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Agenda

 The CPH approach to SMS

 Based on a practical example

 Safety Maturity

 A method to improve safety 
amongst administrative staff
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Occurrence reporting – two options:

 Easy accessible

 Easy to fill out

 Confidentiality

2

Scan of 
barcode

Webpage 
opens

Submit 
report

 Posters in offices, meeting 
rooms and break rooms

 Stickers on laptops, 
in cars, on cell 
phones etc.
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Occurrence reporting – two options:
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SMS administration
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Occurrence Validation / 
collaborative problem solving

 Validation of reported sequence of event(s)

 Initial investigation

 Learning points

 Improvements needed?

 Action plan(s)
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Safety Assurance

Management of safety data:

 Trend monitoring

 Data charts for: 

 Safety reporting

 Safety promotion purposes

 Initiation of safety survey

 Improvement of                                 
Risk Assessment process
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Safety Promotion

Purpose
How

To consider

6

 Highly prioritised

 70+ safety promotion visits during 2018

 To learn and 
prevent 
occurrences
from happening 
again

 Not to apportion
blame or liability

 Dissemination of safety 
knowledge

 Dialogue meetings

 Transfer knowledge into
changed behavior

 Use relatable examples

 Easy to digest, easy to 
learn from

 Who are you
targeting?

 The difference 
between reporting
safety data and 
communicating
safety data / 
knowledge
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Safety Maturity
What about safety awareness amongst your safety critical staff? 

How to obtain a common understanding about the existing ”safety maturity” level? 

And how to improve from there?

 Retaining our “licence to operate” requires robustness and continuous 
improvements

 We expect our managers with safety responsibilities to actively demonstrate WHY 
and HOW we comply with ADR

 … And to continuously improve our robustness and performance

 Ownership and anchoring of safety responsibilities calls for a winning team 
knowing what to improve and how to translate rules into demonstrated practices. 

Hence, we developed an assessment model 

 Output: A thorough baseline indication of safety maturity level(s) within the 
organisation
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The model

6 parameters:

 Responsibilities

 Process 
ownership (ADR)

 Operational 
status monitoring

 Structure and 
documentation

 Process 
verification

 Continuous
improvements

5 maturity levels – baseret på internationalt anerkendt 
ICAO skala:

Source: CANSO Standard of Excellence (SoE) in SMS

 20+ qualitative interviews

 100+ questionnaire surveys
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Example of question asked
 40 questions in total
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Output
 Indication of the actual safety maturity level for:

 The organisation as a whole

 Specific departments

 Individual safety maturity level (available for safety dept. And the individual only)

 Ability to mature the organisation based on databased knowledge

 Starting point for focused initiatives based on the actual maturity level

 Common language and common understanding of the baseline 
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Dorte Nygaard

Safety & Crisis Manager

Safety & Crisis Management

Traffic Department

Phone: (+45) 21 38 70 69

Dorte.Nygaard@cph.dk

Thanks for listening !

Any questions?
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