EASA AOC CAT Aeroplane MTWO>5700 2015-2016

180

o Aggregated ERCS Risk Score

120
” @ Ruway excursion
:g 100
S @ Aircraft upset
i
G
< 80 @ Security/ non-safety
2
S .
2 60 @ Runway collision
w Airborne collision
40
@ Ground damage
20
. @ Unsurvivable aircraft environment
0 @
2 0 6 8 18
-20
-40

Number of High Risk Occurrences




‘;‘ Implementation Phase

» Development now complete

» Now into the implementation phase
» Development of guidance material and training
» Implementation in ECCAIRS and Taxonomy

» Integration in SMS Software systems and link to
ECCAIRS/ ADREP compatibility

» Standalone tools

» Goal for initial implementation with Member
States from January 2018



‘)" Some Observations

» The ERCS process requires information

» Therefore it will require improvements to the
reporting and investigation process — e.g. better
guidance on what information to provide for
different types of occurrence

» ERCS will lead to

» Changes to taxonomy — part of current Strategic
Taxonomy Review

» Need to update to mandatory fields and list of
reportable occurrences in Regulation 376



'_hi‘Reporting Now

» After a bad day, you have to do this.......

= POF_FUGHT_OS pi - Adshe Acrobat Resdes (X - - a8 X
File Edit View Window Help
Home Tools PDF_FLIGHT OPSp..
8EQ @ /7 R 8O0 =- R BAT
o Vo This 44 segeested fram a potsmudy snste ktcaan and mod festures he Seen drstid 10 2/5d potential secre, mbs Enable A Features
Operational information I
Speed and altitude Aircraft altitude ft Speed (first event) kt
Aircraft flight level Type of airspesd
Flight Plan Current traffic typs Current flight rules
Approach Instrument appr type

Flight crew information

Flight Crew 1 License issued by
? Category License type Date of license !
Experience this a/c Hour(s)  Duty last 24 hours Hour(s)  Validity
Experience all a/c Hour(s)  Rest before duty Hour(s)  Ratings
Flight Crew 2 License issued by
Category License type Date of license
Experience this a/c Hour{s)  Duty last 24 hours Hour(s)  Validity

Experience all a/c Hour{s)  Rest before duty Hour(s)  Ratings




;l"Reporting Future

» Targeted reporting - information we need
» Ask specific info based on type of occurrence

» More flexible use of mandatory fields based on
reality of different aviation communities

» Narrative stories to help text mining
» Simplify taxonomy coding to focus on cause
» Make maximum use of reference data sources

» Support structured occurrence investigation so
we can solve safety issues and not count what
has happened



‘fﬂiﬁ‘ECCAIRS Taxonomy Update

» ECCAIRS Taxonomy Updated every 2 years
» Latest version to be released this summer
» Key areas of update

» |Introduction of ERCS — Key Risk Areas and Barriers

» Removal of unused fields to simplify the taxonomy
(such as ATM areas now used in TOKAI only)

» Event types for Design and Production
» Other event type updates proposed by community

» Considerable improvement to the aircraft
make/model/series update



» Introduction of ERCS will not directly affect you
as organisations, however.....

» If you wish to use it — please seek support and
guidance from EASA

» ERCS will be used to develop guidance for
occurrence investigation

» Taxonomy update will provide further
improvement of data for analysis

» E5X will be backwards compatible but the XSD
schema will be updated
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Comments or Questions?

Your safety is our mission.

An agency of the European Union ‘___



