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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

The European Commission is undertaking an ex-post evaluation of Regulation (EU) 

376/2014 on the reporting, analysis and follow-up on occurrences in civil aviation1.  

This evaluation support study provides the Commission with an analytically robust ex-post 
evaluation of the Regulation as an evidence base for their evaluation. It follows the 

Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines and associated Toolboxes. Accordingly, the 

analysis was structured around the evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, 

relevance, coherence and EU added value.  

The period of analysis of this study spanned the years 2014-2019. The geographical scope 
encompassed all EU Member States as well as other countries that voluntarily implement 

the Regulation where relevant and appropriate. 

OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for this support study was based on: 

 Desk-based research, including a range of legislative documents as well as previous 
studies and other relevant reports that were coded and analysed to form the basis 

of the study and informed the assessment of the current state of implementation;  

 Stakeholder consultation via an online survey, cost-benefit questionnaires, in-depth 

interviews, expert meetings and a public consultation across all relevant Member 

States to supplement secondary evidence with views and opinions from 

stakeholders; and  

 In-depth analysis of the primary and secondary data collected, including an 
assessment of the state of implementation, an analysis of the baseline, a cost 

assessment, and five analytical case studies presenting results for a range of 

thematic areas within civil aviation.  

All findings and results were triangulated and synthesised to provide robust, evidence-
based answers to the evaluation questions, which formed the basis for the conclusions and 

recommendations drawn.  

KEY FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Relevance  

The general objective of Regulation 376/2014 is to contribute to the 
reduction in the number of aircraft accidents and fatalities throughout 

the EU. It seeks to achieve this through four specific objectives, 

namely:  

                                               
1 The Implementing Regulation 2015/1018 also forms part of this assessment because it is directly related.  
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1. Ensure all occurrences which endanger or could endanger aviation safety are collected 

and are providing a complete and clear picture of safety risks in the EU and the Member 

States; 

2. Ensure occurrence reports stored in the national databases and in the European Central 

Repository (ECR) are complete and contain high quality data; 

3. Ensure all safety-critical information stored in the ECR is accessed adequately by 

competent authorities and that they are used strictly for safety improvement;  

4. Ensure all reported occurrences are effectively analysed, safety hazards are identified 

and addressed where relevant and the safety effectiveness of the actions taken is 

monitored.  

These objectives continue to be relevant today, as there will always be a need to 
reduce the number of aircraft accidents and fatalities through a proactive, preventative 

approach to aviation safety at EU level based on information stemming from daily 

occurrences, even though the aviation sector is one of the safest in Europe.  

Since 2014, there have however been a number of key developments in and beyond 

the aviation safety sector, notably the increased presence of unmanned aircraft systems 
(UAS) or drones in the airspace and the threat of cybersecurity, that were not explicitly 

covered through Regulation 376/2014 when it was adopted in 2014. Recently adopted EU 
legislation in the field of aviation safety (Regulation 2018/1139 and Implementing 

Regulation 2019/947) fill this gap to some extent, however, by adapting the scope of 
Regulation 376/2014 to apply to UAS and introducing reporting requirements for remote 

pilots and organisations operating UAS. They do not, however, cover reporting 
requirements for individual UAS operators, and there is still a lack of clarity in the UAS 

domain on what needs to be reported on.  

 Recommendation 1: Consider whether it would be appropriate to extend the legal 
framework to introduce reporting requirements for individual UAS operators and 

whether the legal framework requires clarification on roles and responsibilities in 
terms of what occurrences in relation to the operation/piloting of UAS are required 

to be reported on and by whom.  

 Recommendation 2: Consider ways to ensure a certain degree of flexibility for 

Regulation 376/2014 to ensure that it remains relevant in light of new developments 

and can flexibly adapt to future challenges as they emerge. 

Effectiveness   

The abovementioned objectives of Regulation 376/2014 have been 
achieved to varying degrees. Although the Regulation has standardised 

approaches across countries and aviation industry domains and 
introduced new rules for some actors, it has been less impactful in 

cases where systems for reporting and analysis of occurrences in civil aviation were already 

well-established before its adoption in 2014.  

Reporting 

The Regulation has brought about an increase in the level of reporting since its entry 

into force in November 2015. This increase would not have been as important had the 
Regulation not been in place, because it made standardised reporting, analysis and follow-

up mandatory for a range of actors that were not yet required to do so prior to its 
implementation. Cumulatively, the number of occurrence records contained in the ECR 

more than doubled, from 1,125,264 at the end of 2014 to 2,548,578 reports in Q3 of 2019. 

While external factors such as growth in air traffic and an improvement in safety awareness 
would likely have promoted increased occurrence reporting, our study shows that this 

would not have occurred at the same rate as the increase recorded since the entry into 

force of Regulation 376/2014.  
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Although this increase has taken place across different industry domains and Member 

States, there are differences in the magnitude of the change depending on whether 
a strong reporting culture was in place before Regulation 376/2014. The impact on 

reporting numbers was not felt as strongly in domains such as commercial aircraft 
operators, air navigation service providers (ANSPs) and aerodrome operators, as these 

groups already had occurrence reporting systems in place prior to the adoption of 

Regulation 376/2014, as required by the relevant implementing rules to the EASA Basic 

Regulation and related safety management system (SMS) requirements. 

Despite such increasing trends, the effectiveness of the reporting process has been 
hampered by a number of factors, notably the time and effort associated with the extensive 

requirements for reporting in Regulation 376/2014. This includes the long list of mandatory 
data fields which are not all relevant to all reporting organisations, and timelines for 

reporting and analysis which cannot always be met.  

As a result, there is a lack of voluntary reporting on safety hazards or other occurrences 

which are not part of the mandatory occurrence reporting system, primarily because of a 

lack of clarity on what constitutes “other safety-related information”, and the limited 
resources available which instead are spent on compliance with the extensive requirements 

for reporting on mandatory occurrence types.  

 Recommendation 3: Consider clarifying the roles and responsibilities of reporting 

organisations and competent authorities, especially with regards to the completing 
of ‘unknown’ mandatory data fields. Providing additional clarity on the reporting 

timings and that a degree of flexibility exists in relation to these is also encouraged. 
This, in turn, might foster more voluntary reporting on safety hazards rather than 

occurrences alone.  

 Recommendation 4: In collaboration with industry and the Taxonomy working 
group within the Network of Aviation Safety Analysts consisting of EASA and 

analysts from the EU Member States, consider revising the list of mandatory fields 
to take into account new occurrence types and potentially tailoring them to the 

domains concerned by occurrence reporting, ensuring that only the most essential 

and relevant data is requested of reporters.  

 Recommendation 5: Consider ways to clarify what constitutes ‘other safety-
related information’ that is not mandatory to report on to encourage voluntary 

reporting among the industry. Other recommendations, notably those related to the 

implementation of digital tools to improve the efficiency of the reporting system as 
a whole, are likely to free up resources to support more voluntary occurrence 

reporting.  

Adequacy of the reporting requirements  

Regulation 376/2014 adequately sets out what occurrences need to be reported 
on in principle, pursuant to Article 4(1) and Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, although 

it would be appropriate to conduct a thorough review with input from aviation professionals 

to ensure any new occurrence types are covered.  

 Recommendation 6: Consider reviewing the list of occurrences to be mandatorily 
reported pursuant to the Annexes of Implementing Regulation 2015/1018 with a 

view to more explicitly covering ‘new’ occurrence types such as those related to the 
operation of UAS. This should involve the Taxonomy working group, and could 

benefit from a more general consultation of aviation professionals as well.  

Collection and storage 

There has been a considerable improvement in the quality and completeness of the 

occurrence data contained in the ECR and national databases as a result of Regulation 
376/2014 which put in place a standardised framework for both mandatory and voluntary 

reporting. However, there are still gaps in the quality and completeness of reports 
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contained in the ECR because of different approaches to quality checking and data transfer 

(e.g. Member States not ‘matching’ duplicate reports), which in turn complicates the 

analysis at EU level.  

Part of the reason for this is that the sheer volume of occurrences, paired with the detailed 
reporting requirements set out in the Regulation and its Annexes, creates a considerable 

workload for competent authorities to collect, process and store occurrences, notably 

related to the fact that completeness and quality checks are performed manually.  

 Recommendation 7: Consider ways to facilitate the digital processing and 

‘matching’ of occurrence records based on the information contained therein, for 
instance through the development of specific digital tools. The move to ECCAIRS 22 

will be a step in the right direction, minimising the workload for competent 
authorities by, inter alia, seamlessly integrating their national repositories at the 

regional level.  

 Recommendation 8: The implementation of further automation and processes, 

such as Data4Safety3, is expected to improve the quality of the data going forward. 

Such changes should therefore be prioritised and implemented as rapidly as 

possible. 

Data protection and exchange of information 

The organisations concerned by occurrence reporting and competent authorities alike have 

processes in place to ensure occurrence reports are disidentified so that no personal 
information is recorded in their (national) databases or in the ECR. However, these 

processes were not necessarily established as a result of the Regulation.  

The Regulation has successfully established rules on access rights to the data 

contained in the ECR, ensuring that safety-critical information stored in the ECR is 
accessed adequately by competent authorities and that it is used strictly for safety 

improvement purposes. 

At national level, however, almost all Member States have been unable to comply 

with the requirement to establish advance administrative arrangements with their 

respective judicial authorities to manage the access to and the use of occurrence reports 
contained in the national databases. Many competent authorities have found it difficult to 

put these in place due to a lack of guidance on the content and format of such 

arrangements.  

Additionally, while Regulation 376/2014 brought the concept of ‘just culture’ to the 
forefront of stakeholders’ minds in EU Member States and across industry domains, there 

is a long way to go before ‘just culture’ is applied across the board. Only six Member 
States have put the necessary rules in place to ensure that their designated ‘just culture’ 

bodies are adequately empowered to carry out the activities stipulated in Article 16(6), (9) 

and (11) of Regulation 376/2014. This is primarily caused by the interaction of ‘just culture’ 
with differing legal frameworks at national level, a lack of judicial buy-in, and ingrained 

behaviours.  

                                               
2 ECCAIRS is the European Coordination Centre for Accident and Incident Reporting Systems. It is a reporting 

system software that was originally developed and made available by the JRC to allow Member States to 

collect data in a standardised manner and to permit the sharing of information without any need for 

transformation of data. ECCAIRS will be managed by EASA in the future and is undergoing considerable 

changes (i.e. a move to ECCAIRS 2), notably related to technical improvements to make the system more 

user-friendly.  

3 Data4Safety (also known as D4S) is a collaboration between EASA and industry stakeholders. It is a data 

collection and analysis programme that will support the goal to ensure the highest common level of safety 

and environmental protection for the European aviation system. It aims at collecting and gathering not only 

occurrence data, but also flight data (i.e. data generated by the aircraft via the Flight Data Recorders), 

surveillance data (air traffic data), weather data, and more. 
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 Recommendation 9: The Commission and EASA could consider ways to promote 

exchanges among Member States, including the sharing of best practices in the 
establishment of advance administrative arrangements where Member States have 

managed to put such rules in place. This could consist of the organisation of 
workshops, or the development of a model/template to assist authorities in creating 

the agreements (e.g. in collaboration with EUROCONTROL, who have experience 

with this).  

 Recommendation 10: The Commission should continue to promote and ensure a 

correct implementation of the ‘just culture’ principles by the national ‘just culture’ 

bodies.  

Analysis, dissemination and actions  

The analysis of reported occurrences takes place at organisational, national and EU level, 

although there is room for improvement, e.g. by taking into account exposure data in 

the analysis, rather than focusing on occurrence data alone.  

 At EU level, the analysis has been facilitated by Regulation 376/2014 through its 
standardisation of requirements and the resulting increase in (higher quality) 

occurrence data at EU level. The annual publication of the European Plan for Aviation 

safety (EPAS), including key risk areas and actions to mitigate them has benefited 

from this.  

 At national level, although the processes are in place, the data is not being analysed 
as well as it could be. The Regulation’s text focuses primarily on the reporting, 

collecting and storing of occurrences, and less on the requirements for analysis and 
follow-up, and there are different understandings of what constitutes ‘analysis’ (e.g. 

statistical analysis versus descriptive analysis), resulting in different approaches 

across Member States. 

However, industry stakeholders are widely of the opinion that the authorities are not 
providing sufficient feedback on the outcome of their analysis, which makes them 

believe that the data they provide is not being analysed and falls into a ‘black hole’ (the 

ECR). Authorities are not sufficiently disseminating the results of their analysis which acts 

as a disincentive to reporting. 

 Recommendation 11: Consider clarifying or expanding on the nature and process 
of what constitutes ‘analysis’ versus ‘investigation’ at different levels, either in the 

Regulation itself or through an implementing act or guidance material.  

 Recommendation 12: To facilitate high-quality and in-depth analysis, combining 

occurrence data with exposure data is preferable. As such, in line with 
recommendation 7, it is recommended that the Data4Safety project continues to 

be supported.  

 Recommendation 13: Encourage authorities to provide feedback to reporters and 
encourage the exchange of best practices in this area across domains and Member 

States. A digital solution (e.g. automatic notice of receipt using ECCAIRS 2, 
including a link to the competent authority’s latest annual safety review) could be 

considered for this purpose, in order to avoid imposing additional workload onto 

authorities. 

Oversight and monitoring  

Beyond monitoring the implementation of actions, there is no requirement for 

competent authorities to oversee the correct implementation of the Regulation 
more broadly. Although the Member States are required by Article 21 of Regulation 

376/2014 to put in place rules on penalties applicable to infringement, there is no clarity 

on what this should entail, and it is not in line with the rest of the aviation oversight system.  

Additionally, Article 21 refers only to Member States, and thus does not provide EASA 

the same competency, raising questions about the existence of a level playing field – 
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EASA is not appropriately empowered through Regulation 376/2014 to fully oversee the 

organisations for which it acts as a competent authority because it is allowed only to make 

‘recommendations’ to the Commission in case of non-compliance. 

 Recommendation 14: Consider defining more clearly what constitutes oversight 
and what is expected from national competent authorities (especially if they are 

safety investigation authorities who traditionally do not have an oversight role in 

occurrence reporting) in cases of non-compliance, duly taking into account existing 

oversight roles within the context of Regulation 2018/1139. 

 Recommendation 15: Consider defining a more concrete oversight role for EASA 
to empower the Agency to adequately oversee its organisations for compliance with 

Regulation 376/2014. 

Improved safety 

It is very difficult to assess whether and to what extent Regulation 376/2014 has 
led to a reduction in the number of accidents and fatalities in civil aviation. There 

are indications that it played at least a minor role, although it is highly unlikely to be the 

sole contributor.  

The analysis of reported safety occurrences shows that although the ratio of accidents per 

flight movements has remained more or less constant since the adoption of Regulation 
376/2014, accidents have decreased from 3.5 accidents per 1 million flights before the 

adoption of Regulation 376/2014, to 1.3 accidents per 1 million flights post-intervention. 
Moreover, the analysis of the evaluation baseline found that Regulation 376/2014 has 

effectively contributed to some extent to increasing the number of occurrences reported 
at European level, which in turn may have favoured the overall improvement of 

safety levels at European level. It put in place a framework for reducing the total number 
of accidents through the improvement of safety awareness, identification of safety risks 

and boost of safety promotion.  

However, this cannot be fully attributed to the Regulation, as the reduced accident 

rate is also the result of a number of exogenous factors such as continuous 

improvements in aviation technology, and an overall enhancement on the quality of 

aviation practitioners, in addition to the ongoing implementation of Regulation 996/2010. 

Efficiency 

Regulation 376/2014 has resulted in costs for both competent 

authorities and organisations, but based on conservative assumptions, 
the benefits identified outweigh the costs incurred at least to a 

limited extent. Although the costs of implementation of Regulation 
376/2014 vary according to the Member State and industry domain 

concerned, overall they have not been negligible. However, the identified benefits including 

an estimated reduction in the  number of accidents and fatalities, and other aspects that 
cannot be monetised such as improvements in harmonisation, the implementation of a 

‘just culture’ and increased exchange of information at EU level, tilt the balance in favour 

of the benefits.  

 Recommendation 16: In line with recommendation 6 and 7, the use of digital 
tools and Data4Safety are expected to improve the quality of the data and analysis 

going forward, thus maximising the potential benefits of the Regulation and 
reducing the costs associated with it. Such improvements are likely to improve the 

cost/benefit ratio over time. 
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Coherence 

The analysis of the provisions of Regulation 376/2014 did not reveal 
major issues in terms of internal coherence, except for a number of 

inconsistencies related to the use and denomination of certain 
definitions in the Regulation. Similar to the internal coherence of 

the provisions of the Regulation itself, no incoherence was found with 

Implementing Regulation 2015/1018. 

The analysis of the external coherence of Regulation 376/2014 with EU legislation 

in the EU air transport acquis revealed a few key issues. Stakeholders criticised that 
the existence of different legal acts covering related requirements for the reporting, 

analysis and follow-up on occurrences in civil aviation leads to confusion and complexity. 

 With regards to Regulation 996/2010, although there is some degree of overlap 

(i.e. reporting on serious incidents and accidents), this is necessary and does not 
indicate a lack of coherence because both regulations concern different actors and 

different purposes.  

 Some degree of overlap and inconsistency was uncovered in relation to Regulation 
2018/1139 and its implementing rules, which also cover occurrence reporting 

for most (though not all) of the organisations covered by Regulation 376/2014. The 
competent authorities designated under both regulations are not necessarily the 

same, which leads to a complicated oversight process for the Member States. 
Although a rulemaking process to align Regulation 2018/1139 to Regulation 

376/2014 is ongoing, there are certain issues that cannot be addressed in this way 

(e.g. the designation of competent authorities and oversight roles). 

The analysis of the external coherence of Regulation 376/2014 with other relevant 

EU legislation revealed no significant inconsistencies, duplications or concerns over 
coherence. While a revision of the Regulation is not required from this standpoint, recent 

legal developments and their impact on the occurrence reporting system should be duly 

taken into account were a revision of Regulation 376/2014 to take place. 

 A thorough assessment of the coherence between Regulation 376/2014 and 
the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR - Regulation 2016/679 which 

came into effect after Regulation 376/2014) was conducted and uncovered potential 
inconsistencies that are primarily related to the terminology used and the degree 

of protection of personal data. It uncovered a need to specify more clearly the rules 

on access to information, clarification of the use of terminology, and data retention, 
in line with GDPR requirements, if a revision were to take place. If no revision takes 

place, the reference to Directive 95/46/EC (the predecessor to the GDPR) remains 

valid. 

 The recent adoption of the Whistleblowing Directive (Directive 2019/1937) 
impacts some aspects of Regulation 376/2014. Although there is no lack of 

coherence (the Whistleblowing Directive builds on Regulation 376/2014 by 
expanding some existing requirements and was adopted five years after Regulation 

376/2014), the changes it introduced will need to be duly taken into consideration 

should Regulation 376/2014 be revised.  

 Recommendation 17: If a revision of Regulation 376/2014 were to take place, 

certain definitions and terminology should be revisited. These do not, however, 

render the Regulation inconsistent, and are thus not a requirement.  

 Recommendation 18: It is advised to examine whether there is a need to better 
align the relevant EU acts, such as at least Regulation 376/2014, Implementing 

Regulation 2015/1018 and Regulation 2018/1139, for the creation of an adequate 
and streamlined reporting system for all stakeholders involved in a consolidated 

and complete safety management system. 
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EU Added Value 

Regulation 376/2014 provides clear EU added value through its 
contributions to effective safety management at EU level compared to 

what likely could have been achieved without EU intervention or at 
different levels of intervention. Results from the baseline analysis show 

a clear improvement in reporting rates and completeness of reports, directly resulting from 

the Regulation. It has created a common framework at EU level, with common rules and 
standards, which has facilitated the harmonisation of occurrence reporting, 

analysis and follow-up approaches across the Member States and across all 

industry domains.  

Through this standardisation and subsequent increase in (high-quality) reports, the 
Regulation has facilitated analysis and the identification of safety risks at EU level. 

By pooling resources and sharing knowledge at the EU level, including through the NoA 
and the production of the EPAS, it has enabled an EU-wide view on aviation safety that 

could not have been achieved by the Member States themselves.  

Taken together, these improvements created the framework within which the total number 
of accidents was reduced, and thus at least indirectly improved aviation safety. As such, 

although difficult to prove, it is likely that this would not have occurred to the same extent 

in the absence of Regulation 376/2014.  

In addition, it has promoted the concept of ‘just culture’ on the map within the aviation 
sector and increased awareness of occurrence reporting across Member States and 

industry domains.  

That being said, this added value has not been felt to the same extent across 

Member States and industry domains – depending on the degree to which a mature 

occurrence reporting culture was already in place.  

Nonetheless, it is widely believed that stopping or withdrawing Regulation 376/2014 

would have primarily negative consequences, especially in terms of the rate of 
reporting, degree of standardisation of requirements for reporting, collecting, processing 

and analysing occurrences across countries and organisations, degree to which an EU-wide 
view on aviation safety can be achieved, and loss of the emphasis it places on the ‘just 

culture’ principle.   
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1. INTRODUCTION  

The present document is the final report for the Support Study to the Evaluation of 

Regulation 376/2014 on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil 
aviation (“the Regulation”) for DG MOVE. The Regulation, which entered into force on 15th 

November 2015, aims to prevent aircraft accidents and related fatalities through feedback 

and lessons learned from occurrences and other safety-related information. 

This study aims to provide the Commission with a robust evidence base in support of an 

evaluation of the Regulation 376/2014 by assessing whether its specific objectives, which 
ultimately aim to improve aviation safety, have been achieved. It does so by assessing the 

relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU added value of the 

Regulation, in line with the Commission’s Better Regulation Guidelines. 

The present report sets out the overall methodology employed for the study; the study’s 
key findings in the form of answers to the evaluation questions, which have been developed 

through a process of triangulation of the data sources; and finally the conclusions and 

recommendations of the study, as derived from the key findings. 

It contains 2 Appendices, as follows: 

 Appendix 1: Intervention logic of Regulation 376/2014 

 Appendix 2: Evaluation matrix 

 

An additional 10 Annexes detailing the technical results of the various study tasks carried 

out have been provided as a standalone document. This includes:  

 Annex 1: Online survey analysis  

 Annex 2: Cost-benefit questionnaire analysis  

 Annex 3: Interview analysis  

 Annex 4: Analysis of the first workshop with authorities  

 Annex 5: Analysis of the second workshop with authorities  

 Annex 6: Analysis of the workshop with industry stakeholders  

 Annex 7: Analysis of the public consultation  

 Annex 8: Assessment of the state of implementation  

 Annex 9: Analysis of the evaluation baseline  

 Annex 10: Cost assessment  

 

Finally, five analytical case studies on Air Traffic Control (ATC); Commercial air transport 

(CAT) operations of large aeroplanes; General aviation manufacturing of Non-Complex 

aeroplanes; Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS); and Ground handling have been developed 

and are presented in an individual annex to this report.  

 Annex 11: Case study reports  
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2. METHODOLOGY 

In accordance with the Terms of Reference, the study was structured along eight 

consecutive Tasks, as depicted in the figure below.  

Figure 1. Study tasks 

 

The approach to each of the tasks of the study is presented below, followed by an analysis 

of the evidence gaps. 

2.1. APPROACH TO THE STUDY TASKS 

The approach to this evaluation consisted in assessing the effectiveness, efficiency, 

relevance, coherence and EU added value of each of the steps in the reporting, analysis 

and follow-up process set out in Regulation 376/2014, as the figure below illustrates4.  

                                               
4 An additional step to the seven-step process called “Acted upon”, as, on the basis of the information gathered 

and analysed through these seven steps, the industry and competent authorities have to take safety action in 

a timely manner. 
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Figure 2. Approach to the study 

 

To ensure the robustness of this assessment, a structured evaluation approach was 

used, relying on an elaborated intervention logic, operationalised evaluation matrix, and a 

mix of data collection and analytical methods, as further described below. 

The study was structured according to an evaluation matrix, presented in Appendix 2. This 

matrix operationalises the study’s evaluation questions, setting them out against the sub-
questions, indicators and judgement criteria that will be used to answer them. It was 

developed on the basis of an in-depth understanding of the Regulation’s logic of 

intervention, depicting what it aims to achieve and how, as presented in Appendix 1.  

2.1.1. Desk research (Task 2) 

The aim of the desk research task was to collect, organise and analyse relevant 

information from secondary sources. This included statistical data, legislative 

documents and their related implementing acts, and relevant reports and studies, with the 
intention of collecting both quantitative and qualitative evidence to complement the 

primary evidence collected through field research.  

A coding framework – structured in line with the evaluation matrix and the indicators 

contained therein – was set up during the inception phase. Relevant documents (143 in 
total) were then coded using NVivo, and subsequently analysed and summarised at the 

level of each evaluation question using the Grounded Theory Approach. This consists of 
identifying the core concerns expressed across the sources of interest and looking for 

recurrent concepts emerging from the analysis for each of the indicators of interest (i.e. 
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substantive coding)5. This produced evidence to be used for the assessments of 

effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, and EU added value of Regulation 376/2014 and has 

been integrated as such in the answers to the evaluation questions.  

A separate desk-based legal assessment was carried out by lawyers on the study team, 
to feed directly into the assessment of coherence and, to some extent, relevance of 

Regulation 376/2014. This consisted of a thorough legal review of Regulation 376/2014 

and its implementing act, as well as other EU legislation that was deemed relevant in the 

context of this support study.  

2.1.2. Field research (Task 3) 

The field research consisted of a public consultation as well as a range of targeted 

consultation activities. The approach to each of the activities is briefly described in the 

following sections.  

 Targeted online survey  

An online survey was launched on 13th November 2019 on Ramboll’s proprietary survey 

software SurveyXact. The survey remained open for three weeks and formally closed for 
responses on 9th December 2019. It was targeted to a range of different stakeholder 

groups, including national competent authorities, safety investigation authorities, EASA, 
but also all different industry sectors, and associations representing staff in the aviation 

field.  

 To reach authorities (civil aviation authorities, safety investigation authorities, 

EASA), contact details provided by the Commission were used. They were sent a 

personalised link to the online survey, so they could access it and potentially come 
back to it later. Follow-ups were sent to those who had partially completed the 

survey one week before its official closure, and to national authorities who had not 

yet completed the survey at all6. 

 To reach industry stakeholders (airlines, airports, manufacturers, maintenance, 
pilots, general aviation, ground handlers, etc.), the study team relied on the support 

of relevant associations representing them. Associations were asked to disseminate 
the link to the online survey to their members, kindly requesting them to complete 

it by the provided deadline. Reminders to disseminate the online survey link were 

sent to associations a week before its formal closure.  

The online survey included questions on the effectiveness, relevance, and EU added value 

of Regulation 376/2014, as well as a few questions pertaining to the degree to which the 

Regulation has been implemented in the Member States.  

A total of 67 respondents fully completed the online survey, and 32 respondents partially 
completed it (i.e. started completing the survey but did not answer all questions). 

Considering the efforts made to reach as broad a respondent group as possible, including 
through reminders/follow-ups, this is considered a decent number of respondents. 

However, as the largest group of respondents (34/99) represent competent authorities in 

EU Member States, the results are biased towards this group. To mitigate this to some 
extent, the results from different stakeholder groups were analysed separately where 

deemed relevant and presented as such throughout the report. The answers were analysed 

using Excel.  

                                               
5 Glaser, B. G. (1998). Doing Grounded Theory: Issues and discussions. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology press. 

6 Care was taken to not send reminders to contact persons whose colleagues completed the survey on behalf of 

the authority as a whole.  
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Figure 3. Respondents to the targeted online survey  

 
Source: results from the online survey. Note: multiple answers were possible, so the total number of responses is higher than 

the number of unique respondents.  

A detailed analysis of the results of the online survey is presented in Annex 1. 

 Targeted cost-benefit questionnaires  

Targeted Excel-based questionnaires containing questions pertaining to the efficiency of 

Regulation 376/2014 were set up to form the basis for the cost assessment carried out as 
part of Task 6. The questionnaires, one for authorities and one for industry, included 

specific questions regarding the costs they incurred as a result of the Regulation, and how 

these costs compare to the benefits achieved.  

The cost-benefit questionnaires were launched on 13th November 2019, and formally closed 
for responses on 9th December 2019. Their dissemination followed the same approach as 

that used for the online survey, namely:  

 To reach authorities (civil aviation authorities, safety investigation authorities, 
EASA), we used the same contact details as those used for the online survey. 

Authorities were sent the Excel questionnaire via email and asked to return it, 

completed, to the project team via email.  

 To reach industry stakeholders (airlines, airports, manufacturers, maintenance, 
pilots, general aviation, ground handlers, etc.), we once more relied on the support 
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of relevant associations representing them. The Excel questionnaire was sent along 

with the link to the online survey, to avoid having to overload associations and their 
members with too many separate requests. The reminder to disseminate this 

questionnaire was also sent along with the reminder for the online survey, a week 

before closure. 

Completed questionnaires were received from the following stakeholders:  

Table 1. Respondents to cost-benefit questionnaire 

Questionnaire  Number received  Stakeholder group  Country  

Authorities  10 Civil Aviation Authority 

(CAA) 
Belgium, Estonia, 

Finland, Ireland, 

Italy, Latvia, 

Norway, Portugal, 

Slovakia, Spain, 

United Kingdom 

3 Safety Investigation 

Authority (SIA) 
Croatia, Denmark, 

France  

1 EASA  N/A 

Industry  1 
Ground handling service 

provider  

Latvia 

1 
Aircraft parts 

maintenance 

organisation  

France  

1 
Aviation manufacturer  Poland 

The limited response rate from the industry side is due to the complexity of the questions 

asked – it can prove difficult for organisations to provide such specific data on costs as was 
required to be gathered. Another problem is the fact that the questionnaire was 

disseminated via industry associations, which makes it impossible for the study team to 
reliably identify how many organisations received the questionnaire but chose not to return 

it, because there is no way to measure their reach.  

Upon receipt, the answers from individual questionnaires were transferred into two 
databases: one containing the answers provided by authorities, and one containing the 

answers provided by organisations. The answers were analysed in Excel. Detailed results 

of the analysis are presented in Annex 2. 

 Targeted interviews  

The targeted interviews aimed to complement the questionnaires by collecting more details 

on why stakeholders hold certain opinions, as well as gather additional evidence in relation 
to evaluation questions for which qualitative data was judged to be an important source. 

A total of 40 interviews were carried out with a sample of key stakeholders per main 

stakeholder type, as presented in the table below.  
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Table 2. Interviewed stakeholders 

Stakeholder  Planned Conducted 

International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO)  1 1 

EUROCONTROL  1 1 

European Commission  2 2 

EASA  2 2 

Competent authorities in EU Member States  5 5 

Safety Investigation Authorities  3 2 

Just culture bodies / Judicial authorities   2 2 

Commercial aircraft operators  4 4 

Manufacturers  2 2 

Maintenance industry  2 2 

Airports / ground handling operators  3 3 

Aviation personnel  3 4 

General aviation / non-commercial operations / UAS  3 3 

ANSPs 3 3 

ATC service providers  2 2 

Research centre  1 1 

Passengers  1 1 

Total 40 40 

Some of the interviews conducted were group interviews involving two or more 
stakeholders, so the total number of organisations covered is higher than the foreseen 

number of interviews. Issues encountered in scheduling interviews (e.g. because of the 
Christmas holidays, and aviation professionals having limited time to talk to us) caused 

delays compared to the initially foreseen timeline. However, the deadline was extended to 
mitigate this, and the foreseen number of interviewees was attained. Overall, the study 

team judges the sample consulted to be representative of the breadth of stakeholders 

concerned by Regulation 376/2014. 

The data gathered through the interviews were summarised in individual interview reports 

that were coded using qualitative coding software NVivo. This followed a concept-driven 
coding approach, where the key sub-questions and related indicators outlined in the 

evaluation matrix formed the basis for the organisation of interview data into themes. The 

detailed interview analysis is included in Annex 3. 

 Expert meetings  

The study team facilitated two workshops and attended a third one as an observer, with 

the aim of gathering data to feed into the answers to the evaluation questions.  

First workshop with competent authorities (September 2019, Cologne)  

The first workshop was a full day workshop with competent authorities, which aimed to 

gather insights into: 
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1. the effectiveness, efficiency and coherence of Regulation 376/2014;  

2. reporting and collecting;  

3. data protection, confidentiality and just culture;  

4. exchange of information, dissemination and actions. 

The authorities were split up into discussion groups (ensuring a balanced geographical and 

gender representation in each group), where they discussed each of the above topics, 

following a list of predetermined questions. After two discussion sessions, participant 
rapporteurs were asked to present their key findings in plenary. A summary of the results 

of this workshop is included in Annex 4.  

Second workshop with competent authorities (October 2019, Cologne)  

The second workshop was a half-day workshop with the Network of Aviation Safety 

Analysts (NoA).  

Considering the limited time and space available, live audience polling software was used 

to gather data from participants, specifically covering questions on four broad topics:  

1. storage;  

2. risk classification;  

3. analysis;  

4. actions and dissemination.  

The results of given questions were discussed by a participant panel, after which the floor 

was opened to additional comments from all other participants. A detailed analysis of the 

outcomes of this workshop is presented in Annex 5.  

Industry stakeholder workshop (November 2019, Brussels)  

The third workshop was a full-day workshop with a range of industry stakeholders. The 

study team, with support from EASA and the European Commission, facilitated the 

workshop.  

A live audience polling tool was used to gather data in relation to four topics:  

1. mandatory and voluntary occurrence reporting;  

2. risk classification, analysis and follow-up;  

3. data protection and just culture; and  

4. general issues related to Regulation 376/2014.  

The results of given questions were discussed by a participant panel, after which the floor 
was opened to additional comments from all other participants. A detailed analysis of the 

outcomes of this workshop is presented in Annex 6. 

 Public consultation  

The European Commission launched an online public consultation on 7th November to 
gather the opinions of the broader stakeholder community on Regulation 376/2014, 

specifically relating to the relevance, effectiveness, coherence, efficiency and EU added 
value of the Regulation, as well as the concept of ‘just culture’ more specifically. The public 

consultation was open for responses from the general public until 30th January 2020.  

A total of 198 responses were received, covering the following stakeholder groups:  



 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

9 

Figure 4. Respondents to the public consultation7 

 

The answers were analysed in Excel and used to answer the evaluation questions contained 

in the evaluation matrix. The detailed analysis of the results of the public consultation is 

presented in Annex 7. 

2.1.3. Assessment of the state of implementation (Task 4)  

The aim of the assessment of the state of implementation was to identify the degree to 
which the provisions of Regulation 376/2014 were adequately implemented by the relevant 

actors (the European Commission, competent authorities in the Member States, EASA, and 

organisations in the Member States).  

An Excel-based matrix matching the ‘inputs’ level of the intervention logic to the degree of 
implementation formed the basis of this assessment. The degree to which the different 

requirements have been implemented was based on the evidence collected through desk-

based research as well as all stakeholder consultation activities.  

A detailed assessment of the state of implementation is presented in Annex 8. 

2.1.4. Analysis of the evaluation baseline (Task 5) 

The purpose of the analysis of the evaluation baseline was to model and analyse the 

counterfactual scenario for the policy-change scenario. As such, it captures how the 
aviation safety system would have evolved had the Regulation not been adopted. The 

analysis then aims at capturing to some extent the change that the intervention of 
Regulation 376/2014 has brought over time, by comparing the actual performance of the 

system against the potential scenario without intervention represented by the evaluation 

baseline (the status quo ex-ante). 

In particular, the baseline analysis covered the effectiveness of the Regulation, particularly 

pertaining to the extent to which the Regulation has impacted the levels of safety in the 

EU. It answers three core questions:  

                                               
7 Please note that the total number of responses to this question is 151, indicating that 47 respondents stopped 

answering after the first question about which language they want to provide their responses in.  
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1. Has Regulation 376/2014 contributed to improving the level of reporting? 

2. Has Regulation 376/2014 increased the data quality of the ECR database? 

3. Has the number of accidents been reduced due to Regulation 376/2014? 

The methodology used concerns the Interrupted Time Series (ITS) methodology, which 
was considered the strongest quasi-experimental method to derive causal inference from 

the data available. The ITS technique relies on the comparison of time-series data before 

and after intervention, building upon the basic assumption that the outcome variable would 

not be altered if there was no intervention.  

The baseline scenario for the selected indicators is forecasted through time-series, 
capturing the historic data evolution of these indicators themselves and other independent 

variables over time, and projecting this same behavior into the future as per the actual 
independent variables’ evolution. Here, time-series were used to forecast selected 

indicators from 2015 up to 2019, based on their historic evolution (from 2009 to 2015) 
and the evolution of other variables. After that, the baseline results were compared with 

the ones actually recorded to derive conclusions on the intervention’s impact. 

Relevant results from the baseline analysis have been integrated into the findings chapter, 
notably in the sections on effectiveness and EU added value. The detailed analysis of the 

evaluation baseline, including an explanation of the methodology used and the 

assumptions made, is presented in Annex 9. 

2.1.5. Cost assessment (Task 6) 

As a basis for the assessment of the efficiency of Regulation 376/2014, a cost-assessment 

was carried out. As mentioned above, the targeted cost-benefit questionnaires formed the 

basis of this assessment, supplemented by estimations where needed to fill the gaps.  

The cost assessment estimated costs and benefits accrued as a result of Regulation 

376/2014, due to introduction of new information requirements, such as an increase in the 
mandatory fields and mandatorily reported occurrences or data quality mechanisms in 

place across the EU.  

The methodology that was applied for this assessment is the Standard Cost Model (SCM), 

which allows to address the costs and burdens of Regulation 376/2014 for both Member 
States (competent authorities) and industry stakeholders. It allows for the quantification 

of actual costs (i.e. time costs) resulting from Regulation 376/2014 requirements (for 
competent authorities and industry stakeholders at Member State level), to enable an 

assessment of the extent to which the Regulation is deemed efficient. 

The SCM in its original format was designed for the assessment of the administrative 
burdens of competent authorities, individuals and organisations. However, the following 

features were used to reinforce and complete the approach chosen:  

 Estimation of benefits derived from a potential reduction on the number of accidents 

and serious incidents; 

 Administrative burdens are estimated based on the assumption that legislation is 

100% complied with, though, in practice, not all businesses comply (fully) with all 
of the legislation. While this assumption has been held for the great majority of 

information obligations, whenever there was certainty that a specific information 

requirement was not met8, it was not considered. 

                                               
8 This feature mainly refers to the implementation of the ERCS by Member States. This information obligation is 

captured in Regulation 376/2014 and considered as an administrative burden in the 2012 Impact Assessment 

of the Regulation. Nonetheless, it has not been considered in the cost assessment presented in this work as the 

ERCS was still not adopted at the moment this analysis was developed. 
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Relevant results from the cost assessment have been integrated into the findings chapter, 

notably in the sections on efficiency. The detailed results of the cost assessment, as well 
as an overview of the costs and benefits in line with the Table required by Annex V of the 

Terms of Reference for this support study, are presented in Annex 10.  

2.1.6. Case studies (Task 7)  

A total of five thematic case studies were carried out as part of this study. Rather than 

data collection tools, the case studies serve as analytical tools, presenting the evidence 

collected through previous Tasks in line with the five selected themes, namely:  

 Air traffic control; 

 Commercial air transport (CAT) operations of large aeroplanes and related design 

and production; 

 General aviation manufacturer of Non-Complex aeroplanes; 

 Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) with a Maximum Take-Off Mass below 150 kg; 

 Ground handling.  

As such, they are not an additional data source, but present the existing data on which the 

overall assessment presented below is based in a different way. Taken alone, they are not 
as robust as the findings presented below as they focus on one specific area, but they can 

serve to complement the overall findings below by illustrating the situation in a specific 
area. Where interesting patterns emerged from the case studies, they have been 

referenced in the findings presented in chapter 3. The individual case study reports are 

presented in Annex 11 (separate annex to this report). 

2.2. ANALYSIS OF THE EVIDENCE GAPS 

The overall approach to the collection of data relied on a sequential design, where any 
gaps identified in the desk-based research (e.g. in terms of evidence to support the 

assessment of relevance and EU added value) were filled through stakeholder consultation 

activities, notably the targeted interviews.  

All stakeholder consultations were designed to be complementary, ensuring a 
degree of overlap in topics covered for the purpose of triangulation of evidence from 

different sources.  

Overall, evidence was collected through two or more data sources for each of the evaluation 

questions in the evaluation matrix (see Appendix 2).  

A broad range of stakeholders was reached covering a broad geographical range. Through 
the public consultation, online survey and cost-benefit questionnaire, all EU Member States 

except for Bulgaria were represented by at least one stakeholder. Non-EU countries were 
also consulted through these means, including Norway and Switzerland, but also countries 

not directly affected by the Regulation (Turkey, Canada, United States, Japan, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Albania).  

Although the response rates are too low to speak of statistical representativeness vis-à-vis 

the EU population, the study team believes that the stakeholders consulted cover a 
sufficiently broad range of stakeholder types to represent the perspectives of all 

stakeholder groups that are directly affected by Regulation 376/2014 and/or have a 
medium to high level of influence and interest in it. In line with the Better Regulation 

Guidelines, ratios are avoided and results from all stakeholder consultations are presented 
in an objective manner. Results are presented separately by key stakeholder type where 

relevant, to ensure all opinions (including those provided by stakeholders that contributed 

less) are equally represented.  
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Where relevant and appropriate, limitations to the data presented are included in the 

individual answers to the evaluation questions in chapter 3.  
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3. ANSWERS TO THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

This chapter presents the study’s findings at the level of the evaluation criteria of 

effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, and EU added value, by answering each of 
the evaluation questions under these evaluation criteria. Where deemed appropriate, sub-

questions have been grouped, which has been clearly marked throughout.   

The findings presented are based on the results from desk-based research, including an 

in-depth legal analysis of coherence, a baseline analysis, and a cost-assessment, as well 
as results obtained through stakeholder consultations by a targeted online survey, cost-

benefit questionnaires, workshops with competent authorities9 and industry 
stakeholders10, targeted interviews, and a public consultation. Results from those desk-

based activities and consultations have been triangulated in line with the evaluation 

(sub)questions outlined in the evaluation matrix (see Appendix 2), in order to provide a 
robust, evidence-based answer to the questions. Additionally, illustrative examples from 

the case studies have been highlighted to complement the overall findings where relevant. 
Limitations to the available evidence have been highlighted throughout where relevant, 

pursuant to the methodology presented in chapter 2 above. 

3.1. EFFECTIVENESS 

As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, an assessment of effectiveness looks at the 

progress made towards the achievement of the objectives of a policy intervention, looking 

for evidence of why, whether or how these changes are linked to it11.  

This section presents the findings concerning the effectiveness of Regulation 376/2014 in 
terms of the extent to which it has achieved its general, specific and operational objectives, 

what has actually been achieved by the Regulation versus other external factors, key 
aspects of the Regulation that facilitated or hindered the achievement of objectives and 

any observed differences between Member States and/or industry domains. It also 

considers the adequacy of the reporting requirements of the Regulation, as well as the 
appropriateness of the mechanisms for monitoring and oversight of its implementation. 

The starting point of the assessment of effectiveness of the Regulation is the desk-based 
research carried out, including the assessment of the baseline scenario, which isolates the 

effects of the Regulation from other influencing factors. This data is supplemented with 
qualitative evidence collected from stakeholders through various consultation activities. 

This criterion covers the following evaluation questions:  

Table 3. Evaluation questions covered under the assessment of effectiveness 

#  Evaluation question 

1 To what extent have the operational objectives of the Regulation been achieved? To what 
extent have the specific and general objectives been met?  

2 What actual and observed effects (positive and negative) has the Regulation had? To what 
extent has the Regulation contributed to these effects?  

3 What were the main drivers and hindrances to the effectiveness of the Regulation? Are there 
significant differences between Member States or between industry domains?  

                                               
9 The term ‘competent authority’ is taken to mean competent authorities in the Member States and EASA 

throughout. Where a statement made concerns only one of those groups, this is clearly mentioned.  

10 The term ‘industry stakeholders’ includes organisations as well as associations representing aviation 

professionals. Where only one of the groups is concerned, or if a statement related to a specific industry 

domain, this is clearly mentioned.  

11 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 59.  
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#  Evaluation question 

4 Which unexpected or unintended effects (positive or negative) have occurred as a result of 
the implementation of the Regulation, and what factors have influenced those achievements?   

5 Does the Regulation meet the current scope of aviation activity in EU Member States and 
EASA? Are all organisations and persons adequately addressed in the Regulation? 

6 Does the Regulation adequately and consistently empower Member States’ authorities and 

EASA to oversee the implementation of the Regulation?  

3.1.1. Achievement of objectives (EQ 1) 

The following sections present the triangulated findings concerning the degree to which 
Regulation 376/2014 has been successful in achieving its four specific objectives. For 

reasons of clarity and structure, the evaluation sub-questions (i.e. representing 
Operational Objectives of the Regulation) have been grouped at the level of the Specific 

Objectives of the Regulation. Each sub-question includes an assessment of actual effects 
of the Regulation, as well as an assessment of differences between Member States and 

industry domains, where deemed relevant12.  

 Specific objective 1  

Specific objective 1 of Regulation 376/2014 is to ensure that all occurrences which 
endanger or would endanger aviation safety are collected and are providing a 

complete and clear picture of safety risks in the EU and in the Member States. It is 
primarily concerned with the reporting and collecting of occurrences and considers the 

extent to which the occurrences collected provide a complete picture of aviation safety. As 

such, the following (sub)-questions are covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

1.2 To what extent are all relevant occurrences collected and to what extent do they provide a 

complete and clear picture of safety risks? 

1.6 To what extent have Mandatory Occurrence Systems been established?  

1.7 To what extent has a higher occurrence collection rate been achieved through 
harmonisation and clarification of reporting obligations?  

1.8 To what extent have Voluntary Occurrence Reporting Systems been established?  

1.10 To what extent has the flow of information been clarified?  

In addition, any observed differences between Member States and/or industry domains, as 
well as assessments of the degree to which the observed effects are the result of the 

Regulation specifically and what the driving and hindering factors are, are included where 
relevant. The order of the evaluation sub-questions has been adapted slightly for reasons 

of clarity and flow.  

                                               
12 This is included under the relevant sub-questions of EQ 1 for clarity and structure reasons. It also concerns, 

however, evaluation questions 2 (on actual observed effects) and 3 (on drivers, hindrances, and observed 

differences), which are covered in section 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 respectively.  
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Mandatory Occurrence Reporting systems (EQ 1.6)  

Context  

Regulation 376/2014 lays down requirements for mandatory occurrence reporting for a 

range of different aviation professionals and organisations. It states that all occurrences 
which may represent a significant risk to aviation safety shall be reported, and 

details which aviation professionals are responsible for doing so13. It also mandates for 
each organisation established in a Member State, each Member State itself, and EASA to 

establish a mandatory occurrence system to facilitate the collection of such occurrence 

reports14. 

However, these rules were not newly established by Regulation 376/2014. Its predecessor, 
Directive 2003/42/EC, already required the Member State competent authorities to require 

mandatory occurrence reporting by aviation professionals to them15. Implementing rules 

to the EASA Basic Regulation16 that existed before Regulation 376/2014 entered into force 

also contained specific reporting requirements for the domains of:  

 Design and production/initial airworthiness (Regulation (EU) No 748/2012, Part GM 

21.A.3A); 

 Maintenance/continuing airworthiness (Regulation (EU) No 1321/2014, Part 

M.A.202 and Part 145.A.60); 

 Aircrew (Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011, Part ORA.GEN.160); 

 ATM/ANS (Regulation (EU) 2017/373, Part ATM/ANS.OR.A.065); 

 Air operations (Regulation (EU) No 965/2012, Part ORO.GEN.160); 

 Aerodromes (Regulation (EU) No 139/2014, Part ADR.OR.C.030). 

Findings  

As the requirements for mandatory occurrence reporting already existed prior to the 
adoption of Regulation 376/2014, they did not need to be newly established. What the 

Regulation did, however, is further develop the common EU standards for reporting, 
across different industry domains and Member States (see also EQ 15). As such, it goes 

beyond what was required by Directive 2003/42/EC in terms of scope, because the 
Directive did not require mandatory reporting systems to be put in place at organisational 

level, and beyond the scope of the EASA rules at the time, which did not include ground 

handling or the general aviation domain.  

Through a targeted online survey to competent authorities and industry organisations, it 

became apparent that mandatory occurrence reporting systems are indeed in place 
at all relevant levels: in organisations, at Member State level, and at EASA level. Although 

this evidence is self-reported, no contradicting evidence has been identified to suggest that 

such reporting systems are not in place.  

It is worthy of note that for those domains where the requirement for mandatory 
occurrence reporting (notably general aviation and ground handling) were newly 

introduced, the reporting rates are considerably lower. This shows that there is a clear 

difference between those organisations which already had mature reporting 

                                               
13 Regulation 376/2014, Article 4(1) and (6) 

14 Regulation 376/2014, Article 4(2), (3), and (4). 

15 Article 4 of Directive 2003/42/EC requires reporting by aircraft operators, persons involved in design and 

manufacturing, persons involved in maintenance, air traffic managers, aerodrome operators, and persons 

involved in ground-handling.  

16 All of these can be found on the EASA website (https://www.easa.europa.eu/regulations#regulations-

atmans----air-traffic-managementair-navigation-services), including in an easily accessible digital format.  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/regulations#regulations-atmans----air-traffic-managementair-navigation-services
https://www.easa.europa.eu/regulations#regulations-atmans----air-traffic-managementair-navigation-services
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systems in place prior to 2015 (when Regulation 376/2014 entered into force) and those 

that did not, who have a longer way to go (see also EQ 1.7).  

Voluntary Occurrence Reporting systems (EQ 1.8)  

Context  

Similar to the requirements for mandatory occurrence reporting, Regulation 376/2014 

mandates for all organisations established in a Member State, as well as competent 
authorities in the Member States and EASA, to establish voluntary reporting systems to 

facilitate the collection of occurrences that may not be captured through the 

mandatory systems, and any other additional safety-related information17.  

Although voluntary occurrence reporting systems were already included in Directive 
2003/42/EC, they were merely listed as “encouraged” to be reported, i.e. Member States 

could put in place a system of voluntary reporting to collect and analyse information on 

observed deficiencies in aviation which were not required to be reported under the 
mandatory system but are perceived by the reporter as an actual or potential safety 

hazard18. The relevant EASA rules on occurrence reporting also underline that occurrences 

that have not (yet) caused an accident or incident should also be reported.  

Prior to the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, the impact assessment identified that this 
lack of an obligation to establish voluntary occurrence reporting systems resulted 

in unequal implementation across Member States – 23 Member States established it, of 
which 14 combined the voluntary data with the mandatory data, and nine others did not19, 

which is why the establishment of such systems was made mandatory in Regulation 

376/2014.   

Findings  

Based on evidence collected through the online survey and workshops with stakeholders, 
it can be concluded that voluntary reporting systems have been established at 

organisational level, national level, and EASA. There are no noteworthy differences 
between Member States or industry domains in the extent to which voluntary occurrence 

reporting systems have been established, but there are differences in the degree to which 

the systems are used and considered effective, as further detailed below. 

Figure 5. Existence of voluntary occurrence reporting systems20 

 

                                               
17 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 5(1), (2) and (3).  

18 Directive 2003/42/EC, Article 9.  

19 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 15.  

20 Those who said “no” (four competent authorities in EU Member States, as well as one air carrier and one 

ground handling service provider) likely indicated this because they do not distinguish between the two types 

of occurrence reports formally, which does not imply that they do not accept voluntary reports. It became 

clear through interviews that there are organisations and authorities who do not distinguish between 
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Source: results from the online survey (Question 9) 

Voluntary reporting at organisational level  

Many organisations, especially those active in commercial operations, did not notice a 
change as a result of Regulation 376/2014, as they already had voluntary reporting 

systems in place. For example, EUROCONTROL established, in 2007, the EUROCONTROL 
Voluntary ATM Incident Reporting (EVAIR) system, which collects and analyses voluntary 

reports submitted mainly by airlines and ANSPs. Its objective was to (a) identify areas of 

safety concern; (b) facilitate prompt communication between ANSPs and airlines enabling 
quick feedback at the operational level; and (c) assist in identifying and implementing 

timely solutions to operational safety problems.  

However, this was not the case across all industry domains, which Regulation 376/2014 

changed by making it mandatory for all organisations (and authorities – see below) 
within its scope to put voluntary occurrence reporting systems in place, therefore 

promoting a more proactive approach to safety improvement. 

That being said, considering the fact that occurrences to be voluntarily reported are either 

(a) details of occurrences that may not be captured by the mandatory reporting system; 

or (b) other safety-related information which is perceived by the reporter as an actual or 
potential hazard to aviation safety21, and are thus largely dependent on a subjective 

interpretation of what entails a potential hazard to aviation safety, there are differences 
in the degree to which voluntary reporting systems are actually being used. In 

fact, a few industry stakeholders (notably those who already reported through EVAIR) are 
of the opinion that the Regulation had a negative effect on voluntary reporting, claiming 

that the workload associated with meeting all the requirements of mandatory reporting is 
so heavy that no resources remain for voluntary reporting. They believe that reporters turn 

their attention to compliance, rather than improvement of the safety system through 

proactive reporting on safety hazards, and that is the opposite of what the Regulation 
intends to achieve. Unfortunately, as the data contained in the ECR does not specify 

whether reports are considered mandatory or voluntary reports, such statements cannot 

be fact-checked against the numbers of reports. 

Voluntary occurrence reporting at competent authority level  

As mentioned above, 23 Member States already had in place voluntary reporting systems 

before Regulation 376/2014 entered into force. For them, the Regulation did not introduce 

anything new in this regard.  

Although all Member States seem to have a system in place through which 
occurrence reports can be voluntarily submitted to them (i.e. receipt of reports 

voluntarily submitted through organisations or those submitted by individuals directly 

through the European Reporting Portal22), they do not all distinguish between the two types 
of reports in their respective databases (see Figure 6). Rather than making a distinction 

between the two, they encourage organisations to submit all reports to them, regardless 

of their status.   

                                               
occurrences that were mandatorily reported and those that were voluntarily reported, and instead use one 

reporting system for all occurrences.  

21 Regulation 376/2014, Article 5(1), (2) and (3). 

22 The European Reporting Portal (ERP) is an online portal through which aviation professionals can report on 

occurrences directly to their competent authority.   
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Figure 6. Differences in MOR and VOR at Member State level  

 

Source: results from the second workshop with competent authorities (Question 8) 

As a result, there is a clear division of opinions between Member States who believe 

voluntary reporting needs to be retained, and those who do not believe a distinction should 
be made between the two types of reports. Even those who see the added value of 

voluntary occurrence reporting systems, believe there is a lack of clarity on what 
exactly constitutes a voluntary report. They believe there needs to be more clarity on 

the importance of voluntary reports, and why they should be made. A clarification on where 
the lines between MOR and VOR are drawn (i.e. what constitutes ‘other safety-related 

information’) might be appropriate. 

As detailed above, it is difficult to assess the number of voluntary reports 

submitted, as there is no easy way to distinguish between MOR and VOR in the ECR, and 

there is no way of knowing which occurrences or hazards go unreported. According to 
EASA, however, there are few voluntary reports in general, and there is “virtually no hazard 

reporting”. This is because, although Article 5 of the Regulation specifies the need for 
hazard reporting, there is no list detailing what this might constitute, contrary to the 

extensive list of occurrences to be mandatorily reported as per Article 4. Such a list does 
not exist because the goal of the voluntary occurrence reporting system is to capture 

occurrences that are not captured through the mandatory system.  

Trends in total number of occurrence reports (EQ 1.7)  

Context  

One of the key objectives of Regulation 376/2014 is to increase the available data on 

occurrences. To achieve this, the Regulation harmonises and clarifies the reporting 

requirements.  

Findings  

The total number of occurrence reports stored in the ECR has increased 
significantly since the entry into force of Regulation 376/2014 in November 2015. In 

2015, the total number of occurrence reports in the ECR totalled just over 200,000. It 
increased considerably between 2015 and 2016, suggesting that the Regulation facilitated 

this increase in submitted reports. In 2019, the total number of reports transferred to the 
ECR reached 291,45823. Cumulatively, the number of records contained in the ECR more 

than doubled during this time period: from 1,125,264 records at the end of 2014 to 

2,548,578 records in 201924.  

                                               
23 JRC data provided by the European Commission. 

24 ECR data extract, provided by EASA.  
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The number of submitted reports spiked between 2015 and 2016. In 2019, reporting levels 

seem to be decelerating, reaching a stabilised level. Data also reveals a high seasonality, 
with the majority of reports consistently being submitted in the third quarter of each year. 

This data behaviour is aligned with the seasonality of aviation traffic at European level. The 
variation in the number of reports is not directly correlated with trends in aviation 

traffic volume, however (though they are related, as can be seen in Figure 7 below). For 

instance, Regulation 376/2014 introduced reporting requirements for manufacturing 
organisations as well25, which are not necessarily influenced by traffic volume and can 

therefore increase or decrease the number of reports independently from aviation traffic.   

Figure 7. Annual number of occurrence records and number of instrument flight rules (IFR) 
movements at European level 

 

Source: extract of ECR data provided by EASA 

When assessing the effect of Regulation 376/2014 on the number of occurrence reports 

compared to a hypothetical scenario in which the Regulation would not have existed, the 
comparison of trends makes apparent that the number of occurrence reports issued 

to the ECR database would likely have continued to increase, but not at the same 

pace as it did with EU intervention. This same result is also observed when comparing 
evaluation baseline versus actual scenarios for forecast models applied in different 

subpopulation groups (e.g. analysis conducted at Member States level, stakeholders and 

operation type). 

Although drawing causal inference from trend comparison between forecasted scenarios 
and the actual scenario (i.e. Regulation 376/2014 has benefit an increase of the number 

of occurrences) cannot be easily done, the persistence and similarity in the results between 
different modelled subgroups may lead to the conclusion that the identified trends are 

unlikely to be random, As a conclusion, it can be stated that Regulation 376/2014 has 

contributed to some extent to increasing the number of occurrences reported at 

European level. 

There are several reasons for this. As described above, Regulation 376/2014 made 
occurrence reporting mandatory for a number of new actors, which positively impacted the 

                                               
25 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 4(1)(b).  
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total number of reports. The Regulation also increased the number of occurrence types to 

be reported significantly through Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, which can be 
assumed to have increased the number of reports as well. Findings from the targeted 

survey, for instance, show that the introduction of clear, common rules on who needs to 
report what and to whom as one of the main contributing factors to the achievement of 

this objective26. Additional factors, such as the protection of reporters through the 

introduction of the just culture concept, are considered by interviewed stakeholders to 
have had a direct effect as well, because when people feel that the information they report 

will not be used against them, they are more likely to share that information.  

There are, however, considerable differences in the number of occurrence reports 

submitted across industry domains and Member States, as further detailed below.  

Number of occurrence reports at organisational level  

The number of occurrence reports differs significantly across different industry 
domains. The majority of the reports come from commercial air transport (81.9% of all 

reports in 2019), followed by non-commercial operations (9.5% of all reports in 2019) and 
specialised operations (1.9% of all reports in 2018). Within this, the three main reporting 

organisation types27 are aircraft operators (36% of all reports in 2018), ANSPs (25% of 

reports in 2018), aerodrome operators (6% of reports in 2018).  

All three of these groups already had occurrence reporting systems in place prior to 

the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, because they were required to do so by the 
relevant EASA Basic Regulation implementing rules (see also EQ 1.6 above), e.g. 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1035/2011 of 17 October 2011 laying down 
common requirements for the provision of air navigation services28. As these groups have 

had occurrence reporting systems in place for a longer time, their systems are more mature 

and robust, which is why they continue to report in large volumes.  

For non-commercial operations, which report significantly less, the result from the 
baseline analysis nevertheless suggest that in the absence of Regulation 376/2014, the 

rate of reporting would likely have stagnated after 2015, indicating that Regulation 

376/2014 likely led to an increase, albeit a small one. Consulted stakeholder believe this 
to be the result of several factors. As explained by an association representing aviation 

professionals, there are three things people consider when they report: (1) if they think it 
is important to report because it is a safety hazard; (2) if they believe the report will have 

an impact or lead to change; and (3) if they feel safe reporting, i.e. they are not afraid of 
repercussions because a just culture is in place. This applies to all industry domains, but 

is perhaps more relevant in general aviation because the concept of ‘just culture’ is less 
known, or pilots fear repercussions because there is no doubt as to who the reporter is 

when they are a single pilot. An additional hurdle is the tools available for reporting. As 

general aviation pilots are not part of an organisation with its own reporting systems, they 
often have to rely on using the European Reporting Portal, which reportedly is so confusing 

and time-consuming to use that pilots do not want to report29.  

                                               
26 It was mentioned by 13 stakeholders in an open question that 41 people responded to. It was the most 

mentioned contributing factor in this regard. At the same time, however, it should also be noted that having 

such a list detailing occurrences to be reported on can limit the extent to which other relevant occurrences or 

hazards (that are not on the list) are reported on, as explained under EQ 1.7.  

27 The majority of the reports transferred to the ECR between Q1 2015 and Q3 2019 have the reporting entity 

listed as “blank” (a total of 546,721 reports, or 36% of all the reports), meaning the information was not 

provided by the reporting Member State. This issue is explored in more depth under section 3.1.1.2 on the 

achievement of specific objective 2.  

28 https://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Safety_Management_System  

29 This was stated by a representative from an organisation active in the general aviation domain. They used to 

use the European Reporting Portal, but switched away from it because it reportedly took up to an hour per 

report. They stated that “There are mandatory fields that takes ages, then it would crash and then you would 

https://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Safety_Management_System
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Number of occurrence reports at national level  

At the level of the Member States, the number of reported occurrences ranged from several 

hundreds to hundreds of thousands.  

It is not necessarily the case that large Member States report more than smaller Member 
States. Of course, as mentioned above, the size of the industry for which the Member State 

is the competent authority plays a role, but there are other influencing factors. One of 
the main differences lies in the reporting culture of the Member States – those that already 

had a strong reporting culture in place before Regulation 376/2014 (i.e. those who had 

been proactively managing safety through occurrence reporting for many years) tend to 
report more. This also applies to differences in their approach. In some countries with high 

occurrence reporting rates, occurrence records pertaining to the same event are not 
reconciled into a single occurrence reports before their transfer to the ECR, leading to 

duplicate records in the ECR that are not fully representative of the number of individual 

occurrences.  

The latter, in turn, is related to the individual Member State’s interpretation of the 
requirements of the Regulation. Although it applies directly and equally to all, there are 

differences between Member States in how they interpret, and hence apply, the 

Regulation. This was highlighted in interviews with 11 stakeholders, among whom three 
competent authorities in EU Member States and different types of industry stakeholders, 

who note different levels of scrutiny/demand in terms of when and what should be 

reported.  

Degree to which all occurrences are collected and are providing a complete and clear 
picture of safety risks (EQ 1.2)  

Although there is sufficient quantitative and qualitative evidence to conclude that the total 

number of occurrences reported has increased since 2015, and that this is at least partly 
because of Regulation 376/2014, it is less clear whether all relevant occurrences are 

reported and whether the reported occurrences provide a complete and clear 

picture of safety risks across the EU because it is difficult to measure how many 

occurrences go unreported, especially if they do not cause a significant safety risk.  

Targeted consultations with stakeholders point to some disagreement on whether all 
occurrences which endanger or could endanger aviation safety are provided. Although the 

majority believe there is adequate coverage of all occurrences which endanger or could 
endanger aviation safety, a significant share believe there are gaps. This was mentioned 

in interviews, where 14 people stated they believe all relevant occurrences are 
reported/collected and seven stated that they did not, as well as the online survey (see 

Figure 8), where a similar picture emerges.  

                                               
have to start again. The old system has to go. For someone that is new to the system, seeing all the fields to 

fill out will put them off and they won’t file the report.” 
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Figure 8. Extent to which all relevant occurrences are collected  

 

Source: results from the online survey (Question 18) 

There are a few reasons for this. For instance, an association active in commercial 
operations explained that the rate of reporting depends on what kind of category you are 

looking at. As stated by an interviewed association representing pilots, there is some 
degree of peer pressure behind reporting, stating that if the person who witnessed the 

occurrence believes others will find out about it, they are more likely to report than if they 

believe nobody will find out and it does not represent a significant safety risk. This comes 
down to the reporting culture of the organisation, and the degree to which it implements 

a ‘just culture’, but also the extent to which reporting is easy and quick to do. Paired with 
the fact that occurrence reports are not the only means to uncover incidents (e.g. flight 

data monitoring or FDM), reporters might feel either pressured to report because they are 
afraid their lack of reporting is discovered, or inclined not to report if they their 

organisation’s reporting culture is weak.  

Whether these collected occurrences provide a complete and clear picture of safety risks 

is also contested. Although the results from the survey are comparable (see Figure 9), a 

total of 10 interviewees did not believe the reported occurrences provide a complete picture 

of risks, while eight did.  

Figure 9. Extent to which reported occurrences provide a complete picture of safety risks 

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 18) 

There seems to be a divergence of views between stakeholder groups on this issue. From 

the competent authorities’ perspective, there has been a clear improvement in the general 

picture of safety risks through reporting. Although they acknowledge that it is unlikely that 
all occurrences are reported, they have seen a clear improvement (not just in numbers but 

in quality as well, see EQ 1.3) and believe that the picture of safety risks is adequate. 
Conversely, the eight other stakeholders (all representing organisations or associations) 

perceive this issue differently, stating that not all occurrences are reported in practice. As 
they are representing reporters or reporting organisations, it is safe to assume that some 

occurrences are indeed missed. However, as assessed above, reporters are more inclined 
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to report on an occurrence if they believe there to be a risk to safety associated with it, so 

it is unlikely that any occurrences causing safety risks are intentionally missed.   

One major problem hindering the collection of all occurrences that could endanger aviation 

safety is the fact that, in the absence of a common definition, the interpretations of the 
term “could endanger safety” vary (see also EQ 1.8 above). Although all consulted 

competent authorities believe almost all relevant occurrences (except for those in the 

general aviation domain) are reported, it was mentioned that guidelines for a more 

common interpretation would be welcome.  

Flow of information (EQ 1.10)  

Context  

The guidance document on Regulation 376/2014 and Implementing Regulation 

2015/1018,, which was provided by the European Commission in 201530, details the 

general flow of information, including the main deadlines and stages of reporting (see 

Figure 10).  

Figure 10. Flow of information under Regulation 376/2014  

Source: Guidance material for Regulation (EU) 376/2014, December 2015 

This is arguably a complicated process because of the different steps, parties, and timelines 

involved. The general information flow consists of an initial report (to be submitted within 
72 hours of the moment the reporter or reporting organisation became aware of the 

occurrence31), which is stored in the (national) database of the competent authority32. If 

                                               
30 Guidance material - Regulation (EU) No 376/2014 and its implementing rules – Version 1 (December 2015). 

Available at: 

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/modes/air/safety/doc/guidancematerial376.pdf  

(hereafter: ‘Guidance Material’). 

31 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 4(7).  

32 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 6(6), (8).   

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/modes/air/safety/doc/guidancematerial376.pdf
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the report concerns a voluntary occurrence, there is no obligation to report to the 

competent authority, unless the occurrence might concern a possible safety hazard33.  

After the initial report, a reporting organisation is required to analyse the occurrence and 

assess the level of risk associated with it and adopt relevant mitigating actions if relevant34. 
The outcome of this analysis needs to be submitted to the competent authority within 30 

days from the organisations’ receipt of the report, and subsequently transferred to the ECR 

database by the competent authority no later than 30 days after its storage in the 
respective (national) database35. Final results of the analysis undertaken need to be 

reported to the competent authority as soon as possible, and in principle no later than 
three months after the date of notification of the initial occurrence36. The competent 

authority then has to update the occurrence report in the ECR database and notify other 
competent authorities of an occurrence if it is directly relevant to them37, aiming to 

facilitate information exchange at EU level. 

Findings  

With regards to the achievement of the operational objective of clarifying the flow of 

information, the Regulation has been largely successful. In general, the reporting flow 
(i.e. who reports to whom and when) is well understood by all different 

stakeholders involved, which is because of the phrasing of the Regulation as well as the 
detailed explanation offered by the Commission’s guidance material, and other related 

efforts by the Commission and EASA38.  

There are, however, some problems that are important to underline, despite being 

highlighted by a minority of stakeholders. According to one competent authority, there is 
often confusion among organisations on whether they should report to their Member State 

or to EASA. The existence of many multiple certificate holders makes this reporting flow 

complicated, as they sometimes need to report to more than one competent authority. At 
the same time, they note that the exchange of information between authorities in 

such cases does not always work optimally, which can cause problems. For instance, 
details of occurrences that are of relevance to other Member States are often not directly 

sent to them but rather only uploaded to the ECR.   

Although the flow of information with regards to when and where to report to is quite clear, 

there is a perceived lack of knowledge and transparency among industry 
stakeholders on how the occurrence reports are processed after they have been 

submitted to the competent authority and stored in the ECR (see Figure 11).   

                                               
33 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 5(5), (6).  Competent authorities may, however, request organisations to 

transfer them all occurrences they have collected under their VORS, which is why many do not distinguish 

between the two.  

34 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(4), (5).  

35 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 9(1). If the organisation does not identify a safety risk, it is not obliged to 

send a follow-up report to its competent authority, however, if they choose to do so then the report will also 

need to be transferred to the ECR database. 

36 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(4), (5).  

37 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 9. For instance, if an occurrence takes place at an airport in France and is 

reported to the French authority via the aerodrome operator, but involved a Belgian airline, the French 

authority needs to notify the Belgian authority of that occurrence. 

38 This includes meetings with the Safety Management Technical Body (SM TeB), an advisory body to EASA that 

is composed of EASA and representatives of the Member States and third countries working on safety 

management; as well as meetings of the Network of Analysts (NoA), a network that was formalised through 

Article 14(2) of Regulation 376/2014 for the cooperation in safety analysis at EU level. The Network is 

comprised of the European Commission, EASA, safety analysts from the Member States and an observer.  
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Figure 11. Clarity of reporting flow 

 
Source: results from the workshop with industry stakeholders (Question 8) 

From discussions with industry stakeholders at the workshop and during interviews, it 

became clear that they feel as though the authorities are not following up on the reported 
occurrences, because no feedback is provided. According to one of them, the arrow in 

the reporting flow chart should also go the other way, requiring the authorities to provide 
insights into structural problems identified at national and EU level on the basis of their 

analysis carried out in accordance with the requirements of the Regulation (see EQ 1.17 
on the analysis of occurrences for details on this issue). What is noteworthy in this regard 

is that a total of eleven interviewed stakeholders referred to the ECR as a “black hole”39 in 

which reports seem to disappear, without any traceability or clarity on what happens to 

them. 

Another perceived problem is related to the timelines mandated through the Regulation’s 
reporting flow. Although they are considered clear by the majority of stakeholders, 

there are some people who believe they are not adequate because they are too strict 
(see Figure 12). The case studies made it apparent that this is a problem notably for air 

traffic control service providers and commercial air transport operations, who believe that 
although the 72-hour time limit maximises the quantity of reports, it can hinder their 

quality. Often, additional information needs to be gathered, for which 72 can be 

insufficient, because the reporters are busy, and there are organisations who close for 80 

hours during the weekend40.  

                                               
39 This exact term was used in nine different interviews, two of which were group interviews, so it covered a 

total of 11 people. Ten of them are industry stakeholders, namely: two airports, an ANSPs, a ground handling 

service provider, two manufacturers, a non-commercial operator, a maintenance organisation and two 

associations representing aviation personnel.  

40 EUROCONTROL, Special section on Regulation 376/2014 and the law of unintended consequences, available 

at: https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf 

https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf
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Figure 12. Clarity and adequacy of reporting timelines41 

 

Source: results from the targeted online survey (Question 14) 

It should be noted, however, that the Regulation takes this into account and offers a 

considerable degree of flexibility, stating that occurrences need to be reported within 

72 hours of becoming aware of the occurrence, unless exceptional circumstances prevent 

this42.  

 Specific objective 2  

Specific objective 2 of Regulation 376/2014 is to ensure occurrence reports stored in the 

national databases and the ECR are complete and contain high quality data. It is thus 
primarily concerned with the storage and processing of occurrences, and the processes 

used to ensure high-quality, standardised reports. As such, the following (sub)-questions 

are covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

1.3 To what extent are occurrences complete and of high quality?  

1.11 To what extent has the European Central Repository been established and managed?  

1.12 To what extent have data entry processes been standardised?  

1.13 To what extent have mandatory data fields been established?  

1.14 To what extent have quality checking processes been established?  

1.20 To what extent has a common European Risk Classification Scheme (ERCS) been 

implemented?  

In addition, any observed differences between Member States and/or industry domains, as 
well as assessments of the degree to which the observed effects are the result of the 

Regulation specifically and what the driving and hindering factors are, are included where 

relevant.  

                                               
41 Among those who believe the timelines are adequate “to a limited extent” or “not at all” are 10 competent 

authorities and 12 industry stakeholders. Most of those who replied “not at all” are industry stakeholders 

however (8/10).  

42 Regulation 376/2014, Article 4(7). 
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Completeness and quality of occurrence data (EQ 1.3)  

Context 

The impact assessment preceding the adoption of Regulation 376/2014 found that the 

occurrence data available at the time was not complete and of high quality, which affected 
the consistency and the usefulness of information contained both in national databases 

and in the ECR, and therefore its use for safety purposes. It also identified the risk of 
providing some misleading trends which could lead Member States and EU to focus efforts 

where they are not needed43. The assessment identified gaps in the quality of reports 
resulting from a lack of standardisation in data entry and coding of occurrences 

and the fact that data checking processes were in place only in some Member States, and 
gaps in incomplete information because not all safety-relevant information was transferred 

to the ECR by the Member States44.  

As a result, Regulation 376/2014 underlines the importance of high-quality and complete 
data, as analysis and trends derived from inaccurate data may show misleading results 

and may lead to effort being focused on inappropriate action45. It aims to achieve this 
through a few key requirements, including a standardised data entry process (i.e. 

compatibility with ECCAIRS software and ADREP taxonomy, see EQ 1.12), detailing the 
minimum information to be included (i.e. mandatory data fields, see EQ 1.13), mandating 

for organisations and competent authorities to establish quality checking processes (see 
EQ 1.14), and developing a common risk classification scheme with which authorities need 

to comply (i.e. the ERCS, see EQ 1.20).  

Findings  

Overall, evidence collected suggests that there has been a considerable improvement 

in the quality and completeness of the occurrence data contained in the ECR as well 

as national databases, although there is room for further improvement.  

An analysis of the completeness of data contained in the ECR shows a relatively stable 
trend over the 2008-2018 period (see Figure 13). The average completeness percentage 

of the selected mandatory data fields remained almost stationary, with a slight increase 
from 2016 to 2018. Aerodrome data represents an exception, having a sharp rise from 

30% in 2016 to 69% in 2017.  

                                               
43 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page. 16.  

44 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page. 17. 

45 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (13).  
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Figure 13. Average completion percentage of mandatory fields 

 
Source: ECR data provided by EASA 

It can be concluded based on forecasts developed as part of the assessment of the baseline 

(see Annex 9) that if Regulation 376/2014 had not been adopted (i.e. the status quo prior 
to 2014 was maintained), the completeness percentage would have slightly 

improved but would have been far below the actual improvement achieved in the 

current scenario (see Figure 14).  

Figure 14: Average completeness percentage of occurrence reporting fields in the 
evaluation baseline 

 
Source: results from the analysis of the evaluation baseline  

This finding was, at least to some extent, confirmed by stakeholders. Although only a 

minority of those who responded to the targeted online survey are of the opinion that 
occurrence reports stored in the national databases and the ECR are complete and contain 

high quality data (see Figure 15), more direct consultation methods such as workshops 
and targeted interviews shed light on the fact that there has definitely been an 

improvement in this respect.  
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Figure 15. Quality and completeness of occurrence data  

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 18) 

All interviewed competent authorities noticed improvements in terms of data completeness 

as well as data quality since the entry into force of Regulation 376/2014. Organisations, 
however, are not all convinced –some of them reported that did not experience an 

improvement. However, the organisations do not have a global view on the wealth of 
data available at national level or in the ECR, because they do not have access to that 

data. At the very least, none of the interviewed stakeholders believe the quality and/or 
completeness of the data has decreased. Although it has clearly improved to some extent, 

there is agreement among competent authorities and organisations alike that there is room 

for further improvement46.   

Establishment and management of European Central Repository (EQ 1.11)  

Context  

Article 8(1) of Regulation 376/2014 requires the European Commission to manage a 

European Central Repository to store all occurrence reports collected in the EU. Member 
States and EASA are required to transfer all information relating to safety stored in their 

respective databases to the ECR in a timely manner.  

The ECR consists of two parts – the European Central Repository for Occurrences (ECR-

ECCAIRS, following Regulation 376/2014) and the European Central Repository for Safety 

Recommendations (ECR-SRIS, following Regulation 996/2010). Both repositories are 

currently located in the Joint Research Centre. Access to the ECR is subject to strict rules 

and mainly limited to European competent authorities47.  

Findings  

The ECR was already established through Commission Regulation (EC) No 1321/200748 to 
facilitate the sharing of occurrences collected in accordance with Directive 2003/42/EC. 

This Regulation was, however, repealed by Regulation 376/2014, which now forms the 
legal basis for the management of the ECR. As such, the ECR was not newly established 

by Regulation 376/2014, but it had a clear positive impact on the degree to which 

                                               
46 As one authority explained, “It has clearly improved over time. However, as any data analyst will tell you, the 

data can always be improved”.  

47 JRC, ECCAIRS portal, source: https://eccairsportal.jrc.ec.europa.eu/index.php?id=164 

48 Commission Regulation (EC) No 1321/2007 of 12 November 2007 laying down implementing rules for the 

integration into a central repository of information on civil aviation occurrences exchanged in accordance with 

Directive 2003/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council. This was supplemented by Commission 

Regulation (EC) No 1330/2007 of 24 September 2007 laying down implementing rules for the dissemination 

to interested parties of information on civil aviation occurrences referred to in Article 7(2) of Directive 

2003/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council governing access rights, which is now covered 

through Regulation 376/2014 and its Annexes II and III. 

https://eccairsportal.jrc.ec.europa.eu/index.php?id=164
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the ECR is used, as is apparent from the increase in the number of reports stored in the 

ECR (see Figure 16).  

Throughout the period under review, the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre 

(JRC) provided the operational services related to the ECR-ECCAIRS. As identified by the 
JRC, the ECR-ECCAIRS is fed with data originating from any of the 31 contributing Member 

States as well as from EASA on a daily basis. The national data is integrated in the ECR 

and checked following some quality criteria. The volume of occurrence records submitted 
yearly surpassed the 200,000 units mark in 2015, growing to just short of 300,000 in 2019 

(291,458). 

Figure 16. ECR-ECCAIRS number of records49 

 

Source: JRC overview of ECR-ECCAIRS content 

The JRC hypothesised that although one cannot exclude that part of the change is caused 
by changing safety levels, it is likely that for a large part this increase is still the 

result of an improving reporting culture. 

Following a change of strategy and after a feasibility study and impact assessment study, 

the Commission decided to transfer the management of the ECCAIRS suite from the JRC 
to EASA as of 2020. In order to support this transition and reduce its operational cost 

(technology stack on which current version of ECCAIRS was based was too old), a 

refactoring of the current ECCAIRS has been deemed necessary. This was also supported 
by an expressed need of the community to have a more current tool. As a result, in 2019, 

EASA launched a procurement procedure for the development, roll-out and maintenance 
of an occurrence, accident and incident reporting system50. 

Although not yet in use at the time of writing (the expected launch is July 2020), ECCAIRS 

2 is expected to solve many of the issues reported by competent authorities (see EQ 1.2, 

EQ 1.3, EQ 1.7, EQ 1.17). As explained by EASA51, ECCAIRS 2 will:  

                                               
49 Note: the graph was created using data available on 8th January 2020.  

50 https://etendering.ted.europa.eu/cft/cft-display.html?cftId=4366  

51 EASA, ECCAIRS 2.0 (E2) Project Update RASG 10 April 2019. Source: 

https://www.icao.int/EURNAT/Other%20Meetings%20Seminars%20and%20Workshops/_Safety%20-

https://etendering.ted.europa.eu/cft/cft-display.html?cftId=4366
https://www.icao.int/EURNAT/Other%20Meetings%20Seminars%20and%20Workshops/_Safety%20-%20AIG/RASG-EUR%20AIG%20and%20ECCAIRS%20user%20workshop%202019/PPT21_EASA%20update%20on%20ECCAIRS%202.0%20Status.pdf


 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

31 

 no longer require numerous local PC/Server installations and associated 

infrastructure costs at State level;  

 enable users to use any web-browser to access the system as the solution is fully 

web-based;  

 allow much easier maintenance in terms of central software updates, as well as 

cater for a central ADREP Taxonomy maintenance; 

 increase system performance and a more modern, user-friendly interface;  

 natively integrate local national repositories (without duplication/copying) into a 

regional view; 

 enable to run ECCAIRS 2 as a local single State solution on a small-sized local 

Webserver setup, with one or more PC “web-clients”;  

 allow for the translation of screens and ADREP values translations, to be made by 

the user community itself;  

 integrate into the Data4Safety52 programme of the Commission/EASA, subject to 

the strict rules on protection of information contained in the ECR imposed by 

Regulation (EU) No 376/2014. Through this programme, the European competent 
authorities will be in a position to exploit advanced analytics, insights and auto-

improved data quality to support even better their requirement to constantly 

improve Aviation Safety. 

Whether all the reported issues will indeed be solved by ECCAIRS 2 will become apparent 
after it has been implemented. However, should it be successful in achieving the above, it 

is likely to have a considerably positive impact on the effectiveness of Regulation 

376/2014 as a whole.  

Standardised data entry processes (EQ 1.12)  

Context 

Regulation 376/2014 mandates that all databases referred to in Article 6 (i.e. those in 
which occurrences are stored by organisations, Member State competent authorities and 

EASA respectively) use formats which are standardised in order to facilitate data transfer 

and are compatible with the ECCAIRS software and the ADREP taxonomy53.  

The ECCAIRS software (ECCAIRS Reporting System) was developed and made available 

by the JRC to allow Member States to collect data in a standardised manner, to permit the 
sharing of information without any need for transformation of data54. The software has 

been updated several times. The most recent version was introduced in 2011 to allow for 
more customisation by users. As such, it has not been redesigned since the entry into force 

of Regulation 376/2014, though it is envisaged for EASA to take over the management of 

the ECCAIRS portal and issue ECCAIRS 2 (see EQ 1.11 above).  

                                               
%20AIG/RASG-

EUR%20AIG%20and%20ECCAIRS%20user%20workshop%202019/PPT21_EASA%20update%20on%20ECCAI

RS%202.0%20Status.pdf 

52 Data4Safety (also known as D4S) is a data collection and analysis programme that will support the goal to 

ensure the highest common level of safety and environmental protection for the European aviation system. It 

aims at collecting and gathering not only occurrence data, but also flight data (i.e. data generated by the 

aircraft via the Flight Data Recorders), surveillance data (air traffic data), weather data, and more.  

53 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 7(4). 

54 JRC, ECCAIRS portal, source: https://eccairsportal.jrc.ec.europa.eu/index.php?id=164  

https://www.icao.int/EURNAT/Other%20Meetings%20Seminars%20and%20Workshops/_Safety%20-%20AIG/RASG-EUR%20AIG%20and%20ECCAIRS%20user%20workshop%202019/PPT21_EASA%20update%20on%20ECCAIRS%202.0%20Status.pdf
https://www.icao.int/EURNAT/Other%20Meetings%20Seminars%20and%20Workshops/_Safety%20-%20AIG/RASG-EUR%20AIG%20and%20ECCAIRS%20user%20workshop%202019/PPT21_EASA%20update%20on%20ECCAIRS%202.0%20Status.pdf
https://www.icao.int/EURNAT/Other%20Meetings%20Seminars%20and%20Workshops/_Safety%20-%20AIG/RASG-EUR%20AIG%20and%20ECCAIRS%20user%20workshop%202019/PPT21_EASA%20update%20on%20ECCAIRS%202.0%20Status.pdf
https://eccairsportal.jrc.ec.europa.eu/index.php?id=164
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The software, at its core, is based on the ADREP taxonomy55, which has been developed 

and is managed by ICAO, and thus concerns not only the EU Member States, but all ICAO 

Contracting States.  

Findings  

In practice, although the ECCAIRS software is made available free of charge, it is not used 

by all organisations nor all competent authorities56 because (a) other systems were 

already in use prior to the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, or (b) because of complaints 
about the lack of user-friendliness of the software, resulting in a preference to use 

commercial SMS software instead of ECCAIRS. 

On the industry side, for example, the air navigation field has been using the Harmonisation 

of European Incident Definitions Initiatives (HEIDI) taxonomy. As a result of the 
requirement of Article 7(4) of Regulation 376/2014, EUROCONTROL aligned this taxonomy 

and the associated toolkit (a toolkit called TOKAI which around 50 ANSPs throughout 
Europe are using)57 with the ADREP taxonomy and the ECCAIRS platform. However, as 

explained by EUROCONTROL in an in-depth interview, the alignment of the tool with the 

ECCAIRS software required considerable efforts58, and was not without technical 

difficulties.  

Although EUROCONTROL are likely to have a biased view in this regard, organisations 
representing other industry domains also expressed concerns about the usefulness of 

ECCAIRS and the lack of a harmonised approach. When asked whether the standardised 
tools and methods (i.e. ADREP/ECCAIRS compatibility requirements) facilitated data 

exchange, machine reading, analysis and reporting, only half of workshop participants 

indicated their agreement, though none of them did so to a large extent (see Figure 17).  

                                               
55 ICAO, ADREP taxonomy, source: https://www.icao.int/safety/airnavigation/AIG/Pages/ADREP-

Taxonomies.aspx 

56 Use of the software is not mandatory, although compliance with the software format is.  

57 EUROCONTROL, Source: https://www.eurocontrol.int/tool/toolkit-air-traffic-management-occurrence-

investigation 

58 Through a detailed presentation on the TOKAI tool and its features, EURCONTROL showed some key 

differences between that and ECCAIRS. Although both are based on the ADREP taxonomy, the TOKAI tool is 

reportedly more flexible and easy to use because it “translates the ADREP value IDs to something that is 

understandable to the people using it”. TOKAI links the ID codes to the data fields required by Regulation 

376/2014 and Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, to ensure everything is reported in line with the 

requirements. Data transfer can be done using E5X. 

https://www.icao.int/safety/airnavigation/AIG/Pages/ADREP-Taxonomies.aspx
https://www.icao.int/safety/airnavigation/AIG/Pages/ADREP-Taxonomies.aspx
https://www.eurocontrol.int/tool/toolkit-air-traffic-management-occurrence-investigation
https://www.eurocontrol.int/tool/toolkit-air-traffic-management-occurrence-investigation
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Figure 17. Usefulness of standardised data entry tools  

 
Source: results from the workshop with industry stakeholders (Question 18) 

As highlighted in the comment-response document to the Notice of Proposed Amendment 

(NPA) 2016-201959, competent authorities also experience problems related to the use of 
ECCAIRS. For instance, the use of different versions causes compatibility issues (and, for 

one competent authority, actually made it impossible to transfer data to the ECR until the 

problem was noticed and fixed with the help of EASA) 60, thus hindering information 

exchange and analysis at EU level. This perceived need for Member States to keep up to 

date sparked the decision by the Commission and EASA to modernise ECCAIRS to ensure 
more streamlined reporting and collaborative analysis. Although some authorities expect 

the update to ECCAIRS 2 to solve their problems with usability, others are not so sure, and 

would prefer to keep using the old system61.  

Finally, although it is made available free of charge, the use of the ECCAIRS software is 
considered a substantial burden because of the need to train people in how to use it 

and the fact that it is complex to navigate62 (see EQ 7 and EQ 8). More guidance and/or 

training on how to use it was listed, by several different stakeholders, during workshops 

as well as in the online survey, as a necessity to reduce this burden.  

Mandatory data fields (EQ 1.13)  

Context 

Article 7 of the Regulation stipulates that all occurrence reports referred to in Article 6 on 
collection and storage of information should contain at least the information listed in Annex 

I63. Annex I, in turn, lays out a list of requirements applicable to the mandatory and 
voluntary occurrence reporting schemes, i.e. a list of data fields which must be 

completed64. If a competent authority is unable to complete one of the data fields because 

                                               
59 EASA, Comment-Response Document to NPA 2016-19. This document was prepared by EASA, bringing 

together the comments received from interested stakeholders to their Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) 

for rulemaking task 0681 (RMT.0681), which was initiated to ensure that the delegated and implementing 

acts of the EASA Basic Regulation and the related AMC & GM are compatible with the specific obligations 

stemming from Regulation 376/2014. This source forms an integral part of the evidence base for this study.  

60 8th ECCAIRS Steering Board Minutes, and interview with EASA.  

61 8th ECCAIRS Steering Board Minutes, Brussels, 13th September 2018.  

62 50% (5 out of 10) of the authorities who completed the cost-benefit questionnaire indicated that the use of 

the ECCAIRS system caused the greatest administrative burden. These burdens included the training of staff 

to use to the ECCAIRS system and also the lack of automation in the system which required too many manual 

operations.   

63 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 7(1). 

64 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Annex I.  
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the information has not been provided by the reporting individual or organisation, the field 

may be filled with the value ‘unknown’. The Annex does, however, discourage this when it 

is possible to complete the missing fields.  

As it relates to the occurrences referred to in Article 6, the list of mandatory fields is 
applicable to all organisations established in the Member States as well as the competent 

authorities.  

Findings  

The list of mandatory data fields is considered one of the flaws of Regulation 376/2014 by 

a range of different stakeholders, especially industry, which became apparent at 
workshops, during targeted interviews and through the case studies, but has also 

previously been noted in the comment-response document to the NPA 2016-2019. The 
main issues are that not all mandatory data fields are relevant/applicable to all reporters 

or reporting organisations, and that the requirement of completing mandatory data fields 

has produced an additional workload for reporters and authorities alike.   

As highlighted in the comment-response document to the NPA 2016-2019, there are 

problems with the ECCAIRS due to the high number of data fields. However, EASA 
underlined that the common mandatory data fields are all relevant and only the relevant 

specific mandatory data fields should be completed. Although this is true based on the 
wording used in Annex I, organisations complain that in practice, their competent authority 

often requests a range of additional information from them, even if this is ‘unknown’.  

By means of example, as uncovered through the case studies, an air traffic management 

service provider is unlikely to know the registration number or propulsion type of an 
aircraft, yet these are in the list of mandatory data fields. Organisations consider this a 

burden – they wonder why they should be prompted to provide information they are not 

directly concerned with, or that are not directly relevant to safety, when this imposes an 
additional workload on them. Instead, they argue that there should be a way to 

automatically collate this factual data coming from different reporters into a single 

occurrence.  

At the workshop with industry, it was explained that for many organisations, competent 
authorities ask them to complete the ‘unknown’ fields when they carry out their quality 

check for compliance. They speculated that this is done so that competent authorities do 
not have to do the ‘matching’ of different occurrences themselves, which was confirmed in 

a targeted interview with a competent authority who said that the reporting organisation 

is responsible for checking the required information  to complete the mandatory fields, and 
avoid leaving it to the authorities. This is a false claim, as organisations and authorities 

have a shared responsibility to complete the mandatory fields to the extent possible, and 
as the authorities receive several reports pertaining to the same occurrence, they should 

‘match’ them to fill the gaps.  

However, competent authorities in the Member States complain of scarce resources to 

carry out this work65 (see also EQ 7 and EQ 8), and the wording used in Annex I might 
benefit from a clarification on roles and responsibilities in this context (i.e. what is 

mandatory for organisations versus what is mandatory for the competent authorities)66. 

                                               
65 In the cost-benefit questionnaire 72% of competent authorities (8 out of 11) indicated that their costs were 

increased due to the demands put in place by Regulation 376/2014 in terms of data completeness within the 

mandatory fields. The UK competent authority explained that more time has been spent on overseeing 

entities compliance with the Regulation compared to the times before Regulation 376/2014. 

66 The text states that “If it is not possible for the competent authorities of the Member States or the Agency to 

include that information because it has not been provided by the organisation or the reporter, the data field 

may be completed with the value ‘unknown’.” This implies that it is allowed for reporters/reporting 

organisations not to complete data fields that they do not know. However, it further states that “with a view 

to ensuring that the appropriate information is transmitted, use of that ‘unknown’ value should, to the best 
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Overall, although mandatory data fields are considered by the majority of competent 

authorities67 and industry stakeholders68 as useful and important to have, there is a clear 
need to review and potentially revise the list. There are people who believe the list should 

be reduced or made more flexible in terms of who needs to report on what, while a minority 
believes it should be expanded on. This points to a need for aviation safety experts to 

revisit the list in Annex I, or at least provide clearer guidance on the flexibility it allows 

with regards to ‘unknown’ or ‘not applicable’ values. From a technical perspective and for 
the purpose of analysis, having ‘unknown’ or ‘not applicable’ values in an attribute where 

the object did not exist in the occurrence clouds the data and makes it less useful for 

analysis.  

It is worthy of note, in this context, that Article 17 empowers the Commission to adopt 
delegated acts to update the Annex69, thus not requiring a full legislative process for this 

to be achieved. This provision was purposely introduced to ensure a degree of flexibility in 
updating the list of mandatory fields based on experiences gained over the years, which is 

evident from the phrasing of Article 17 of the Regulation, which empowers the Commission 

to amend the list of mandatory data fields by means of delegated act ‘in the light of 

experience gained in the application of this Regulation’. Should such a review be carried out, 

industry stakeholders would like to be involved in its development.  

Quality checking processes (EQ 1.14)  

Context  

As per the Regulation, in order to ensure the quality of occurrence reports, and to facilitate 

their completeness, they should contain certain minimum information. To ensure this, 
procedures should be implemented for checking the quality of information and avoiding 

inconsistency between an occurrence report and the details of the occurrence that were 
initially collected70. It mandates that organisations, Member States and EASA shall 

establish data quality checking processes to improve data consistency, notably between 

the information collected initially and the report stored in the database71.  

Findings  

As alluded to above, organisations and Member States alike have processes in place to 

ensure not only that all mandatory data fields are completed to the extent possible, but 

also to check the quality of the reports they receive more generally. This also includes a 
check for names or other personal data, which are to be removed (see EQ 1.16 for details 

and an assessment on the degree to which this is done).  

Quality checking processes at organisational level  

Based on the evidence collected at the workshop, through the online survey and through 
targeted interviews, it can be concluded that quality checking processes have at least 

partially been implemented, although not necessarily as a result of Regulation 

376/2014.  

                                               
extent possible, be avoided, and the report should, where possible, be completed with the information later.”, 

without specifying who is responsible for completing that missing information.  

67 When asked whether the mandatory data fields made the analysis of groups of occurrences in the ECR easier 

for them, the majority (23/31) believed it did, at least to a limited extent.  

68 Workshop participants representing industry were divided in their views on the usefulness of mandatory data 

fields for reporting on occurrences, with 12/20 stating they were at least to a limited extent, and 8 stating 

they were not useful at all.  

69 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 17(a).  

70 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (13).  

71 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 7(3). 
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At the workshop, for instance, organisations explained that in most cases, the safety 

managers are in charge of ensuring an acceptable level of quality. If necessary, they liaise 
directly with the reporter to fill in the blanks (i.e. missing data). A few of them perform 

quality and data completeness checks automatically using the relevant applications 
(ECCAIRS or other)72. During interviews, only one organisation indicated that they did not 

have quality checking process in place73, versus the fourteen others who did. Ten of them, 

however, explicitly stated that this was not the result of the Regulation but was already 

being done by them prior to its adoption74. 

Quality checking processes at competent authority level  

Similar to the organisational level, it is clear from the Member States reports on the 

application of Article 1675 (hereafter ‘just culture’ reports), as well as their inputs provided 
at workshops and through targeted interviews, that there are quality checking 

processes in place, but there are strong concerns about the additional resources 

allocated to this task.  

Examples of such processes, as reported by authorities, include the ‘merging’ of reports 
coming from different reporters/organisations to avoid duplication and complete ‘unknown’ 

data fields; erasing any names or other personal details from the reports where this has 

not yet been done (see EQ 1.16); and monitoring compliance with the reporting timelines 
and usage of mandatory fields76. The latter is what reportedly costs the authorities a lot of 

time, as reported through the cost-benefit questionnaires. As explained by one of the 
authorities in a Member State in an interview, they spend a lot of time on the quality 

checking of data fields, including those they consider to be less important for safety 

management – resources which they believe could be better spent elsewhere. 

Implementation of a common European risk classification scheme (EQ 1.20)  

Context  

As a final step to ensuring high quality and comparable data in the ECR, the Regulation 
mandates that the Commission, with support from the Member States and EASA, develop 

a common risk classification scheme to enable a consistent approach to the classification 
of occurrences77. The goal, aside from ensuring high quality and comparable data, is to 

help the relevant entities in their assessment of occurrences and in determining where best 
to focus their efforts and thus enable organisations, Member States, the Commission and 

the Agency to focus on safety improvement efforts in a harmonised manner78.  

                                               
72 This was indicated by 3 organisations that participated in the workshop with industry stakeholders.  

73 This concerns a non-commercial operator active in the field of drones. They claimed that this was not their 

responsibility, which makes sense considering the fact that drones are not fully covered by the Regulation 

(see EQ 10 and EQ 11).  

74 This includes two airlines, two ANSPs, a maintenance organisation, a manufacturer, two non-commercial 

operators and two associations who were speaking on behalf of the organisations they represent (airlines and 

ground handling services).  

75 Article 16(13) of Regulation 376/2014 requires all Member States to ‘send the Commission a report on the 

application of this Article [Article 16], and in particular on the activities of the body designated pursuant to 

paragraph 12 [the just culture body]’ on 15th May 2019 and every five years thereafter. These ‘just culture’ 

reports form part of the evidence base for this study, although they are self-reported.  

76 In Lithuania, for instance, upon the entry of the report into the national database, the report is subject to the 

quality check with regard to the usage of mandatory data fields, the narrative is checked in order to identify 

and remove any personal data, attachments are checked for personal data as well in order to ensure that no 

personal details are ever recorded in the national database. Source: Lithuania ‘just culture’ report.  

77 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 7(5). 

78 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, recital (14).  
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As per Article 7(2) of the Regulation, the implementation of this risk classification scheme 

is only mandatory for the competent authorities, who have to “review and if necessary 

amend” the risk classification proposed by the reporter in line with the scheme79.  

Findings  

The development of the ERCS was concluded on 15th May 2017 as per the target date set 

out in Article 7(5) of the Regulation, although its adoption has not yet been finalised80. No 

formal adoption date has been identified, although the Commission has said that it is likely 
to be adopted at the end of 2020 (November). As such, an assessment of the 

implementation and effectiveness of the ERCS is not possible in the context of this study 
due to the fact that it is not yet applicable, and therefore does not need to be used by 

authorities yet. However, there are differences in the degree to which stakeholders 

support the introduction of the common scheme.  

As explained by EASA in their most recent Annual Safety Review, the ERCS provides a clear 
understanding of the true risk of an occurrence leading to a fatal accident, measuring the 

risk through a matrix covering 2 dimensions: what the severity would have been if the 

occurrence being scored had escalated into a fatal accident, and how close the occurrence 

was to that fatal accident outcome based on a weighted barrier model81.  

At national level, as became apparent at the workshops and through interviews, there is a 
concern that the implementation of the ERCS will increase the authorities’ 

workloads82 because it would require substantial training to learn the methodology, and 
because of the large volume of reports for which the ERCS would need to be applied. In 

most cases, this would concern a re-classification of the risk assessment score associated 
with an occurrence as reported by the reporting organisation, as they use their own 

methods and will not be required to apply the ERCS methodology even when it is adopted.. 

Some concerns were also raised by authorities about the methodology on which the 
classification is based. They believe that the ERCS methodology is not based on pre-

existing, tried and tested methods, and voiced concerns about a lack of transparency in 
terms of what it is exactly based on83. This is not entirely true, as the ERCS methodology 

is an extension of the ARMS methodology, and the Member State competent authorities 
have received training on it. Two of the authorities surveyed (including EASA) have already 

started to apply the methodology, although this is not mandatory until it has been 
formally adopted84. EASA has used it when compiling the Safety Risk Portfolios and for 

introducing the Risk Index and believe the ERCS has a clear added value. Although the 

Member States have received training on the ERCS, more knowledge and experience 

sharing might be an appropriate way to convince all of them of its added value.  

On the industry side, most stakeholders are unaware that the ERCS is expected to be 
implemented in late 2020, and the majority of them is unaware of the methodology the 

                                               
79 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 7(2).  

80 Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council, COM(2019) 465 final. Source:  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2019/0465/

COM_COM(2019)0465_EN.pdf  

81 EASA, Annual Safety Review 2019, page. 16.  

82 This was mentioned, among others, by Estonia, Italy and Ireland. When asked, at the workshop, whether 

their organisation was prepared in terms of staff and procedures to start implementing the scheme, only one 

authority said they were “to a large extent”, eight “to some extent”, 12 “to a limited extent”, and 9 “not at 

all”. See Question 12 of the second workshop with competent authorities.  

83 One participant at the second workshop with authorities gave the example that the ERCS methodology was 

used a few times by means of experiment. They found that, compared to the ARMS methodology which they 

are currently using, an occurrence that would be listed as a serious incident under Regulation 996/2010 did 

not get listed as such using the ERCS. 

84 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 24 (3). It states that “Article 7(2) shall apply once the delegated and 

implementing acts specifying and developing the European common risk classification scheme referred to in 

Article 7(6) and (7) enter into force.” 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2019/0465/COM_COM(2019)0465_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/com/2019/0465/COM_COM(2019)0465_EN.pdf
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scheme is based on85. Most of them are aware that it will only be mandatory for authorities 

but are nevertheless unsure if this may have consequences for them (see Figure 18).  

Figure 18. Foreseen changes for the industry after implementation of ERCS  

 
Source: results from the workshop with industry stakeholders (Question 22) 

They are divided in terms of their willingness to voluntarily start using the ERCS when it is 

implemented, which will be based on the degree to which they consider the investment 
worth the results, and whether their competent authority requests them to implement it. 

In fact, the latter is a concern for organisations – they are worried that their competent 
authorities may request for them to apply the ERCS to minimise their own workloads 

and ‘shift the burden’ to the reporting organisations.   

 Specific objective 3  

Specific objective 3 of Regulation 376/2014 is to ensure all safety-critical information 
stored in the ECR is accessed adequately by competent authorities and that they are 

used strictly for safety purposes. It is thus primarily concerned with protection of data 

and ‘just culture’. As such, the following (sub)-questions are covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

1.4 To what extent are safety-critical occurrence reports used strictly for safety improvement 

purposes?  

1.9 To what extent has a ‘just culture’ been implemented?  

1.15 To what extent has access to the ECR been adequately provided?  

1.16 To what extent have rules on confidentiality and safeguards against misuse of data been 
established?  

In addition, any observed differences between Member States and/or industry domains, as 

well as assessments of the degree to which the observed effects are the result of the 
Regulation specifically and what the driving and hindering factors are, are included where 

relevant. The order of the evaluation sub-questions has been adapted slightly for reasons 

of clarity and flow. 

                                               
85 70% of participants at the industry workshop (18/26) were unaware the ERCS would be implemented, and 

only 30% were aware (8/26). In terms of their awareness of the methodology upon which it is based, 28% 

were aware at least to a small extent (7/25), while 64% were not at all (16/25). Two organisations, during 

the interviews, said they believe the methodology the ERCS is based on is too subjective. 
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Implementation of ‘just culture’ (EQ 1.9)  

Context  

Regulation 376/2014 includes several provisions relating to the implementation of a ‘just 

culture’ at organisational and Member State level. Before assessing the specifics of its 
implementation, however, it is important to outline the key principles and any associated 

issues of clarity.  

The Regulation defines ‘just culture’ as “a culture in which front-line operators or other 

persons are not punished for actions, omissions or decisions taken by them that are 
commensurate with their experience and training, but in which gross negligence, wilful 

violations and destructive acts are not tolerated”86. It further explains that although a ‘just 
culture’ should encourage individuals to report safety-related information, it should not 

absolve individuals of their normal responsibilities. In this context, “employees and 

contracted personnel should not be subject to any prejudice on the basis of information 
provided pursuant to this Regulation, except in cases of wilful misconduct or where there 

has been manifest, severe and serious disregard with respect to an obvious risk and 
profound failure of professional responsibility to take such care as is evidently required in 

the circumstances, causing foreseeable damage to a person or to property, or seriously 

compromising the level of aviation safety”87. 

To achieve this ‘just culture’, the Regulation has certain requirements pertaining to the 
confidential processing of occurrence reports as well as the establishment of rules and 

procedures to deal with any breaches of these principles.  

Findings  

Overall, there is somewhat of a split in opinions in terms of the degree to which the 

Regulation has fostered a ‘just culture’ in civil aviation88. Even among those who 
believe it did, inherent issues were underlined. Competent authorities as well as industry 

stakeholders believe the concept of ‘just culture’ is valuable and that it should be included 
in Regulation 376/2014, but in reality it is not fully implemented because there is no 

harmonised approach to implementation across the EU or because a Regulation simply 
cannot regulate culture within an organisation, let alone a Member State which has its own 

legal system that cannot be overridden by EU rules. Implementation of a ‘just culture’ at 

organisational level  

Each organisation established in a Member State is required by the Regulation to adopt 

internal rules describing how ‘just culture’ principles are guaranteed and 
implemented89. There are no indications of such rules not being in place among the 

organisations consulted90, although the degree to which they are followed is contested.  

Although for some organisations, rules on ‘just culture’ are merely part of their internal 

processes/company manual, some specifically set up a just culture committee that uses a 
decision tree or other assessment based on transparent criteria to determine culpability. 

However, both at the workshop with industry stakeholders and during targeted interviews, 

a number of examples of instances where the ‘just culture’ principles were not adhered to 

                                               
86 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 2(12). 

87 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (37).  

88 In the targeted interviews, for instance, a total of 14 interviewees believe it has supported a ‘just culture’, 

while 9 believe it did not. Both groups contain a balanced mix of authorities and different industry domains.  

89 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 16(11). 

90 At the industry workshop, for instance, all but one participant said they have such specific rules in place. This 

was also confirmed through targeted interviews. It should be noted, however, that some of them felt, at the 

workshop, that they were being checked for compliance with the Regulation, and that it is unlikely any of 

them would have indicated that they did not have such rules in place. Additionally, organisations who chose 

to participate in consultation activities are more likely to be aware of and willing to implement the 

Regulation’s requirements, so there is a considerable bias to be considered here.  
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were given. Interestingly, five of them specifically related to instances involving 

airlines/pilots, and one to ground handling. For instance:  

 There was an organisation that held a raffle to win vouchers, but only people who 

had not been involved in occurrences could enter to win. 

 A pilot who was demoted due to a collision with another aircraft during parking. 

 Pilots getting bad rosters after having been involved in a reported occurrence.  

 Chief pilots asking for names of those involved in an occurrence.  

As explained by an association representing commercial operators, a lot of these types of 

‘just culture’ breaches happen under the surface, as plain dismissals are ‘too obvious’. They 
believe that companies might believe they have a ‘just culture’ but do not implement it in 

reality when there is a risk of costly consequences, because they are more interested in 
making a financial profit than in protecting their employees. Of course, this is purely 

speculation and cannot be verified, but it is still worth underlining as it points to some 

degree of a lack of trust amongst reporters.  

As a result of these issues, a group of organisations and associations representing 

employers and workers active in air traffic management developed a ‘just culture 
toolbox’91 as part of an EU-funded social dialogue project. This toolbox outlines a 

set of guiding principles for implementing a ‘just culture’, which was perceived as a gap 
because many documents have been written about ‘just culture’ before, but very few have 

actually addressed how to achieve one. This toolbox was developed in 2018 and is likely 
to have a positive impact on the degree to which ‘just culture’ is implemented, in a 

harmonised way across Europe.  

Implementation of a ‘just culture’ at national level 

Regulation 376/2014 requires a few things from the Member States in relation to the 
implementation of a ‘just culture’. Each Member State is required to (a) ensure adequate 

identity protection of reporters (i.e. through disidentification and data access controls 
– see EQ 1.16); (b) refrain from prosecuting reporters (or persons mentioned in 

occurrence reports) and protect them against their employer or relevant organisation, 

preferably through (explicit) legislative provisions offering a higher level of protection than 
established through the Regulation (without prejudice to national law and in the exception 

of cases of gross negligence or wilful misconduct); and (c) designate a body to which 
complaints about alleged infringements of the ‘just culture’ can be reported, and 

which ensures the adequate implementation of points (a) and (b)92.  

As required by the Regulation, all Member States were required, on 15th May 2019, to send 

the Commission a report on the application of the ‘just culture’ requirements93. These 
reports were used as a basis for this assessment94, and were supplemented with other 

sources of evidence where deemed appropriate.  

When it comes to the establishment of a ‘just culture’ complaints body, most Member 
States indicated having such a body in place or under development. In countries where it 

exists, however, the ‘just culture’ designated body has usually been assigned within the 

                                               
91 The toolbox is available, inter alia, via the Commission’s social dialogue texts database at 

https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=521&langId=en&agreementId=5578.  

92 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 16(12). 

93 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 16(13).  

94 Reports were sent by all Member States, although not all by the prescribed deadline. A few Member States 

also indicated that updated reports would be sent, but these had not been received at the time of writing 

(February 2020).  

https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=521&langId=en&agreementId=5578
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competent authority itself, or within the Ministry of Transport95. The problem with this set-

up is that in many cases, although a ‘just culture’ body reportedly exists, they are not 
adequately empowered to ensure ‘just culture’ is implemented, because there are 

no internal rules on ‘just culture’ or because they do not carry out actions to actively 
promote ‘just culture’. As such, among the Member States that have designated a ‘just 

culture’ complaints body, only six Member States have put the necessary rules in 

place to ensure they are empowered to carry out the activities stipulated in Article 16(6), 

(9) and (11) of Regulation 376/2014.  

Important to note, in addition, is that many organisations are unaware of the 
existence of a ‘just culture’ body in their country (see Figure 19). They complain that 

the bodies are difficult to identify, and in countries where they do exist, they are located 
within the competent authority, which they argue hinders the degree to which complaints 

will be handled independently.  

Figure 19. Awareness of the role and support offered by ‘just culture’ bodies  

 
Source: results from the workshop with industry stakeholders (Question 43) 

Confidentiality and protection of the information source (EQ 1.16)  

Context  

Regulation 376/2014 mandates for all organisations and competent authorities to take the 

necessary measures to ensure the appropriate confidentiality of the details of occurrences 
received by them pursuant to Articles 4, 5 and 1096 (i.e. mandatory and voluntary reports, 

as well as the data taken from the ECR) and process this data in accordance with the 
European rules on data protection97. It details that organisations should make personal 

details available to staff only when absolutely necessary for a successful investigation of 

the occurrence (e.g. when follow-up information needs to be requested), and that 
competent authorities in the Member States as well as EASA do not record any personal 

                                               
95 In one Member State, for example, the ‘just culture’ complaints body consists of three CAA employees, 

although they are reportedly completely independent from CAA management. In countries where no formal 

‘just culture’ body exists, there is usually still a mechanism to deal with complaints on an ad-hoc basis. This is 

not against the rules, as the Guidance Material (page 57) encourages Member States to designate an 

independent body for this role, but is not a legally binding document. It would be preferable, however, for the 

body to be independent, from the industry perspective (see below). 

96 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 15(1).  

97 The Regulation makes reference to Directive 95/46/EC, which is the predecessor of what is now known as the 

GDPR (General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 2016/679). As such, since this Directive was repealed by the 

GDPR, the new GDPR rules automatically apply. The degree to which this affects the relevance and coherence 

of Regulation 376/2014 are assessed under EQ 10 and EQ 14 respectively.  
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details in their respective databases98. As a result, this ensures no personal details are 

transferred to the ECR database.  

With a view to ensuring the appropriate level of confidentiality and appropriate use of 

information, Member States are required to ensure cooperation between their competent 
authority and the relevant authorities for the administration of justice through advance 

administrative arrangements, to seek to ‘ensure the correct balance between the need 

for proper administration of justice and the continued availability of safety information’99, 

i.e. make arrangements for releasing information contained in the occurrence reports.  

Findings  

Overall, organisations and competent authorities alike have processes in place (whether 

directly as a result of the Regulation or not) to ensure occurrence reports are 
disidentified so that no personal information is recorded in their (national) databases or 

in the ECR (see Figure 20).  

Figure 20. Extent to which rules on confidentiality have been established  

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 14)  

However, there are still instances in which mistakes happen, notably when additional 

forms, such as emails, are attached to an occurrence report. There are also a few inherent 
issues with the processes used for data protection and disidentification, as further detailed 

below. 

Confidentiality and protection of the information source at organisational level  

Based on evidence collected through the workshop as well as targeted interviews with 
industry stakeholders, the majority of organisations manually de-identify reports (i.e. 

removing names and other personal data) before the reports are transferred to their 
competent authority100 or ensure protection of the data through clear processes delineating 

who can see which information, using passwords and access permissions. Seven 
interviewed organisations, including two airlines, two non-commercial operators, an 

airport, an ANSP and a maintenance organisation specifically indicated that they already 

had such processes in place before Regulation 376/2014. 

                                               
98 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 16(2), (3) and (4).  

99 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 15(4). 

100 Ten out of the 15 workshop participants indicated that they manually disidentify reports. All 19 interviewed 

industry stakeholders who provided input on this (among which 14 are organisations and 5 associations) also 

indicate having such processes in place.  
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Figure 21. Confidentiality and protection of the information source at organisational 
level101  

 
Source: results from the industry stakeholder workshop (Question 36) 

The fact that competent authorities sometimes receive reports that are not fully 

disidentified, however, suggests that this does not always work effectively (assuming that 
this is not only the case for reports directly reported to them by individuals). This is 

because, as explained by three organisations in interviews, that mistakes can happen, e.g. 

when a name ends up in the narrative text.  

At the same time, although only highlighted by two organisations (an airline and an ATC 

service provider), even when reports are fully anonymised, there is still a possibility 
to uncover the involved persons based on other means (e.g. in case of a low number 

of staff working at the time the occurrence took place), which they believe negatively 

impacts the degree to which a ‘just culture’ can be implemented (see EQ 1.9).  

Confidentiality and protection of the information source at national level  

On the basis of the reports on the activities of the ‘just culture’ bodies and overall 

compliance with Article 16 of the Regulation (‘just culture’ reports) it can be concluded that 
all competent authorities in the Member States have internal processes in place 

to ensure that occurrence reports are disidentified before they are transferred to the 
ECR. All of them employ - primarily manual - processes to disidentify occurrence reports 

in cases where names and other personal data are not already removed by the reporter or 

reporting organisation102, and many of them also explicitly mentioned rules and procedures 

managing access rights to the data, to ensure adequate protection of the data source.  

The authorities who were interviewed all agree that the reports are usually already 
disidentified, although mistakes can happen, notably when attachments in pdf format are 

added to follow-up reports. Despite this, there are complaints about the workload the 
Regulation creates as a result of these requirements, especially because personal data is 

often included in attachments that are in pdf format and are thus less easy to edit (see EQ 

7 on costs incurred by competent authorities).  

Whether all Member States are fully compliant with the requirements of Article 16 (3), 

however, could be contested. One of the interviewed competent authorities explained that 
when personal data is still included in a report they receive, they manually remove it by 

‘greying out’ personal details before transferring the report to the ECR. They also claim, 

                                               
101 Note that the answers concerning data access rights and manual de-identification were upvoted by several 

other respondents as well, indicating that this is the process employed by most organisations. 

102 This was one of the key conclusions at the first workshop with competent authorities and was also 

substantiated through the second workshop as well as targeted interviews and the cost-benefit 

questionnaires.  
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however, that they retain these details in their national database, which is not compliant 

with Article 16 (3) of the Regulation. As explained by EASA, the lack of a definition on 
what is meant by a ‘national database’ versus a database used within a competent 

authority causes this issue and is used as a loophole by some authorities, who keep 
attachments to manage information internally. According to EASA, there needs to be an 

acceptable means of complying with the Regulation in this respect and guidance on how to 

achieve that.  

Moreover, almost all Member States have been unable to comply with the 

requirement to establish advance administrative arrangements with their 
respective judicial authorities to manage to ensure the ‘correct balance between the need 

for proper administration of justice, on the one hand, and the necessary continued 
availability of safety information on the other’ as required by Article 15(4). In fact, this is 

the area where the Regulation has made the least progress. Based on the available 
evidence, it seems seven countries have some type of agreement in place. Where there is 

none, an agreement is either under development, or simply too difficult to achieve because 

there are different authorities at different levels involved. Other hindering factors 
uncovered through different consultation activities include the lack of guidance as to the 

content or format of such an agreement; national law working against it; a lack of 
resources to make this agreement happen; and the fact that judicial authorities are not 

legally obliged to enter into a just culture agreement. 

An in-depth interview with a judicial authority in a Member State that has advance 

administrative arrangements in place further shed light on these issues. They 
acknowledged that criminal law simply cannot be overwritten by the Regulation, and many 

judicial authorities may find it difficult to understand how to deal with. They were personally 

interested in the topic and attended workshops and trainings organised by their CAA as 
well as EUROCONTROL, but also explained that the only reason the formal agreement 

between them and the CAA was signed is because it is quite vague and high-level. The 
interviewee believed, however, that most judicial authorities would be willing to listen and 

be open to establishing cooperation agreements, which is something the competent 

authorities seem to think is lacking.  

Confidentiality and protection of the information source at EU level  

Given the findings that personal data is occasionally missed by competent authorities in 

their national databases, and the fact that data is automatically transferred from there to 
the ECR database, it is possible that personal data ends up in the ECR, especially 

when these details are contained in attachments .  

Although there is widespread agreement that the rules on confidentiality and safeguards 

against misuse of data are appropriate and necessary, there are some concerns on their 

appropriateness. For example, as stated by two competent authorities and an industry 
interviewee, if you remove too much, there is no use to the information because a certain 

background is needed to do the analysis. At EU level especially, if occurrences were to be 

fully anonymised, one may wonder if they are unique and if they are valid.  

Access to the ECR (EQ 1.15)  

Context  

Considering the focus on confidentiality and protection of the information source in civil 
aviation reporting, the Regulation also established rules on access rights to the data 

contained in the ECR. All competent authorities and safety investigation authorities in 
the Member States, as well as EASA have full, unrestricted access to the data contained in 

the ECR103, though any use of that data needs to be fully compliant with the requirements 

                                               
103 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 10(1).  
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on confidentiality and protection of the information source detailed in Articles 15 and 16 of 

the Regulation respectively.  

Other interested parties are allowed to request access to specific information 

contained in the ECR, although, for confidentiality reasons, they are not granted access 
themselves104. They can make a formal request to their competent authority (or to the 

European Commission in the case of interested parties not established in an EU Member 

State) in accordance with the form in Annex III of the Regulation. The Member States and 
the Commission are required to record any such requests received, and the actions taken 

pursuant to these requests105. 

Findings  

In the online survey, the majority of respondents indicated that the data contained in 
the ECR is used strictly for safety improvement purposes (see Figure 22). Those who 

indicated that it was not, likely misunderstood the question, as indicated by their follow-
up answers in the survey. These answers, as well as evidence from targeted interviews, 

referred to the fact that the ECR database is difficult to use for analysis by competent 

authorities, and that there is a feeling among the industry that ECR data is actually not 
analysed at all at national or EU level because of a lack of visibility on the outcomes (see 

EQ 1.5 and EQ 1.17). This does not mean, however, that the data are used for purposes 
other than improving safety, such as attributing liability to persons involved in reported 

occurrences. In fact, it was reported, in the online survey, that this is one of the 

objectives to which the Regulation has contributed the most106.  

Figure 22. Extent to which ECR data is used strictly for safety improvement 

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 18) 

As mentioned above, interested parties are allowed to request certain information 
contained within the ECR in accordance with Article 10 of the Regulation. Although the 

decisions made by the Member States and the Commission to provide the requested data 
are not publicly available, they are recorded on the ECCAIRS portal where they can be 

accessed by the Commission and the competent authorities. A review of the information 

contained therein, based on the refused requests, shows that in some cases, Member 
States refused requests to be used for purposes not directly related to safety 

improvement, e.g. communication to the media or a request by a private company that 
was suspected of requesting the data for a tendering procedure. Although a thorough 

                                               
104 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 10(3) and (4). This only applies to the interested parties listed in Annex II 

of the Regulation. They are required to make a formal request  

105 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 12.  

106 56% of survey respondents said the Regulation contributed to this at least to some extent. This is the same 

as for the statement “reported occurrences are effectively analysed”, but higher than any other operational 

objectives.  
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assessment of these recorded requests107 is impossible because access to the information 

could not be granted, the Commission itself believes that all refused cases (6 in total 
throughout the period) were all duly justified. They did underline, however, that most 

Member States do not detail their reasoning for accepting or refusing a request in the 

portal, which would be considered useful.  

Safety-critical information in the ECR is used strictly for safety improvement (EQ 1.4)  

Based on the evidence outlined above, it can be concluded that the safety-critical 

information contained in the ECR is not used for any other purpose than safety 
improvement. The measures in place to ensure confidentiality, although not always fully 

successful in ensuring all reports are fully disidentified because mistakes can happen, 
paired with a careful management of access rights to the ECR ensure this. Although there 

are instances of names or other personal data being transferred to the ECR database, and 

some concerns about a lack of ‘just culture’ in certain organisations or Member States, 

there are no indications of any wilful misuse of occurrence data stored in the ECR.  

 Specific objective 4  

Specific objective 4 of Regulation 376/2014 is to ensure all reported occurrences are 

effectively analysed, safety hazards are identified and addressed where relevant 
and the safety effectiveness of actions taken is monitored. It is thus primarily 

concerned with the aspects of analysis, actions and dissemination. As such, the following 

(sub)-questions are covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

1.5 To what extent are all reported occurrences effectively analysed and followed up?  

1.17 To what extent are occurrences effectively analysed and actual or potential hazards 
identified?  

1.18 To what extent have preventive or corrective actions been adopted?  

1.19 To what extent is the effectiveness of actions taken overseen and monitored?  

In addition, any observed differences between Member States and/or industry domains, as 
well as assessments of the degree to which the observed effects are the result of the 

Regulation specifically and what the driving and hindering factors are, are included where 
relevant. The order of the evaluation sub-questions has been adapted slightly for reasons 

of clarity and flow. 

Analysis of occurrences and identification of actual or potential hazards (EQ 1.17) 

Context 

Regulation 376/2014 mandates for each ‘organisation established in a Member State’, each 

Member State itself, and EASA, to develop a process to analyse the information relating to 
occurrences which are reported to them in order to identify safety hazards associated with 

them108. It also mandates for the competent authorities in the Member State and EASA, in 
collaboration with the European Commission, to exchange information and analyse 

occurrences at EU level, based on the data contained in the ECR109.  

                                               
107 There were a total of 80 requests recorded during the 2015-2020 period (as at 14th February 2020): 4 in 

2015, 8 in 2016, 13 in 2017, 31 in 2018, 23 in 2019 and 1 in 2020.  

108 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(1) and (6). 

109 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 14. 
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Findings  

The extent to which this analysis has been carried out and has led to the identification of 

actual or potential safety hazards differs across organisations and Member States.  

Analysis and identification of safety hazards at organisational level  

Similar to requirements for reporting, requirements for the analysis (called ‘investigation’ 

in the EASA rules) were already in place prior to the entry into force of Regulation 376/2014 
for a few industry domains as part of their SMS requirements put in place by the relevant 

implementing rules to Regulation 2018/1139. This is the case for initial and continuing 

airworthiness, aircrew, air operations, air traffic management/air navigation services, and 

aerodromes. 

As explained in the guidance material accompanying Regulation 376/2014110, the analysis 
and follow-up of occurrences required under Regulation 376/2014 takes place in the 

context of existing processes such as management systems mandated under implementing 
rules to Regulation 216/2008 [now Regulation 2018/1139], SMS, safety processes required 

under EU law or similar safety processes. It states that it is therefore not intended to 
create another system alongside the safety management system of an organisation. 

As such, in those industry domains, most notably airlines, airports and ANSPs, where 

analysis of occurrences was already carried out prior to the entry into force of Regulation 
376/2014, as part of organisations’ safety management systems, the Regulation has not 

changed much, except for the introduction of strict timelines and associated costs, as 

detailed below.  

For those domains which do not have SMS requirements as per the implementing rules to 
Regulation 2018/1139, but for which Regulation 376/2014 does require them to analyse 

occurrences (e.g. ground handling organisations), there are no indications that such 
systems have not been put in place. However, the requirements for organisations in 

Regulation 376/2014 are not very prescriptive, detailing only that ‘a process needs to be 
put in place’ by all organisations in the Member States to analyse (groups of) occurrences 

to identify the safety hazards associated with them, and that they ‘shall determine any 

appropriate corrective or preventive action’ on that basis (see EQ 1.18). As such, those 
organisations that are not subject to EASA implementing rules might not have full clarity 

on what is expected from them in this regard.  

Additionally, the adequacy and appropriateness of the rules around analysis of occurrences 

is contested. Organisations established in the Member States are required to provide their 
competent authority with the preliminary results of their analysis carried out within 

30 days from the time the initial report was submitted, and the final results of their 
analysis, in principle, within three months111. Although the majority of those present 

at the industry workshop indicated that they submit their analysis within the 30-day 

framework, four organisations stated that they have a different agreement with their 
competent authority. It was explained, also through interviews, primarily by ANSPs and 

airlines, that this deadline is sometimes impossible to meet considering the large volume 

of occurrences reported, or the complexity of the occurrence in question.  

As a result, the large majority of workshop participants112 indicated that the timelines for 
analysis are too strict, as was already identified previously by EASA as well – industry 

stakeholders and authorities indicated that it is not realistic to expect a comprehensive 

analysis to be done within the 3-month deadline113. Although they did not provide concrete 

                                               
110 Guidance Material, page 44. 

111 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(4). 

112 At the industry workshop, 75% of the participating organisations indicated that the timelines for analysis and 

follow-up reports to the competent authorities are too strict. Only two organisations believed the timelines 

were adequate, and two associations actually think they are not strict enough.  

113 EASA, Comment-Response Document to NPA 2016-19. 
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suggestions for how it should be changed, there was a general agreement at the workshop 

that the timelines should be more flexible based on the specific situation. Industry 
stakeholders believe that that might improve the quality and completeness of the analysis 

provided, because more time could be spent on the task. However, the Regulation allows 
for more flexibility on the final deadline than these stakeholders seem to suggest. 

In fact, as detailed above, Article 13(4) of the Regulation required that these final results 

are submitted in principle, within three months, acknowledging that this is not always 
possible. This is underlined by the fact that the guidance material accompanying Regulation 

376/2014 recognises that analysing an occurrence may take longer than three months, 
especially in the event of a complex investigation or where the services of a specialist 

investigator are required.  

When it comes to the identification of safety hazards on the basis of the analysed 

occurrence data, six interviewed organisations114 indicated that they had identified hazards 
while two others had not115. This does not indicate that the occurrences are not adequately 

analysed, however, considering not all occurrences present a potential hazard to aviation 

safety. The degree to which they have adopted corrective or preventive actions is assessed 

under EQ 1.18 below.  

Analysis and identification of safety hazards at national level  

Regulation 376/2014 requires Member States to not only monitor the analysis by 

organisations which they oversee (see EQ 1.19), but also to carry out their own analysis 
of occurrences directly reported to them. On the basis of their analysis, they are expected 

to determine any appropriate corrective or preventive action required to improve aviation 
safety and use information obtained from the analysis of occurrence reports to identify 

remedial action to be taken, if any, within their State Safety Programme (see EQ 1.18).  

Similar to organisations, the competent authorities in the Member States all have processes 

in place to analyse occurrences. However, there are differences in the degree to which 
analyses are carried out and the depth of these analyses. The main reasons for this are 

concerns about the clarity of the requirements for analysis at national level, as well as a 

lack of resources (in terms of time and money but also finding the right people with the 

right analytical skills) to carry them out.  

At the workshop with the NoA, it became clear that there are different interpretations of 
what exactly the ‘analysis of occurrences’ should entail116. Authorities believe that the 

Regulation is not sufficiently clear on this aspect – whereas it details specific 
timelines for the organisations, for instance, limited details on analysis are outlined for 

authorities. The Regulation vaguely mentions that information relating to the analysis and 
follow-up of individual occurrences or groups of occurrences should be stored in the ECR 

in a timely manner and no later than two months after they have been stored in the 

respective national databases117. There is no indication, however, of whether this should 
mean an in-depth statistical analysis rather than a small-scale investigation (which is done 

at organisational level). What further complicates this, as raised by members of the NoA, 

is that translations of the Regulation can impact the way it is interpreted at national level118.  

                                               
114 Two ANSPs, two ATC service providers, an airline and a maintenance organisation.  

115 One airline and one non-commercial operator.  

116 A large majority of the participating authorities indicated that the term “analysis” means the in-depth 

analysis of an occurrence or group of occurrences (27/31), followed by the statistical analysis of a group of 

occurrences (24/31), investigation of an occurrence (16/31), and the investigation of a group of occurrences 

(12/31). 

117 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(9).  

118 By means of example, France found that the French word for “analysis” does not just mean statistical 

analysis as it may be interpreted from an Anglo-Saxon perspective, but also the investigation into an 

occurrence. The fact that there are considerable differences in how Member States interpret the term 

‘analysis’ (see Figure 23), further underlines this issue.  
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Figure 23. Interpretation of the requirements for 'analysis' at national level 

 
Source: results from the second workshop with competent authorities (Question 15) 

Aside from a lack of a clear definition and common understanding on what is required from 
competent authorities for the analysis of occurrences, there are a few other notable issues 

hindering them from effectively carrying out the analysis. Most Member States are not 
currently carrying out in-depth statistical analyses because they simply do not know how 

to, and there is insufficient training on this in the aviation field. Additionally, the resources 
required for analysing occurrences is a clear hindering factor. At the first workshop with 

competent authorities, it was concluded that there is a limit to the analysis carried out 

because most of the resources are spent on the first steps of the process (collecting, storing 
and processing occurrence reports). At the NoA workshop, almost all participants also 

indicated that the Regulation had increased their workload in this regard119. They assessed 
that the Regulation makes limited reference to the requirements for analysis at 

national level, compared to the degree of detail included in requirements for reporting, 
collecting, processing and storing occurrences. This leads to a high workload associated 

with the collecting and processing of occurrence reports and leaves little time for analysis 

and follow-up.  

Despite the abovementioned issues, only one interviewed competent authority indicated 

that they had not yet carried out any analysis of occurrences. However, only three of those 
who did carry out analyses indicated having already identified safety hazards on the basis 

of their analysis of occurrences120. This implies that Member States would like to do more 

when it comes to analysing occurrences, but do not have sufficient resources to do so.  

Importantly, there is a concern among industry stakeholders that there is not enough 
feedback on the results of the analyses carried out following the vast number of 

occurrences reported by them to their competent authorities. This became apparent 
through the online survey, the workshop with industry stakeholders, targeted interviews 

and the case studies, highlighting that there is a lack of visibility and feedback on the 

outcomes of the analysis carried out by competent authorities121. Without a feedback 
loop, they feel it might be impossible for authorities to get to the real root causes (safety 

hazards) underlying each occurrence reported. In fact, Regulation 376/2014 acknowledges 
in its recital that information on the analysis and follow-up of occurrences should be 

                                               
119 Most of them believe the workload increased to a large extent (17/30) and others believe it increased 

somewhat (10/30). The last three respondents said it “remained stable”, and one was unable to answer this 

question.  

120 UK, Ireland and Italy.  

121 There is no clear pattern across industry domains – this issue was underlined by airlines, ANSPs, 

manufacturing organisations, non-commercial operators, and associations representing different aviation 

professionals.  
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disseminated within organisations and by competent authorities, since providing feedback 

on occurrences that have been reported incentivises individuals to report occurrences122. 
However, in reality this is not fully followed up. Although organisations are required to 

regularly provide their employees and contracted personnel with information concerning 
the analysis and follow-up on occurrences for which preventive or corrective action is 

taken, there is no comparable requirement in the provisions of the Regulation requiring 

competent authorities to do this, except for their annual safety reviews.  

Analysis and identification of safety risks at EU level  

At EU level, there are two streams of analysis: EASA’s analysis of occurrences reported 
directly to the Agency by organisations for which it acts as the competent authority (based 

on occurrences stored in EASA’s own database), and collaborative analysis at EU level. 
These processes culminate in the publication of Annual Safety Reviews on the one hand, 

and the development of Safety Risk Portfolios (SRPs) on the other (which, in turn, feed 
directly into the publication of the EPAS). No issues were uncovered in either of these 

processes for analysing occurrences, except for the opportunity for the overall process to 

be improved (see EQ 1.5). 

EASA works with a range of collaborative partners through two main platforms: the 

Network of Analysts (NoA)123 and Collaborative Analysis Groups (CAGs)124. The NoA pulls 
together data from different Member States to get a more general picture of the safety 

hazards facing the EU as a whole. The CAGs are expert groups that are responsible for 
analysing the safety of European aviation for specific aviation domains. They come together 

to review available safety information, arrange in depth safety issue analyses and to 
identify emerging issues. They also monitor the safety performance of their domain and 

provide feedback on the effectiveness of actions taken (see EQ 1.19). Both systems are 
complementary because they provided analysis at different levels, and they both contribute 

to the Safety Risk Portfolios and the safety actions which may be adopted in the EPAS.  

The EASA Annual Safety Review is produced by the Safety Intelligence and Performance 

Department of EASA, and is based on the data contained both in EASA’s own Occurrence 

Database, as well as data contained in the ECR. As part of their risk management process, 
(as described above) the Agency also define appropriate actions (see EQ 1.18), implement 

the actions and follow them up (see EQ 1.19).  

Adoption of preventive or corrective actions (EQ 1.18)  

Context  

In addition to the requirement for organisations and competent authorities to carry out 

analyses of occurrences to identify possible safety hazards, appropriate actions need to 
be taken if such hazards are uncovered. The Regulation mandates that organisations, 

Member States and EASA identify appropriate corrective or preventive actions and 

implement these in a timely manner125.  

                                               
122 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (27). 

123 The NoA comprises EASA, the European Commission, EASA Members States and an observer. It was initially 

formed as a voluntary network to support the analysis of safety data for the European Aviation Safety Plan, 

which is the predecessor to the EPAS, in 2011. The implementation of EU Regulation 376/2014 has formalised 

the role of the NoA and underscored the importance of safety analysis in supporting the EPAS and 

improvement of aviation safety in Europe. The NoA currently meets twice a year, once in Spring and once in 

Autumn. Source: https://www.easa.europa.eu/easa-and-you/safety-management/safety-risk-management  

124 The CAGs consist of groups of industry stakeholders of EASA’s regulatory partners. Each CAG meets up to 

three times per year. There are currently six different CAGs: (1) aerodrome and ground handling; (2) air 

traffic management; (3) balloons; (4) commercial air transport aeroplanes; (5) general aviation; (6) human 

factors. Source: https://www.easa.europa.eu/easa-and-you/safety-management/safety-risk-management 

125 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(2) and (7). 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/easa-and-you/safety-management/safety-risk-management
https://www.easa.europa.eu/easa-and-you/safety-management/safety-risk-management
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Additionally, the Regulation states that the general public should be provided with 

aggregated information on the level of aviation safety in Member States and the EU, which 
should particularly cover trends and analysis deriving from the implementation of this 

Regulation by the Member States, as well as information in an aggregated form on the 
content of the European Central Repository126. Member States are required to publish their 

results at least once a year, in an annual safety review report127, and EASA is required to 

publish annual safety reviews in line with the rules established by Article 72(7) of 

Regulation 2018/1139128.  

Findings  

Actions taken at organisational level  

At organisational level, it is difficult to assess the extent to which preventive or corrective 
actions have been implemented, because it is impossible to make this assessment at 

the level of organisations themselves. However, just like the analysis of occurrences, 
taking action to mitigate them was already done by many organisations prior to the entry 

into force of Regulation 376/2014 as part of their safety management systems (where this 

was required).  

At the workshop with industry stakeholders, less than half of the participants indicated that 

they had implemented preventive or corrective actions as a result of analysis carried out. 
This does not, however, imply that they are not adequately carrying out the analysis. In 

fact, the results of their analyses were used for other purposes, such as issuing 
safety recommendations and training personnel (which are actually proactive and thus 

preventive safety actions in themselves).  

                                               
126 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (32). 

127 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(11).  

128 Article 72(7) of Regulation 2018/1139 states that “In order to inform the general public of the overall level 

of civil aviation safety in the Union, the Agency shall annually, and, when special circumstances apply, publish 

a safety review. That review shall contain an analysis of the general safety situation in wording that is simple 

and easy to understand and it shall indicate whether there are increased safety risks.” 
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Figure 24. Use of occurrence analysis at industry level129   

 
Source: results from meeting with industry stakeholders (Question 32)  

Among the organisations interviewed, only three indicated that they had indeed taken 

action on the basis of the safety hazards identified through the analysis of occurrences. 
Two of them are ATC service providers, and one an ANSP. This is not surprising, as both 

groups already had mature safety management systems in place prior to the entry 
into force of Regulation 376/2014. They used occurrence data to improve the air traffic 

safety system, and issued safety recommendations, e.g. to develop safety tools. Two 
airlines, a maintenance organisation and a manufacturer indicated that no corrective or 

preventive action had been taken by them.  

Actions taken at national level  

As detailed above, the high workload and unclarity in the definition of ‘analysis’ hindered 

the analysis of occurrences at national level. As reported at the first workshop with 
competent authorities, this high workload has resulted in limited corrective and 

preventive actions having been taken130.  

Member States are required to incorporate their proposed actions in their respective State 

Plan for Aviation Safety accompanying their State Safety Programmes, and to issue safety 
review reports at least once per year. That being said, the degree to which this is done 

differs across Member States, which became evident at a workshop with competent 
authorities. Although most of them do disseminate safety reviews once a year, three 

of them indicated that they had not yet issued a safety review. This might be because, as 

explained by one interviewed competent authority, they had proposed corrective actions 
but were waiting for approval by EASA following an inspection finding before these could 

be implemented. Only a few of the participating Member States indicated that they also 
disseminate results of their analysis in a different format, e.g. by publishing anonymised 

occurrence data.  

                                               
129 This was a multiple-choice question in which participants could choose all options that applied to them/their 

organisation.  

130 This was one of the key conclusions at the first workshop with authorities.  
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Figure 25. Dissemination of occurrence analysis outcomes at national level  

 
Source: results from second workshop with authorities (Question 29)  

One other reason why Member States may be reluctant to publish results, as discussed 

at the workshop, is the fear that it will be easy to identify the aviation personnel involved 
in an occurrence, and because of the general distrust of the media. However, this also has 

an adverse effect on the industry – organisations feel like there is no adequate 
analysis carried out at national level because they simply do not have any 

feedback, which is a problem because it reportedly disincentivises them from reporting 
on occurrences in the future. This is acknowledged by authorities as well, who state that it 

is important for the benefits of the reporting on occurrences to be more visible to industry, 

but is difficult for them to implement considering the limited resources available, that are 
all needed to comply with the Regulation’s requirements (which do not contain a 

requirement for authorities to provide specific or individual feedback, as explained under 

EQ 1.17).  

Actions taken at EU level  

Although individual Member States have not implemented many of their own safety 

actions, they all contribute to the analysis at EU level, and the resulting EPAS (which 
defines a number of specific actions addressed to and owned by Member States, to support 

the implementation of effective State Safety Programmes (SSPs) and State Plans for 

Aviation Safety (SPAS) – so-called Member State tasks or MSTs).  

As touched upon above, analyses at EU level are carried out by EASA in collaboration with 

the NoA and CAGs. The NoA and the CAGs are complementary analysis groups with 
different areas of focus – whereas the NoA undertakes analyses and tasks which are more 

systemic in nature (e.g. performance monitoring), the CAGs delve in-depth into domain 
specific safety issues. The outcomes of these analyses drive the development of safety 

actions for the EPAS and allow the setting of safety actions and priorities, not only for 

EASA, but for all the different actors of the aviation supply chain.  

Since 2014, there has been a steady increase in the number of EPAS safety actions 
(see Figure 26). The increase in the number of safety actions is particularly high after 

2015, when Regulation 376/2014 entered into force. This could be a direct result of the 

Regulation, caused by the improvement in faster processing, analysing, assessing and 
finally closing the reported occurrences. It is, however, impossible to assess whether this 

is indeed the case – it could also be a result of exogenous factors such as increased traffic 
volumes, the perceived increase in overall safety awareness, or EASA’s internal 

improvements to safety analysis.  
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Figure 26. Number of EPAS safety actions  

 
Source: EASA IORS Annual Review 2016 

Oversight of the effectiveness of actions (EQ 1.19)  

Context 

Any safety actions taken have to be monitored by organisations and competent authorities 

alike. As required by the Regulation, they shall ‘establish a process to monitor the 

implementation and effectiveness of the action’131.  

This is not a new concept either. At organisational level, monitoring of safety measures in 
an intrinsic element of the SMS of organisations, as required by the relevant implementing 

rules to Regulation 2018/1139. Specifically, this function mainly lies under the third pillar 
of the SMS, covering all those activities related to Safety Assurance. On the one hand, 

organisations commonly have a set of Safety Performance Indicators (SPIs) which are 

recurrently monitored and capture the overall health of the organisation in safety terms. 
On the other hand, any corrective or preventive action implemented for an identified safety 

hazard must be monitored as well, through continuous oversight activities. 

At national level, Member States are required, as part of their State Safety Programmes 

(specifically the third pillar relating to State Safety Assurance) to have processes in place 

to monitor the implementation of safety actions taken. 

Findings 

Monitoring of actions at organisational level  

No evidence to suggest that the monitoring of actions is not effectively carried out was 
identified in the context of this support study – all of the stakeholders consulted indicated 

having such processes in place. However, it seems the existing processes did not change 

as a result of Regulation 376/2014, because the Regulation does not concretely 
suggest how the effectiveness of actions should be monitored, only that a system needs 

to be in place.  

Monitoring of actions at national level  

At national level, a similar finding emerges. As clarified at a workshop with authorities, this 
is primarily done through inspections and audits, but also, in some cases, through review 

meetings with the concerned organisations132. However, it is unclear whether this is the 

                                               
131 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 13(2) and (7). 

132 At the second workshop, authorities were asked, in an open question, to indicate their approach to ensuring 

the effective implementation and monitoring of effectiveness of the actions taken by organisations. Almost all 

of them indicated that they do this through inspections and audits (17/19), and only a couple directly liaise 

with organisations (2/19).  
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result of Regulation 376/2014, as the requirement for monitoring was already in place 

and Regulation 376/2014 provides limited detail in this respect.  

Figure 27. Monitoring and oversight of safety actions taken at national level133 

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 13) 

As explained by one national competent authority during a targeted interview, there is a 
lack of clarity in the Regulation when it comes to this aspect, too. They explained that 

although the Regulation states that the Member States should monitor the implementation, 
it does not explain how they should act in case of non-compliance, and would welcome 

more guidance in this respect. The problem is that Regulation 376/2014 states that if a 

competent authority concludes that the implementation and the effectiveness of the 
reported action is inappropriate to address actual or potential safety deficiencies, it has to 

ensure that additional appropriate action is taken and implemented by the relevant 
organisation134, but does not specify how they should ensure that additional appropriate 

action is taken, and therefore does not empower competent authorities to raise findings or 

give penalties.  

What further complicates this issue is that Regulation 376/2014 allows for the Member 
States to assign one or more competent authorities. In cases where the competent 

authority is the SIA, this blurs the lines even further, as they do not have an official 

oversight role like the CAA do (who have a certification, oversight and enforcement role in 
the context of Regulation 2018/1139). It is also not clarified who is responsible for this 

oversight of implementation and effectiveness of actions in the case of countries with more 

than one competent authority (see EQ 6).  

Monitoring of actions at EU level  

Part of the EPAS concerns the monitoring of the implementation of EPAS actions taken. 

The implementation of safety actions identified through the domain-specific analysis 

carried out through the CAGs is directly monitored by the relevant group.  

The EPAS itself also details key SPIs, thus paving the way for the effective monitoring of 
their implementation. For the actions not owned by Member States, where EASA is in the 

lead, feedback on implementation is regularly provided during advisory board meetings135. 

Regulation 376/2014 itself, although required by Article 13(7)(b), does not add much to 

this, and also does not fully empower EASA for the oversight of their organisations more 

generally (see EQ 6).  

                                               
133 Among the three authorities who said “no”, two represent countries for which other survey respondents 

indicated that they did have such processes in place, so it is unclear whether they were misinformed or not.  

134 Regulation 376/2014, Article 13(8). 

135 EASA, the European Plan for Aviation Safety – EPAS 2019-2023, page 15. Source:  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/EPAS_2019-2023%20final.pdf 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/EPAS_2019-2023%20final.pdf
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Degree to which occurrences are adequately analysed and followed up (EQ 1.5) 

Based on the evidence outlined above, it can be concluded that there are processes in 

place for the analysis and follow-up of occurrences at organisational level, national level, 

and EU level. Such requirements were already in place prior to the entry into force of 
Regulation 376/2014, so the Regulation did not introduce a significant change in this 

respect, except in terms of the analysis carried out based on data contained in the ECR to 

get a better EU-wide picture of safety hazards.  

However, the degree to which stakeholders who participated in the public consultation 
agree that the relevant actors take appropriate actions is contested (see Figure 28). 

Although there was no clear majority, the greatest response was from the respondents 
that agreed that appropriate actions were taken based on the occurrences received, but a 

significant share of respondents disagreed as well.  

Figure 28. Appropriateness of safety actions taken  

 
Source: results from the public consultation (Question 5) 

One identified issue that reportedly hinders the effective analysis of occurrences at national 
level, is the lack of clarity of the Regulation in terms of how this should be done, and 

the depth of analysis expected. Paired with the lack of resources to adequately carry 
out in-depth analyses and disseminate their results, industry stakeholders feel as 

though limited analysis is carried out at national level – they are not seeing clear outcomes 
and results of the analysis being disseminated so they do not have a clear picture of the 

safety hazards identified and addressed throughout the EU.  

Part of the solution to these issues is to further clarify the roles and responsibilities of 

organisations and competent authorities for occurrence analysis at national level as 

required by Article 13 of the Regulation, as well as a clarification of the meaning of the 
term ‘analysis’. Additionally, EASA explained that the analysis of occurrences and, 

subsequently, the conclusions that can be drawn from the analysis and their use in SSPs 
and the EPAS are hindered by the lack of depth of the analysis. The Agency believe that 

an important aspect of understanding the data is ensuring that exposure data (e.g. number 
of flights, number of aircraft in operation, etc.) is gathered. Without exposure data, the 

reported occurrences cannot be compared to how often the activity was attempted. At 
present, EASA and the Member States are reliant on either air traffic data or on commercial 

sources, but certain activities are not covered at all. This is, however, beyond the scope of 

Regulation 376/2014 as it currently stands. 

 Achievement of general objective (EQ 1.1)  

Context  

The general objective of Regulation 376/2014 is to contribute to the reduction in the 
number of aircraft accidents and fatalities, i.e. improving safety through a proactive 

approach based on the activities resulting from the specific objectives detailed in the 

preceding sections.  
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The impact assessment preceding the adoption of Regulation 376/2014 acknowledged the 

difficulty of assessing the possible effect on a reduction in accidents136, stating that because 
of the existence of a wide range of factors, making accurate estimations of the number of 

accidents and the resulting deaths which could occur was not feasible. It nevertheless 
concluded that without additional safety initiatives, including an improvement of 

occurrence reporting in Europe, the situation would likely have evolved towards an 

increased number of aviation accidents and of related fatalities as a result of the growth in 

air traffic137. 

Findings  

Despite the range of positive contributions towards the achievement of the Regulation’s 

operational and specific objectives, the degree to which it has contributed to an actual 
decrease in the number of accidents and fatalities in civil aviation is very difficult 

to measure, both quantitatively and qualitatively.  

Figure 29 shows the evolution of key statistics from commercial aircrafts accidents and 

serious incidents recorded by EASA that took place in Europe. The number of accidents 

from 2010 and 2018 has sustainably been reduced, in average terms. The reduction is 

more evidenced in the rate of accidents by 1 million flights (high severity). 

Figure 29. Annual safety-related occurrences in total numbers and rate per 1M movements 

 

 
Source: EASA Annual Safety Reviews (2019, 2018, 2017) 

The rate of accidents has continuously decreased since 2014, while the rate of serious 
incidents stabilised after a peak in 2016. EASA justifies this peak in the number of serious 

incidents not as an actual increase in incidents but rather a result of the more stringent 
classification of separation minima infringements resulting from the adoption of Regulation 

376/2014, which lead to the reclassification of such occurrences into this category. 

Furthermore, updates and improvements in the accuracy of the exposure data used has 

had an impact on the calculated rates of accidents and serious incidents.  

                                               
136 The report states that “Making accurate estimations of the number of accidents and the resulting deaths 

which could occur if no action is taken is very difficult if not impossible…Therefore, an accurate number of 

additional accidents cannot be determined precisely, and consequently it can be very misleading to make 

estimates of how many accidents would be avoided by the use of an efficient proactive and evidence based 

safety system.” 

137 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 22. 
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The analysis of the evaluation baseline carried out within the context of this support study 

shows that in the absence of Regulation 376/2014, the rate of civil aviation 
accidents in Europe would have followed a constant trend after Q3 2015 (when the 

Regulation entered into force), whereas the current scenario has seen a decrease in 
the accident rate, from 3.5 accidents per 1 million flights before the adoption of the 

Regulation, to 1.3 accidents per 1 million flights post-intervention (see Figure 30). 

However, this cannot be fully attributed to the Regulation, as the reduced accident rate is 
also the result of a number of exogenous factors such as continuous improvements in 

aviation technology, the successive implementation of other requirements (e.g. through 
implementing rules to Regulation 2018/1139 establishing SMS in various domains) and an 

overall enhancement on the quality of aviation practitioners.  

Figure 30: Number of civil aviation accidents in the evaluation baseline 

 
Source: results from the analysis of the baseline  

Stakeholders consulted find it difficult to comment on this topic, but generally share the 

belief that the Regulation may have had at least a small impact. Although they all 
acknowledge the fact that the number of accidents has been decreasing since the 

Regulation entered into force, none of the interviewed stakeholders believe this is a 
direct effect of the Regulation alone138, but rather the result of a combination of factors 

that have indirectly been caused by the entry into force of Regulation 376/2014. The 

Regulation favoured an increase of the number of occurrence reports stored in the ECR, 
which in turn may have contributed to the improvement of safety awareness and 

identification of safety risks. Thus, Regulation 376/2014 may have not directly impacted 
this indicator, but it likely indirectly helped at setting the right framework to reduce 

the total number of accidents. Although it is almost impossible to accurately model the 
number of accidents given the multiple casuistries influencing this output, it can be said 

that, to some extent, Regulation 376/2014 should have contributed to this reduction. At 
the very least, it can be confidently claimed that Regulation 376/2014 did not have a 

negative effect on the number of accidents and fatalities in civil aviation.   

                                               
138 A total of nine interviewees believe Regulation 376/2014 did not play a role in this respect, six of which are 

industry stakeholders. The 20 who believe the Regulation played at least some role include four competent 

authorities and six associations representing aviation professionals. The only group where none of the 

interviewed stakeholders believe the Regulation had at least some effect are airlines.  
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3.1.2. Actual observed effects resulting from Regulation 376/2014 (EQ 2) 

As stated in the Better Regulation Guidelines, actual results of a policy intervention are 
likely to differ from those estimated or desired, regardless of the quality of the impact 

assessment and the proposed initiative139. It is important to know if this is the result of 
unexpected exogenous factors, problems with the design of the policy, amendments 

introduced during the legislative process (if relevant) or poor implementation.  

As such, this section summarises the actual observed effects compared to what was 
expected according to the intervention logic presented in Appendix 1, through a graphical 

presentation of what has or has not been achieved, and through which causal chain of 

inputs.  

The results are colour-coded in line with the following legend:  

 
Full achievement  

 
Considerable progress made towards achievement  

 
Limited progress made towards achievement  

 
No achievement  

 

 

                                               
139 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 29.  
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Figure 31. Causal chain of effects, results and impacts of Regulation 376/2014 
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3.1.3. Drivers, hindrances, and observed differences (EQ 3)  

Similar to the above, evaluations of EU policy interventions should not only analyse the 
progress made towards achieving the objectives of the intervention, but also look for 

evidence of why these changes are linked to the EU intervention. This section summarises, 
based on what has been presented under EQ 1, the main factors that helped and hindered 

the achievement of the objectives, as well as any observable differences between Member 

States and/or industry domains.  

 Main drivers and hindrances to the effectiveness of Regulation 
376/2014  

Based on the evidence presented in EQ 1 above, it can be confidently stated that the 
different ‘inputs’ of the Regulation (i.e. the provisions and requirements of the Regulation) 

have had varying impacts on the effectiveness of the achievement of its general, 
specific and operational objectives. This section summarises, in Table 4, what the key 

drivers and hindrances are and how they have affected the achievement of the expected 

outputs.  

Table 4. Main drivers and hindrances to the achievement of expected outputs 

Effect   Driving factors  Hindering factors  

Improved level of reporting  

 

 Legal obligation to report 
for organisations not 
previously covered (ground 

handling, small 

aerodromes, general 
aviation)  

 Expansion of mandatory 
occurrence types  

 Clarified and harmonised 
reporting requirements  

 ‘Just culture’ provisions – 
reporters will report if they 
believe they are 

adequately protected  

 Establishment of 
mandatory VORS  

 External factors: 

 Increased awareness 
of importance of 
occurrence reporting  

 Growth in air traffic  

 Other EU rules (incl. 
IRs to Regulation 

2018/1139) 

 Large volume of 
mandatory fields (some of 
which are not relevant to 

all industry domains) 

reduce the willingness to 
report voluntary 

occurrences  

 Lack of feeling protected in 
some organisations/ 
Member States  

 Large workload resulting 
from volume of 
requirements & tight 

timelines for reporting  

 Different interpretations of 
requirements for data 

completeness  

 Lack of feedback from 
authorities and visibility of 
outcomes disincentivises 

reporting  

 Technical issues with 
ECCAIRS and ERP  

 External factors: 

 Resources available  

Increased filing of occurrence 
reports 

 Legal obligation to store 
occurrence reports in 
databases  

 Legal obligation for 

Member States to transfer 
data to the ECR  

 Technical issues with 
ECCAIRS  

 Different interpretations of 
what should be transferred 

to ECR  
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Effect   Driving factors  Hindering factors  

 Automatic data transfer to 
ECR (ECCAIRS or E5X)  

Improved flow of information  
 Establishment of ECR  

 Access to ECR provided to 
all relevant authorities  

 Common, harmonised 

standards facilitate data 
integration and matching 
in ECR  

 Lack of procedures in place 
for direct exchange of 
information between 
authorities  

 Lack of feedback from 
authorities to industry  

 Difficulty of navigating and 

using the ECR  

Analysis and trends based on 

high-quality, accurate data  
 Quality checking 

procedures implemented  

 Clarification and 
harmonisation of 
requirements on 

mandatory fields 

 Standardised data through 
requirement for 

compatibility with 
ECCAIRS/ADREP  

 Large volume of safety-

relevant occurrences is 
collected and stored  

 Many ‘unknown’ fields due 

to “irrelevant” mandatory 
fields  

 Timelines too restrictive to 
produce high-quality 

reports and analysis  

 Missing or incomplete data 
in ECR  

Harmonised classification of 

risks  

 

 N/A 

 

 ERCS not adopted  

 Different methodologies 
used  

 No requirement to 

harmonise risk assessment 
until ERCS is adopted  

Identified appropriate safety 
actions  

 Legal requirement of 
analysis at organisational, 
national EU levels  

 ‘Just culture’ ensuring 
analysis only used for 
safety improvement  

 Harmonisation of data 

collection making EU-level 
analysis easier 

 Collaboration through NoA 

and CAGs for EU-level 
analysis  

 Limited timeframe 
available for analysis at 
organisational level  

 Lack of analysis carried out 
due to limited resources  

 Limited visibility on 
outcomes of analysis due 

to a lack of feedback  

 No access to ECR for 
industry stakeholders  

 Lack of clarity on 
requirements for analysis 
at national level  

 Lack of clarity on roles and 

responsibilities for analysis 
between organisations and 
authorities  

Adequate level of protection of 
data sources  

 Legal requirement for 
disidentification of reports 

in databases  

 External factors:  

 Difficulty of implementing 
‘just culture’ because of 

interplay with national 
criminal law  
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Effect   Driving factors  Hindering factors  

 GDPR  

 Guidance and 

workshops on ‘just 

culture’ by 
EUROCONTROL and 
industry  

 No harmonised approach 
to ‘just culture’ 

 Reports not always 

disidentified  

 Possibility to identify 
reporters / other involved 
persons on the basis of 

other factors  

 Difficulty of regulating a 
culture within an 

organisation / Member 
State 

 Lack of visibility of ‘just 
culture’ bodies and they 

are perceived not to be 
independent  

 Differences between Member States and industry domains  

As apparent from the findings presented under EQ 1, there are aspects of the Regulation 
for which there are different levels of implementation as well as impact across Member 

States and industry domains. Differences can be based on the status quo ex-ante, i.e. the 
degree of maturity of the Member State or industry domain with regards to different 

aspects of the Regulation (reporting, analysis, ‘just culture’); the availability of resources 
to adequately implement all aspects of the Regulation; but also the general culture in terms 

of the awareness and engagement of stakeholders, and ‘just culture’. Of course, the 
general status of the aviation market in a given Member State and its national legal system 

also play a role.  

Differences between Member States (EQ 3.3)  

Table 5 presents an overview of the differences between Member States with regards to 

the degree to which the expected outputs (as detailed in the intervention logic in Appendix 

1) have been achieved, and where the key differences lie.  

Table 5. Differences between Member States 

Effect  Differences between Member States  

Improved level of reporting  

Increased filing of occurrence 
reports  

Improved flow of information 

at Union and national level   

Overall, the rate of reporting and storage has clearly increased. 

However, there are large differences between Member States, 
ranging from 0 reports to 78,264 reports in 2018. 

Reasons for disparities are:  

 Traffic – more traffic (departures, arrivals, internals, 
overflights) implies more occurrences. This is not a purely 
linear relationship because of reports from maintenance, 
manufacturing, etc.  

 Problems with data transfer – e.g. one country was not 
transferring data to the ECR before 2018 because its 
software was outdated (ECCAIRS 4 instead of ECCAIRS 
5). A software update and training by EASA rectified this.  

 Approach to quality checking – most countries ‘match’ 

reports from different reporters on the same issue before 
transferring it to the ECR, but not always.  
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Effect  Differences between Member States  

 Culture – some countries consider all occurrences 
relevant to safety and thus transfer all to the ECR. Others 
are more selective and do not transfer those that are very 

low risk. This is also related to the fact that not all 

authorities distinguish between MOR and VOR in their 
databases, thus transferring all reports to the ECR.  

Analysis and trends are based 

on high-quality, complete, 
accurate data  

Quality and completeness of occurrence data has increased 

across the EU, as apparent in terms of the completeness of 
mandatory fields in the ECR and qualitative assessments of 
improved quality.  

There are, however, differences between countries in their 
approach to quality assurance. 

 Most Member States employ manual methods for data 
cleaning, ‘matching’ reports, checking completeness of 

mandatory fields.  

 A few of them make sure of automated processes. It 
would be beneficial, especially with respect to resource 
management, for other countries to do the same.  

Harmonised classification of 
risks  

The ERCS has not yet been implemented, so no harmonised 
approach to classification of risks has yet been achieved.  

Currently, around 42% of Member States use their own risk 
classification approach; around 39% re-use the risk classification 
used by the reporter; around 32% classify risks in accordance 

with Regulation 996/2010 in terms of ‘accidents and serious 

incidents’, and 16% do not provide a risk classification at all.  

Identified appropriate safety 

actions  

There are no indications to suggest that the safety actions 

identified were inappropriate. There is, however, a difference in 
the number of actions implemented in each country, which once 
again depends on the number and type of occurrences, as well as 

approaches taken to the analysis of occurrences.  

The differences in the approach to analysis across Member States 
is caused by the lack of detail/prescriptiveness of the Regulation, 
as well as differences in availability of resources.  

Adequate level of protection of 
data sources  

There are significant disparities in the degree to which 
requirements related to ‘just culture’ and protection of the 

information source are implemented across the Member States.  

 Only 6 Member States have a ‘just culture’ body in place 
that meets the requirements set out in the Regulation.  

 Some other countries have designated a ‘just culture’ 
body, but it is often part of the CAA rather than a 

separate, independent entity that is sufficiently 
empowered to implement the requirements of Regulation 
376/2014.  

 Only around 40% of Member States have arrangements 
in place with the relevant judicial authorities on the 
concept of ‘just culture’. This is primarily hindered by the 
fact that the EU cannot interfere with national criminal 

law, and such agreements are seemingly impossible in 
some countries.  
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Effect  Differences between Member States  

 100% of Member States have measures in place to clean 
data of personal details, but mistakes happen and details 
sometimes still end up in the ECR.  

 A few apparent breaches of the ‘just culture’ concept have 
been identified at national level140. 

Although there are still differences between Member States, including in the degree to 
which they have implemented the Regulation (see assessment of the state of 

implementation, Annex 8), and despite the fact that some perform better than others, 
there are countries who ‘started from scratch’ and made considerable progress. This 

indicates that, overall, the playing field has been levelled out to some extent. Although it 
is impossible to prove that this is a direct result of Regulation 376/2014 alone, it has clearly 

led to progress in a number of key areas.  

Differences between industry domains (EQ 3.4)  

Table 6 presents an overview of the differences between industry domains with regards to 
the degree to which the expected outputs (as detailed in the intervention logic in Appendix 

1) have been achieved, and where the key differences lie.  

Table 6. Differences between industry domains  

Effect  Differences between industry domains   

Improved level of reporting  

Increased filing of occurrence 

reports  

 

Overall, the rate of reporting and storage has clearly increased. 
However, there are large differences between industry domains, 

ranging from 35 reports (flight crew training organisations) to 
134,564 reports (aircraft operators) in 2018. 

Reasons for disparities are:  

 Activities – it makes sense that more occurrences are 
likely to happen in aircraft operations and air navigation 
services than in training or information provision, or 
maintenance of aircraft.  

 Reporting culture – there are more reports from 
commercial operations than non-commercial operations 
because (a) the former have been required to report for 
much longer and (b) the latter might not feel the need to 

report on ‘minor’ issues that they believe would not affect 
anyone else.  

 Just culture – individuals who feel protected when they 
report are much more likely to do so than those who do 

not.  

 Processes – larger organisations have established 
reporting processes in place, while smaller organisations 
may make use of the ERP, which reportedly is slow and 

difficult to work with, and may disincentivise reporting. 
This is notably the case for general aviation.  

 Awareness and engagement – the general aviation 
domain reportedly is not as aware of the importance of 
occurrence reporting for proactive safety as individuals 

                                               
140 There was an incident in July 2019 regarding a runway incursion in which the competent authority asked the 

involved organisations to provide the name, nationality and address of the pilot involved in the incident in 

order to commence preliminary proceedings. The location of the occurrence and the involved organisations 

are classified.  
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Effect  Differences between industry domains   

who work for organisations who require them to report as 
part of their operational manuals.  

Analysis and trends are based 
on high-quality, complete, 
accurate data  

Completeness of occurrence data has increased in general terms 
as a result of the requirements for mandatory data fields. 
However, there are fields that cannot be completed by certain 
industry domains (e.g. registration number is unknown to 

ANSPs), which leads to gaps. This does not, however, affect the 
analysis of occurrences by industry.   

Harmonised classification of 
risks  

There are no requirements for industry to harmonise their 
approach to risk classification.  

Many of them do, however, employ the same methods. For 

instance, ANSPs traditionally use the RAT methodology as part of 
the TOKAI system developed by EUROCONTROL and airlines 
traditionally use the ARMS methodology. Others use their own 
risk assessment matrix.  

Identified appropriate safety 
actions  

There are no indications to suggest that the safety actions 
identified were inappropriate.  

Adequate level of protection of 
data sources  

There are no clear patterns across industry domains in terms of 
the implementation of ‘just culture’ or degree to which personal 

data is protected.  

There are, however, disparities in the degree to which they are 
implemented, judging from the fact that reports are not always 

disidentified and that there are situations in which reporters have 
not adequately been protected141.  

Despite differences across and within industry domains142, there has been a clear 

improvement in relation to the relevant expected outputs at the industry level. There are 
groups that are still far behind others, but the Regulation has, at least to some degree, 

helped level out the playing field. Even industry domains that are traditionally more mature 

in this context, see the added value the Regulation has brought about (see also EQ 15).  

3.1.4. Unexpected or unintended effects (EQ 4)  

As shown graphically in the intervention logic (see Appendix 1), aside from the intended 

outcomes and impacts of the Regulation, it is possible for unexpected or unintended effects 
to occur. Unintended effects can be both positive or negative, and can be directly or 

indirectly related to the implementation of the Regulation. This question assesses whether 

any such unintended effects, notably economic, social or environmental effects occurred. 

Findings  

In the targeted online survey, when asked if there were any unintended effects brought 
about by Regulation 376/2014, most respondents did not know of any. However, a 

significant number of them did – and those effects were primarily negative.   

                                               
141 In the interviews, several examples of inconsistency in implementation of ‘just culture’ were mentioned 

specifically in the commercial aircraft operations domain. This does not necessarily imply, however, that there 

is an inherent issue with ‘just culture’ in that domain. It could be because there are so many different actors, 

and such a large volume of reports, that it makes a breach of ‘just culture’ statistically more likely.  

142 For instance, as explained by an airline representative in a targeted interview, that there are differences 

between airlines as a result of different interpretations and approaches at national level, i.e. based on what 

the competent authority requests in terms of completeness of mandatory fields and follow-ups. Differences 

between organisations within the same industry domain are obviously also motivated by the safety culture 

within an organisation, its size and resource availability.  
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Figure 32. Unintended effects of Regulation 376/2014   

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 25)  

Positive unintended effects  

Along with the five survey respondents who identified positive unintended effects of the 
Regulation, four interviewees did so as well. The former group, however, primarily listed 

effects that were in fact intended, such as an increase in the number of reports and 
availability of safety data. What two of them, along with an interviewee, did report, that 

was not an explicit goal of the Regulation, is the increased awareness about the importance 
of reporting and safety analysis among some competent authorities which may not have 

been so interested before, and among organisations which were not reporting before. 
Additionally, two interviewed organisations claimed the Regulation, as a legal document 

imposing certain requirements on them for reporting and analysis, had created a leverage 

in terms of justifying the resources needed for compliance to the organisations’ 

management.  

No other unintended positive effects were identified, although it is worthy of note that even 
among those who have doubts as to the effectiveness of the Regulation, there is 

widespread agreement that it has, at least to a certain degree, achieved positive effects 

such as increased reporting and improved ‘just culture’143.  

Negative unintended effects  

The 21 survey respondents who indicated that the Regulation had had negative unintended 

effects, along with another 21 interviewees who also identified examples of unintended 
negative effects, focused on a few key problems. Most notable in this respect is the 

considerable workload imposed on organisations and competent authorities alike as a 
result of the stringent requirements for quality, content, and timing of the occurrence 

reporting, analysis and follow-up. This issue is also covered in more detail under EQ 8 and 

EQ 9 in sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 respectively. 

As a result, as indicated by a group of ANSPs in an opinion piece published by 

EUROCONTROL and also through interviews, the Regulation “makes it necessary to cut 
some corners in the investigation process to meet all the regulatory requirements 

(preliminary results within 30 days, final results within three months)”144. They argue that 
the strict requirements, paired with the large increase in the number of occurrence reports 

to be processed and stored, creates an unmanageable workload that results in aviation 

                                               
143 See, for instance, an opinion piece developed by EUROCONTROL on the basis of comments provided by a 

few ANSPs. They highlight several negative unintended effects, but also underline that some positive 

achievements cannot be ignored. Source: https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf   

144 EUROCONTROL, Special section on Regulation 376/2014 and the law of unintended consequences, available 

at: https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf  

https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf
https://www.skybrary.aero/bookshelf/books/3956.pdf
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professionals losing track of the core objective of the Regulation – to improve aviation 

safety. As claimed in the opinion piece, sometimes the process of abiding by the 
Regulation’s provisions is given prevalence over the goal of improving safety, and 

resources are spent on data compliance instead of safety-related work. They also report, 
as do competent authorities, IT issues such as problems with (digital) reporting and issues 

with ECCAIRS compatibility as hindrances to this effect.  

3.1.5. Adequacy of the reporting requirements (EQ 5)  

In this section, an assessment of the adequacy of the reporting requirements of 

Regulation 376/2014, in terms of what is required to be reported on and by whom, is 
presented. The assessment is based on a combination of a desk-based (legal) assessment 

of gaps, and opinions voiced by consulted stakeholders through the targeted 
questionnaires, interviews, workshops, case studies and the public consultation. An 

assessment of the extent to which any perceived gaps exist as a result of developments in 
the civil aviation safety sector as a whole is covered under EQ 10 in section 3.3.1, and an 

assessment of possible overlaps or duplications covered under the evaluation criterion of 

‘coherence’.  

Context  

As per Article 3 of Regulation 376/2014, the Regulation covers the reporting, analysis and 
follow-up on ‘occurrences which endanger or which, if not corrected or addressed, would 

endanger an aircraft, its occupants, any other person, equipment or installation affecting 
aircraft operations; and the reporting of other relevant safety-related information in that 

context’145. It applies to occurrences and other safety-related information involving civil 
aircraft to which Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 of the European Parliament and of the Council 

applies, except for occurrences and other safety-related information involving unmanned 

aircraft for which a certificate or declaration is not required pursuant to Article 56(1) and 
(5) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139, unless it resulted in a fatal or serious injury to a person 

or it involved aircraft other than unmanned aircraft146. 

In its Article 4(1), the Regulation lays down a list of occurrence types which are mandatory 

to be reported on by those natural persons included in its scope (see below). This is 
completed by Implementing Regulation 2015/1018 which provides much more detail on 

the occurrences to be reported in relation to different categories of aviation activities. 
Finally, Annex I of Regulation 376/2014 details a list of mandatory data fields as a 

minimum standard for all occurrence reports.  

With respect to who is required to report on occurrences, Article 4 (6) lays down a list of 
relevant natural persons who are required to report on occurrences. Article 5, in turn, 

clarifies that any other aviation professional who is not on that list is nevertheless allowed 

to report an occurrence, but is not legally obliged to147.  

Findings  

A few problems have been uncovered in relation to the reporting requirements of 

Regulation 376/2014 and associated Implementing Regulation 2015/1018.  

                                               
145 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 3(1).  

146 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 3(1). Note that this Article was amended in 2018 by Regulation (EU) 

2018/1139. Prior to this amendment, the scope covered “occurrences and other safety-related information 

involving civil aircraft, with the exception of aircraft referred to in Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008. 

Member States may decide to apply this Regulation also to occurrences and other safety-related information 

involving the aircraft referred to in Annex II to that Regulation.” 

147 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 4(6) and Article 5(4). 
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Requirements on who reports  

Very few concerns were raised by stakeholders in terms of who reports. In fact, 26 
interviewees specifically stated that the scope of who reports is adequate148. One 

noteworthy issue, however, is the problem of double reporting, e.g. on the same 
occurrence by different reporters. There are some industry stakeholders who believe this 

should be avoided by limiting the scope of who reports, for instance by requiring only one 
report by the first person who identifies the occurrence. However, as explained by EASA in 

the comment-response document to the NPA 2016-2019, Regulation 376/2014 only allows 

for a single report where the ‘reporters’ have the same function. This is based on the 
premise that different parts of the approval holder/organisation may hold different 

information on the same occurrence149. For example, reports from the air operator and 
from air traffic control are often different, and both are needed as they will provide the 

competent authority with the necessary data in order for it to classify the occurrence, and 
they may contain different conclusions. As such, in these cases, EASA considers that 

submitting a single report bears the risk that a number of occurrences would not be 
reported at all or they would be reported too late, so multiple reports on the same 

occurrence are relevant and necessary.  

EASA also believes that there is a gap in terms of the coverage of the organisations it 
oversees – the Regulation requires that the Agency shall establish a MORS to facilitate the 

collection of occurrences ‘by organisations which have been certified or approved by the 
agency’, and thus omits ‘declared’ organisations. This reportedly results in a lack of 

coherence, as detailed under EQ 14. In this case, it is unsurprising that this problem was 
not raised by any other stakeholders, as this issue is specific to the situation of EASA. A 

related problem for EASA is that it also oversees organisations established in third 
countries, which are subject to reporting requirements under Regulation 2018/1139 but 

not Regulation 376/2014, which might raise questions in terms of the existence of a level 
playing field, and creates a burden on EASA in that it must define ‘equivalent’ MOR/VOR 

requirements for those organisations.    

Lastly, it could be argued that new actors, such as pilots and operators of unmanned 
aircraft systems, should be included in the Regulation’s scope. A detailed assessment of 

the degree to which these are already covered or there is a need for amendment is included 

under EQ 10.  

Requirements on what is to be reported  

As mentioned above, the scope of Regulation 376/2014 as defined in Article 3 covers in 

essence both the reporting of (a) occurrences which endanger or which, if not corrected or 
addressed, would endanger an aircraft, its occupants, any other person, equipment or 

installation affecting aircraft operations and (b) other relevant safety-related information. 
However, the Regulation does not offer a delineation between occurrences on the 

one hand and ‘other relevant safety-related information’ on the other. This, as 

clarified in the guidance material as well as consultations with relevant persons who were 
involved in the adoption of the Regulation, was defined as such to avoid the scope being 

too limited – the Regulation seeks to ensure all safety-relevant data is collected, not just 
those that are included in the list of occurrences that are mandatory to report (i.e. 

Implementing Regulation 2015/1018). While Regulation 2015/1018 provides legal clarity 
on fulfilling the obligations of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014, in practical terms it cannot be 

considered exhaustive. 

Based on the stakeholder views collected, this creates a problem where, on the one hand, 

an extensive list of occurrences that are mandatory to report creates a degree of legal 

certainty but, on the other, reportedly creates such a significant workload for occurrences 

                                               
148 Only two interviewees considered this inadequate, one at international level and one association 

representing passengers – i.e. both are not directly affected by Regulation 376/2014.  

149 CRD to NPA 2016-19: EASA, ‘Comment-Response Document to NPA 2016-19’, page 16-17. 
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that are not safety-critical that reporting on other safety-related information not contained 

in the list is no longer done150. There is somewhat of a split between those who 
acknowledge the usefulness of the extensive list of mandatory occurrences in terms of the 

framework it provides, and those who think it is inadequate because it includes some 
occurrences that they believe are not safety-critical and should not be mandatory to report 

on (e.g. bird strikes).  

Overall, however, there are no indications that there are legal gaps in the 
requirements on what needs to be reported on pursuant to Regulation 376/2014, as 

assessed in more detail under EQ 10 and EQ 11. There are, however, opportunities to 
further clarify the text in case a revision were to take place, but this is not a necessity. For 

instance, EASA has indicated that the scope of Regulation 376/2014 in terms of who reports 
is not sufficiently clear – the Agency claims the scope is scattered in various articles, e.g. 

Article 3 and Article 4, which could result in difficulties in identifying who exactly is the 
addressee of the reporting obligation. No such complaints were raised by other consulted 

stakeholders, however.  

3.1.6. Adequacy of oversight roles (EQ 6) 

This section assesses the degree to which Regulation 376/2014 adequately empowers 

competent authorities to monitor and oversee the implementation of the Regulation in the 
organisations they are responsible for overseeing. The assessment is based primarily on a 

desk-based review, supplemented by insights from competent authorities, although the 

degree to which relevant stakeholder views were collected for this question is limited.  

Context  

Regulation 376/2014 makes reference to oversight roles in two ways – one is the 

monitoring of the implementation and effectiveness of actions taken by organisations 

pursuant to the identification of safety hazards (see EQ 1.19), and the other a specific 
clause that requires Member States to lay down the rules on penalties applicable to 

infringements of the Regulation, which should be effective, proportionate and dissuasive151. 

In its preamble, the Regulation states that ‘penalties should, in particular, be applicable 

against any person who or entity which, contrary to this Regulation, misuses information 
protected by this Regulation; acts in a prejudicial manner against the reporter or other 

persons mentioned in occurrence reports, except in cases where the exemptions laid down 
in this Regulation apply; does not establish an environment appropriate for allowing the 

collection of details of occurrences; does not analyse the information collected; does not 

act to address any safety or potential safety deficiencies detected; or does not share the 

information collected in application of this Regulation’152. 

Findings  

There are a few key problems associated with the Regulation’s requirements for 

oversight. First and foremost, as already covered under EQ 1.19, although the Regulation 
requires competent authorities in the Member States and EASA to monitor the 

implementation and effectiveness of the actions taken pursuant to analysis of occurrences 
at organisational level, it does not specify what should happen in case of an inadequate 

implementation of the action, i.e. whether they should just monitor the implementation or 

raise ‘findings’ against them. In fact, the guidance material specifies that competent 
authorities are not expected to carry out a detailed investigation of each occurrence that 

                                               
150 In the case study on air traffic control, it became apparent that there is a perceived need to more clearly 

delineate, or harmonise the definition of what is ‘safety critical’ information and what is ‘safety related’ 

information, and that the list of occurrences that is mandatory to report on should be adapted on that basis.  

151 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 21. 

152 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (51).  
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is notified to it, but rather that the oversight of the actions taken should complement their 

overall oversight functions as a competent authority153.  

One related problem with this, which arguably constitutes a gap in the Regulation, is 

that it allows for the Member States to assign as a competent authority either the civil 
aviation authority, the safety investigation authority, or ‘any other independent body or 

entity based in the Union that is entrusted with this function’154. Although the civil aviation 

authorities have an oversight function, as defined by the Authority Requirements set out 
in the implementing rules to Regulation 2018/1139, those Authority Requirements do not 

cover the oversight of the implementation of Regulation 376/2014, as it does not fall under 
the regulatory system established by Regulation 2018/1139. Safety investigation 

authorities do not have such empowerment at all, and neither do ‘other entities’ that would 
be assigned as competent authority under Regulation 376/2014. It is also not clarified who 

is responsible for this oversight of implementation and effectiveness of actions in the case 

of countries with more than one competent authority.  

At the same time, whether the competent authority under Regulation 376/2014 

traditionally has an oversight role or not, Regulation 376/2014 does not specify a 
clear oversight role for competent authorities - there is no specific requirement to 

oversee the overall implementation of mandatory and voluntary reporting systems in 
organisations by the competent authority, despite the fact that the Regulation makes 

reference to the need for competent authorities to monitor the ‘overall process’155. When 
it comes to compliance with reporting and analysis requirements, the Regulation provides 

for Member States to lay down rules on penalties applicable to infringements of the 
Regulation. In this context, reference is not made to competent authorities’ as in Article 

13(8), but rather to the Member States specifically, thus excluding EASA from its scope. 

As a consequence, organisations that report to EASA directly may be issued ‘findings’ for 
non-compliances with EASA implementing rules relating to occurrence reporting, but 

cannot be sanctioned when they do not act in accordance with Regulation 376/2014, if the 
non-compliance falls outside of the scope of the EASA implementing rules (see also EQ 14 

on coherence with Regulation 2018/1139).  

However, whether this constitutes a legal gap or merely an unclarity is debatable – the 

essential requirements for each of the organisation types that are required by both 
Regulation 2018/1139 and Regulation 376/2014 to report on occurrences require their 

occurrence reporting system to be compliant with the applicable Union law. As such, a 

breach of this clause (i.e. by not meeting requirements under Regulation 376/2014), can 
be considered adequate to allow EASA to raise findings against the organisations it 

oversees, but does not affect the situation in the Member States. What might solve part of 
this issue in the future, however, is the Whistleblowing Directive, which requires 

organisations and authorities alike to establish reporting systems, and puts in place clear 

rules on penalties should its requirements not be followed (see also EQ 14).   

In short, competent authorities are not empowered to fully oversee their 
organisations for compliance with Regulation 376/2014. More concrete oversight 

roles for EASA and the competent authorities in the Member States along with a clarification 

of how the competent authorities are expected to ‘ensure that additional appropriate action 
is taken and implemented by the relevant organisation’ as required from them by Article 

13(8) might be appropriate. 

                                               
153 Guidance Material, page 53. 

154 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 6(3). 

155 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital 28 states that “organisations should collect and analyse information on 

occurrences in order to identify and mitigate hazards associated with their activities. They should also assess 

associated safety risks and allocate resources to take prompt and appropriate safety risk mitigation measures. 

The overall process should be monitored by the relevant competent authority [own emphasis], which should, 

when necessary, require that additional action be taken to ensure that the safety deficiencies are correctly 

addressed.”  
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3.2. EFFICIENCY 

As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, an assessment of efficiency considers the 

relationship between the resources used by an intervention (costs) and the changes 
generated by the intervention (which may be positive or negative). Differences in the way 

an intervention is approached and conducted can have a significant influence on the effects, 
making it interesting to consider whether other choices (e.g. as demonstrated via different 

Member States) achieved the same benefits at less cost (or greater benefits at the same 

cost)156.  

This section presents the findings concerning the efficiency of Regulation 376/2014. 
It considers the costs incurred by different stakeholder groups to be compliant with the 

Regulation’s requirements, compares the costs to benefits achieved, and outlines any 

regulatory inefficiencies introduced by it and how they could be reduced. The starting point 
for the assessment of efficiency is an assessment of costs, which is supplemented by 

qualitative evidence on costs and benefits collected through stakeholder consultation 

activities. It covers the following evaluation questions:  

Table 7. Evaluation questions covered under the assessment of efficiency  

#  Evaluation question 

7 To what extent are the regulatory costs (i.e. compliance costs, enforcement/implementation 

costs and administrative costs) of the Regulation proportional with the achieved its benefits? 
Who bears these costs?  

8 Has the Regulation resulted in unnecessary regulatory burdens or inefficiencies? If so, what 
are the reasons for this? Is there a potential for the reduction of the regulatory costs for the 

main actors or for simplification? 

9 Could the same results have been achieved at a lower cost? Could the use of other policy 
instruments or mechanisms have provided for better efficiency? 

3.2.1. Costs compared to benefits (EQ 7) 

As a core part of its Better Regulation agenda, the European Commission is committed to 

achieving the best possible results for EU citizens at achieving policy goals at a minimum 
cost while delivering the best maximum benefits to citizens, businesses and workers157. As 

such, it is important to assess the (types of) costs imposed by the Regulation on all relevant 
stakeholders, and how these compare to the benefits the Regulation has achieved to date. 

This section addresses this by quantifying the benefit in relation to the Regulation’s general 
objective of contributing to a reduction in accidents, and comparing this to the (primarily) 

financial costs incurred by organisations, Member States and EASA.  

Key benefits of Regulation 376/2014 (EQ 7.1) 

Context  

The impact assessment preceding the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, on the basis of 

cost estimations158, anticipated that implementing safety enhancements based on 

                                               
156 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 60.  

157 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 3.  

158 CAST (Commercial Aviation Safety Team) is an U.S. government-aviation industry partnership that has 

developed an integrated, data-driven strategy to reduce the commercial aviation fatality rate in the United 

States; http://www.cast-safety.org. The IA noted that while the CAST study is a US study, its results can be 

extrapolated to a European context, as it compares the cost of introducing safety management systems to the 

costs of accidents for the aviation community in general in a comparable safety environment. 

http://www.cast-safety.org/
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collection, analysis and follow-up of occurrences would result in the accident cost per flight 

being reduced from €1,014 million (baseline scenario) to €270.4 million per year, thus 

representing a saving of €743.6 million per year by 2030159.  

Findings  

As explained in detail in the analysis of the baseline (see Annex 9), accidents and serious 
incidents in aviation do not follow a linear trend and are difficult to forecast, which makes 

an accurate assessment of the benefit of Regulation 376/2014 – in terms of its 
contribution to a decrease in the rate of accidents and serious incidents – difficult. 

This, in turn, hinders the reliability of an assessment of its actual positive economic impact. 
On top of that, it is also very difficult to precisely quantify the cost of air accidents in the 

EU given that the costs may vary significantly depending on the type of aircraft involved, 

operation type, location, etc. An estimation of the benefits of the Regulation has 

nevertheless been carried out, albeit on the basis of a number of assumptions160.  

Based on the assumption that a proactive approach to safety management leads to a 
reduction in the number of accidents and fatalities, and the conclusion that at least part of 

the observed decrease across the EU is attributable to Regulation 376/2014, the benefit in 

terms of accidents avoided and resulting lives saved has been monetised as follows:  

𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡 = 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠161 ∗ 𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠162 

Based on our estimation that Regulation 376/2014 has resulted in the prevention of 20 
serious injuries in commercial aviation, and resulted in a saving of approximately 2.7 lives 

and the prevention of 19.05 serious injuries in non-commercial aviation, it can be 
concluded that the Regulation has introduced a benefit of approximately €66.48 

million over the 2015-2019 period.   

Thus, in contrast to the impact assessment’s expected annual savings of €743.6 million 

from the avoided accidents, this study estimates actual savings to have been an average 

of €11 million per year163.  

Costs incurred by different stakeholders (EQ 7.2) 

Context  

The legal provisions introduced by Regulation 376/2014, notably with regard to the 

reporting on and adequate processing and analysis of occurrences, bring about costs. 

                                               
159 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 42. 

160 The methodology employed is detailed in Annex 10 on the cost assessment. It is based on, and compliant 

with, the European Commission’s Better Regulation Guidelines, as well as methodologies previously employed 

by European institutions such as EASA and EUROCONTROL.  

161 The number of avoided accidents and serious incidents was forecasted on the basis of EASA data on 

accidents and serious incidents, and attributed to the Regulation by applying Heinrich’s pyramid rates. See 

Annex 10 for details. 

162 The monetary value of avoided accidents was based on the value of statistical injury as fraction of VSL, 

using as a source: US Federal Aviation Agency (2015) – “Policy and Guidance, Benefit Cost Analysis, 

Economic Values for Evaluation of FAA Investment and Regulatory Decisions: Treatment of the Value of 

Preventing Fatalities and Injuries in Preparing Economic Analyses”, US Department of Transportation. See 

Annex 10 for details. 

163 There are two possible explanations for this difference:  

(1) Differences in the approach followed to compute the benefits. CAST study evaluated the cost of 

implementing safety enhancements in the context of a comprehensive safety management system, 

while the Benefit Model developed for this study only considers an improvement in an already 

established safety proactive system, and; 

(2) Differences between the accident rate at the time of the CAST study and the current accident rate. 



 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

74 

These can be direct (e.g. labour costs incurred for carrying out the work), as well as indirect 

(e.g. equipment costs such as hardware or software to help implement the Regulation).  

The impact assessment preceding the adoption of the Regulation164 expected its adoption 

to have a limited impact in the area of commercial air transport because they already had 
in place safety management systems. However, for non-commercial airlines, it was 

expected that the obligation to send data into the ECCAIRS data format would require a 

certain level of investment. In a similar respect, the impact on Member States was 
expected to be highly dependent on the maturity of each Member State in terms of their 

occurrence reporting systems. For Member States which have developed mature systems, 
the costs were expected to be minimal while for Member States with non-mature systems, 

they would incur additional costs in terms of human resources and administrative burdens.   

Findings  

The global average annual impact of Regulation 376/2014 for the European aviation 
industry as a whole has been estimated by this study to be around €15.3 million in 2018. 

Over the period covered from Regulation 376/2014’s implementation (2014–2020), the 

administrative burdens borne have varied significantly across Member States, 
industry key players and years, ranging from €7.32 million in 2015 to more than €15 

million in 2018.  

The apparent increase in costs incurred due to Regulation 376/2014 is mainly caused by a 

sustained growth in the workload allocated to comply with it, led by the progressive growth 

in the number of occurrences reports submitted and collected.  

The data shows small differences in the allocation of costs between different 
information activities required by Regulation 376/2014. Across the EU, the budget 

allocated for information requirements related to the collection and processing of 

occurrences is around 61%, while the remaining 39% is allocated to the exchange of 
information, analysis of occurrences and dissemination. This cost distribution remains 

relatively constant over the years (see Figure 33).  

Figure 33. Evolution of costs by activity (M€) 

 
Source: own elaboration  

                                               
164 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, pages 42-47. 
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The costs incurred by Regulation 376/2014 are almost evenly distributed 

between Member States on the one hand (51%) and industry stakeholders on the 
other (44%), reflecting that economic burdens have been equally distributed across the 

industry. Nevertheless, there is a significant difference in the population165 that is incurring 
the total amount of costs in each type of stakeholder: Member States are limited to 

competent authorities (usually one, but it can be more) while the industry population is 

made up by main aviation players such as commercial airlines, airports and ANSPs. It can 
then be argued that, in terms of the volume of costs, both stakeholder types have 

witnessed a similar burden but on an individual basis, competent authorities at 
national level have borne a higher burden. The EU budget has allocated a more modest 

percentage (5%) of the total costs incurred at EU level, mainly through the information 

obligations undertaken by EASA. 

Figure 34. Evolution of costs by stakeholder (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

Several factors have the potential to impact on administrative costs, including 

country specific characteristics such as the economic performance of the country and salary 
level, the size and structure of its aviation sector, the organisational structure of the 

national authorities, the level of maturity of the organisations’ SMS and overall, the level 
of safety culture and awareness at national level. In addition, factors related to the Member 

States’ implementation choices and budget allocation, such as the number of safety 
promotion and training activities undertaken, implementation choices, and the level of 

technology use, also lead to such differences.  

In what follows, costs are broken down for each of the three main stakeholder groups 

(industry, national competent authorities, and EASA), on the basis of cost data obtained 

through cost-benefit questionnaires and interviews, supplemented by estimations where 

there are gaps.  

Costs incurred at organisational level  

As discussed in detail in different relevant sections of effectiveness, most industry domains 

already had basic requirements regarding the establishment of occurrence reporting 
systems and analysis of occurrences imposed on them prior to Regulation 376/2014. As a 

result, the impact of the Regulation is estimated to be limited for commercial industry 
stakeholders but highly dependent on the level of maturity of their reporting systems. On 

                                               
165 ‘Population’ is the terminology used in the Standard Cost Model that refers to the number of enterprises 

impacted by a specific information obligation 
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the non-commercial industry stakeholders, the impact is estimated to be nearly null in 

comparison, because of the relatively low rate of reporting166.  

The total cost for the industry is estimated to be around €6.6 million annually. The 

large majority of this is allocated to the collecting and processing of occurrences – it is 
estimated to account for 75% of the overall administrative burdens for the industry in 

2018, with the remaining 25% being allocated to the exchange of information, analysis 

and dissemination. While analysing the distribution of administrative burdens by 
organisation type, the main share of costs is borne by aircraft operators (75%). The cost 

assessment leads to the conclusion that, in average terms, air transport industry players 

have incurred between €10,000 and €30,000 annually because of Regulation 376/2014. 

Figure 35. Industry cost breakdown by activity (left) and by stakeholder (right)  

  

The majority of these costs, both for the collecting and processing and for the analysis and 
dissemination, concern staff costs in terms of man-days spent on the work. For collecting 

and processing, this amounts to €3.5 million, which is twice as much as the total costs for 

spent implementing tools required for processing occurrences (€1.7 million). The 
remainder of the cost is spent on data quality processing of occurrences and processing of 

follow-up occurrences. 

                                               
166 This is in line with the Impact Assessment preceding the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, which states that 

“On the non-commercial air transport the impact would be null as the obligation to report is already exists in 

the current legislation and the responsibility to analyse and assess occurrences would be on Member States” 

(page 44). For this reason, information obligations imposed by Regulation 376/2014 have been evaluated as 

administrative burdens only for commercial air transport stakeholders. Instead, we focus on costs for airlines, 

airports and ANSPs as the three main industry domains of interest, also considering their population sizes.  
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Figure 36. Industry Cost breakdown by collecting and processing activity (M€) 

 

Source: Own elaboration 

On the analysis side, a similar pattern emerges - most of the costs come from the work 

effort allocated to the analysis of the increased number of occurrences, which are 
considered an effect of Regulation 376/2014 (see EQ 1.7). A third of the costs allocated to 

analysis is used for training of personnel (e.g. on the usage of software tools), closely 
followed by the cost incurred due to transition changes (e.g. changes in the SMS manuals, 

related procedures, forms and templates).  

Figure 37. Industry cost breakdown by analysis, exchange of information, dissemination 
activities and other organisational costs (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

This is fully in line with the qualitative evidence on costs collected through stakeholder 

consultation activities. In the interviews, for instance, more than half of those who provided 
input stated they incurred high costs as a direct result of Regulation 376/2014. 

These costs are mainly related to labour costs (resulting from an increased workload) but 
also concern software costs (related to IT investments needed to comply with the 

Regulation’s ECCAIRS compatibility requirement) – even for organisation that already had 

reporting and analysis of occurrences in place as part of their SMS prior to Regulation 
376/2014. The need for reports to be sent in a format that is compatible with the ECCAIRS 

software, the large number of mandatory fields that need to be completed, quality checks 
required to ensure they indeed are, and the requirements for follow-up reporting are all 

examples of additional costs provided by interviewed organisations.  
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Costs incurred at national level  

The total annual cost of Regulation 376/2014 for national competent authorities 
are estimated to be €7.7 million. In 2018 alone, for example, each Member State is 

estimated to have spent about €250,000 on average. There is, however, significant 
variation between Member States and years, ranging from estimated annual costs of 

€50,000 to more than €400,000. Over time, the total costs incurred by Member States due 
to Regulation 376/2014 have increased from about €2 million in 2014 to almost €8 million 

in 2019, indicating a significant increase resulting from the need to process the large 

volume of reports. As a result, the average increase in workload is estimated at 3 FTE per 

Member State.  

Contrary to organisations, however, the annual costs incurred for exchange of 
information, analysis of occurrences and dissemination are estimated to 

represent the largest share of total costs for competent authorities in the Member 
States (53%), closely followed by collecting and processing occurrences costs (47%). This 

is interesting considering the fact that some industry stakeholders believe no adequate 
analysis of occurrences is carried out by the authorities, as they made apparent during the 

workshop and targeted interviews (see EQ 1.5 and EQ 1.17).  

Total costs for the collection and processing of occurrences amount to around €3.7 million 
on average per year. This includes the workload (man-days) and IT investments required 

to receive and process occurrence reports, i.e. time spent on requesting and processing 
follow-up occurrence reports and time spent fixing duplications and errors in the system 

for each report received, as well as other inefficiencies in conducting follow-ups. 
Furthermore, Competent Authorities incurred additional costs due to the demands put in 

place by Regulation 376/2014 in terms of data completeness within the mandatory fields 

and anonymization of not-properly managed reports by organisations167.  

Figure 38. Member State cost breakdown by collecting and processing activity (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

Costs for exchange of information, analysis of occurrences and dissemination obligations 

are estimated to have been €4 million in 2018, representing 53% of the total costs for 
Member States. It includes the total annual amount of spending for the analysis of 

occurrences to identify key risk areas, as well as promoting exchange of information and 

the dissemination of such analyses. These include the additional worked hours of staff due 

to the increase in the number of occurrences reported, raising the need for additional FTEs.  

Although most Member States had procedures and systems in place for analysis and 
dissemination, some authorities have noted difficulties in using the ECR, particularly in 

                                               
167 In relation to the cost of anonymisation, some CAAs explained that the current industry systems and 

processes in place do not adequately remove the personal information from reports. This has ultimately led to 

an increase in costs related the anonymisation in the process of reporting on authorities. See also EQ 1.16.  
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terms of time spent cleaning the data contained therein, which are estimated to cost a 

total of €0.5 million per year. Competent authorities have also incurred costs derived from 
their tasks in familiarising themselves, their staff and other organisations with new or 

amended regulatory compliance obligations established by the Regulation, such as 
translation costs for the development of compliance strategies and redefining internal 

procedures and training to use the ECCAIRS software168.  

Figure 39. Member State cost breakdown by analysis, exchange of information, 
dissemination activities and other organisational costs (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

Costs incurred at EU level  

As far as EASA is concerned, it is not easy to isolate the costs stemming purely from 

Regulation 376/2014169, as they are subject to requirements on occurrence reporting 
and analysis stemming from other Regulations as well (notably Regulation 2018/1139 and 

its Implementing Rules). Overall, however, EASA indicated that the huge increase in the 
number of reports (which almost doubled between 2014 and 2019), resulted in an increase 

of 4 FTE in 2015. It is estimated that this includes 1 FTE to cope with activities related to 
receiving and processing occurrences and 1 FTE to cover responsibilities in the 

management of follow-up reports. On average, EASA is estimated to spend 0.3 FTE 

annually on quality checking and disidentification of reports.  

This also includes costs associated with new tools or software. Although the relevant 

software (e.g. ECCAIRS) was already in use before the adoption of the Regulation and is 
free of charge, it required updates to facilitate data exchange in alignment with Regulation 

                                               
168 It is worth noting that, for estimation purposes, training of staff was subdivided into two different cost 

elements: time spent on training of staff, referring to the cost of opportunity of this staff work effort, and cost 

of the actual training. While safety promotion is a “business-as-usual” activity within the scope of work of 

authorities, it might be argued whether it should be considered as an administrative burden of Regulation 

376/2014. However, this cost element was remarkably identified among Member States as an additional 

indirect effort on their side, brought in by this Regulation. 

169 It is difficult to estimate the costs incurred by EASA as a result of Regulation 376/2014 because of the scope 

of other activities it carries out. EASA assumes a main coordination role in the analysis and exchange of 

occurrences, complementing the analysis done at national level and informing the EPAS. The process of 

receiving, collecting and analysing occurrences reported is a transversal process in EASA that has involvement 

from different EASA directorates: Safety Management for data collection, analysis, management of data and 

dissemination; Continuous Airworthiness, on the follow up of the product safety related occurrences; 

Inspection Oversight on the organisation oversight activities. Given the large number of departments involved 

and the fact that EASA had already a pretty robust process in place for occurrences management prior 

Regulation 376/2014, it is difficult to exactly assess the additional effort imposed on the agency by this 

Regulation alone. 
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376/2014 requirements. As such, it is assumed that the EU allocated annually a budget of 

around €100,000170 for the development of required software in this respect.  

Figure 40. EU Budget Cost breakdown by collecting and processing activity (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

On the analysis and dissemination side, it is estimated that EASA spends 0.8 FTE more for 
the analysis of occurrences and that Continuing Airworthiness and Inspection Directorates 

have increased their staff by 0.5 FTE171 because of the increase of workload boosted by 

Regulation 376/2014. Based on information available in EASA’s Annual Activity Report 

2018, the average cost by FTE for the Agency has been estimated at €148.227172. 

Aside from the direct costs associated with the implementation of the Regulation that all 
competent authorities are subject to, EASA is also involved in the provision of training 

activities to adapt to Regulation 376/2014; educating organisations that EASA is 
overseeing to ensure their compliance with Regulation 376/2014, and promotional 

activities. As such, part of the annual budget is also allocated to the organisation of NoA 
meetings, IORS workshops and other safety promotion activities, which is estimated to 

cost the agency an average of €20,000 per year173. By way of example, EASA launched an 

activity for making the Agency processes compliant with Regulation 376/2014 and support 
Member States and other organisations in implementing the Regulation. The Agency is still 

implementing an activity to align the Implementing Rules of Regulation 2018/1138 with 

Regulation 376/2014, which is included in this estimation as well. 

                                               
170 This estimation is aligned with the one proposed in the IA work for this Regulation. It is worth noticing that 

the total average budget annually allocated for development and implementation of ECCAIRS is around 

500,000€. 

171 This figure has been estimated based on the information provided in EASA Annual Activity Reports disclosing 

the increase of FTEs by Directorate 

172 Average figure calculated based on the total costs of salaries, wages and other staff-related costs plus the 

costs of support infrastructure divided by the total number of staff working for the Agency  

173 Note that the actual transition costs incurred by the Agency are not equally distributed over the years. A 

significant percentage of these costs were incurred back in 2015.  
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Figure 41. EU Budget Cost breakdown by analysis, exchange of information, 
dissemination activities and other organisational costs (M€) 

 
Source: Own elaboration 

Considering the above, it is estimated that EASA experienced an annual increase of €0.7 
million as a result of the implementation of Regulation 376/2014. The majority of these 

costs come from the additional effort spent in collecting and processing of occurrences 

(63%), while a lesser effort is allocated for analysis of occurrences, exchange of 
information and dissemination (16%). The rest is spent on additional workload for activities 

such as Continuing Airworthiness or Organisation Oversight.  

Costs compared to benefits of Regulation 376/2014 (EQ 7.3)  

Context 

At the time of the impact assessment, no quantitative assessment of the cost-benefit ratio 

of the proposed intervention was carried out, because it was considered impossible to 
determine with accuracy the number of accidents avoided and to quantify the level of 

safety enhancements under each policy package precisely. It did, however, assert – based 
on the expectation that a proactive approach to safety can reduce the number of accidents, 

and the above-mentioned approximation of possible costs per year saved from the 

accidents avoided – that the EU intervention would bring considerable economic benefits 

compared to the baseline174.  

Findings  

Taking into account the caveats related to the reliability of the estimated costs and benefits 

produced by Regulation 376/2014, it can be concluded on the basis of quantitative 
evidence that the Regulation has been cost-effective. The model employed, taking account 

of all monetised costs and benefits for the 2014-2019 as detailed in the preceding sections, 

results in a cost-benefit ratio of 1.14, indicating a positive return on investment.  

Considering the fact that the number of accidents has steadily decreased in aviation over 

the past decades, and the resulting lack of visibility of any further improvements, it is 
unsurprising that the qualitative assessments of stakeholders on the degree to 

which costs incurred are proportionate to the benefits are inconclusive175 – the 
benefit of a decreased accident rate is not visible to stakeholders. Those responding 

                                               
174 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 43. 

175 In the cost-benefit questionnaires, views on the proportionality of costs compared to benefits were equally 

divided between positive and negative views. In the targeted interviews, all enquired competent authorities 

believe the benefits outweigh the costs they incurred, while on the industry side, only 8 believe this is the 

case, and 11 others do not.  
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positively commented that any improvement in aviation safety (e.g. improved reporting 

systems and processes at national level, improved flow of safety related information…), 
including aspects that cannot be monetised such as improvement of harmonisation, 

implementation of a ‘just culture’ and increased exchange of information at EU level, 
outweighed any costs that were incurred. Those responding negatively also recognised 

these benefits, but pointed out that from an organisational point of view, the technical 

transition costs and workload costs are considered disproportionately high compared to the 

benefits they could perceive at this stage. 

It should, however, be noted that, as assessed under effectiveness in section 3.1.1, the 
Regulation has on many aspects not yet been implemented to its full potential, which 

indicates that this ratio might further grow as processes become more streamlined 
and costs are reduced. At the same time, aspects such as the pending implementation 

of the ERCS and the introduction of detailed SMS in domains that do not have such 
requirements yet, are likely to bring about significant costs for training as well, which 

cannot be accurately predicted.  

All in all, following our conservative assumptions, the benefits identified outweigh 
the costs incurred at least to a limited extent. The costs of implementation of 

Regulation 376/2014 have not been negligible, for neither competent authorities nor for 
industry stakeholders. However, tangible benefits go beyond the reduction in accidents 

and fatalities, which, although they cannot be adequately monetised, are important to 

consider.  

3.2.2. Unnecessary regulatory burdens (EQ 8)  

Context  

Regulatory burdens are understood as the administrative cost associated with the 

implementation in terms of money, time and complexity. Avoiding regulatory burdens that 
are unnecessary or could be avoided while still ensuring the intended maximum benefits 

are achieved at the lowest possible cost is one of the key goals of the Commission176.  

As such, this section seeks to identify whether there are any unnecessary burdens or 

inefficiencies brought about by Regulation 376/2014. Whether and how they might be 

reduced is considered under EQ 9 below.  

Findings  

Aside from the basic costs associated with compliance with the Regulation assessed under 

EQ 7 above, a number of inefficiencies have been uncovered through desk-based and 

field research (cost-benefit questionnaires, targeted interviews, case studies and the public 
consultation), including on the basis of the issues and otherwise hindering factors 

uncovered in preceding sections (see EQ 1 and EQ 3). These include three key, interrelated 
issues: (a) complexity and double reporting on the same issue caused by the existence of 

several parallel legislative instruments; (b) a lack of flexibility in what needs to be reported 
and within what timeframe; (c) time spent on manual coding and quality control to ensure 

compliance with minimum standards.  

Complexity and double reporting  

The first issue, i.e. the regulatory complexity of having different legislative 
requirements in place in the EU that overlap to some extent (see also EQ 13 on 

coherence), reportedly leads to confusion and, on some occasions, double work. This issue 
emerged in four of the five case studies – all but the one on unmanned aircraft systems, 

which did not have any reporting and analysis requirements in place prior to Regulation 

376/2014. Regulation 2018/1139 also includes reporting requirements (albeit not for all 
domains covered by Regulation 376/2014), for which the competent authority is not 

                                               
176 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 3.  
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necessarily the same. However, this is not a significant problem from the industry 

perspective, as all of those who participated in the industry workshop indicated having a 
single reporting system in place to meet the requirements of both177. On the competent 

authority side, however, it might create a burden in terms of not having one single 
oversight system in place, although this issue was raised by only one competent authority. 

Moreover, when an occurrence is an accident or serious incident, it has to be reported 

directly to the Safety Investigation Authority as required by Regulation 996/2010, to which 
different legislative requirements apply (e.g. with regards to timelines and protection of 

personal data). These occurrences do, however, also need to be reported to the competent 
authority designated under Regulation 376/2014. As this process is not fully streamlined 

in terms of data sharing, the reports need to be submitted twice.  

Even when it does not concern a serious incident or accident, it can be argued that there 

is a certain degree of double work inherently stemming from the Regulation. For 
instance, organisations with multiple approvals might have to report the same occurrence 

to more than one competent authority, which many organisations would prefer to avoid by 

allowing for them to provide one single report 178. Relatedly, in cases where an occurrence 

is reported several times by different reporters, more time is spent ‘matching’ the relevant 

information on the receiving end. However, the latter is important to ensure all relevant 

data is captured (see EQ 5).  

Lack of flexibility 

What makes the above even more important is related to the second perceived burden – 

the complaint that the Regulation is too stringent in its requirements on which data 

fields should be mandatorily reported by organisations and individuals. As assessed in 
detail under EQ 1.13, the fields outlined in Annex I of the Regulation are extensive and 

detailed, and in many cases not known by the reporter, which can cause either additional 
workload for the organisation in trying to identify the missing information. According to a 

couple of interviewed industry stakeholders, this disincentivises reporting, as they believe 
that if something is important for safety improvement, it will be reported no matter what. 

It also creates additional work for the competent authorities because it makes ‘matching’ 

different reports concerning the same occurrence in their databases more difficult.  

Added to the requirements on what to report, are the requirements on when to report 

(including on the analysis carried out and actions taken pursuant to that). Many consulted 
organisations perceive the timelines to be too strict and a hindering factor to the 

thorough analysis/investigation of an occurrence. As stated during the industry workshop, 
if they care about safety improvement, they will provide the data and the results of their 

analysis even if there is no prescribed timeline for this.  

Manual coding and quality control to ensure compliance 

Finally, a key issue, which is also directly related to the requirements such as the 
mandatory fields and indicated timelines, is the workload associated with ensuring 

compliance with the Regulation: cleaning the data of personal details, completing the 
missing data fields (e.g. by following up with the reporter), and coding the information to 

be ECCAIRS compatible and thus successfully integrate into the ECR. This is true both for 
industry and for competent authorities, and is primarily done manually, thus requiring 

considerable investments in terms of time as well as training.  

                                               
177 Workshop participants were asked to indicate whether their organisation established a single reporting 

system that meets both Regulation 376/2014 and Regulation 1139/2018 (and its implementing rules) 

requirements. Of those who were able to provide an answer (i.e. not “do not know” or “not applicable”, 100% 

or 10 respondents said “yes”. 

178 EASA, Comment-Response Document to NPA 2016-19 
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It should be noted, however, that although these burdens were identified by several 

stakeholders, there are also many stakeholders who did not identify any burdens, or at 

least did not think they outweighed the benefits achieved (see Figure 42). 

Figure 42. Regulatory burdens 

 
Source: results from the public consultation (Question 17) 

Nevertheless, all of these inefficiencies caused by specific requirements of the Regulation 

explain why there is a perception among the industry stakeholders that too much 
effort is spent on compliance, in favour of actual safety improvement. Although 

this might not be the case in reality (see EQ 7.2), it does highlight a clear need for (a) 

minimising the reported regulatory burdens, or (b) ensuring the benefits are more visible.  

3.2.3. Alternative options to reduce costs or maximise benefits (EQ 9)  

In this section, potential means to reduce costs and the associated regulatory burdens 

listed above (EQ 8), are considered.  

Findings  

Minimising costs  

When talking about costs incurred due to Regulation 376/2014, the main theme that arose 
is direct labour costs, which have increased since the introduction of this Regulation as 

extra workload is required, primarily resulting from the increased level of occurrence 

reporting, follow-up processes and data quality checking and verification.  

Different proposals to minimise these costs were identified by stakeholders in this 

regard, including encouraging an amendment of the types of occurrences to be reported 
(Implementing Regulation 2015/1018), more relaxed requirements for data quality 

checking and verification, or the reduction in the number or scope of the fields to be 

mandatorily reported.  

However, these proposals did not come without critique, as some stakeholders also 
recognised that these requirements might make sense in a longer-term scenario, when a 

complete system to exploit and use this data might be implemented for the sake of aviation 
safety. Following this line, there was a general consensus that refinement of processes and 

systems in place, (e.g. new ECCAIRS 2 system) might be a major enabler to increase 
efficiency and minimise costs, by simplifying the analysis and reporting of occurrences, 

helping to effectively harmonize taxonomy and easing exchange of information between 

Member States. 

Maximising benefits  

On the other hand, aviation experts made several suggestions on ways that Regulation 
376/2014 could be complemented to maximise the benefits. To help maximise the 

benefits related to occurrence reports, there is a general view that the application of ‘just 
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culture’ principles can still be improved, despite recent substantial improvements, which 

could further maximise the impact of Regulation 376/2014.  

On the other hand, it was also suggested that automated systems and functionalities 

should be made available. In this regard, it was also pointed out that improvements 
brought by the pending update to ECCAIRS 2 and the roll-out of other programmes (e.g. 

Data4Safety) could be accelerated, as these are believed to be the major enabler for 

maximising benefits across Member States, avoiding the risk of different implementation 
levels. Overall, there is a general consensus that Regulation 376/2014 might reach a higher 

level of benefits when the required IT tools are in place at European level, enabling the 

identification and proposal of data-driven safety actions. 

3.3. RELEVANCE  

As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, an assessment of relevance looks at the 
relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the 

intervention179.  

This section presents the findings concerning the continued relevance of Regulation 

376/2014 by assessing (a) the degree to which the objectives and scope were appropriate 
considering the needs and problems facing the sector at the time of its adoption; (b) 

whether there have been any changes or developments in the aviation safety sector; and 
(c) the extent to which the objectives and scope may need to be adapted in light of these 

developments and the new needs or problems they created. This includes an in-depth 

assessment of any new problems and developments that, as identified by consulted 
stakeholders or through desk-based research, have taken place since the adoption of the 

Regulation in November 2014 and how they correspond to the objectives and scope of the 

Regulation. It covers the following evaluation questions:  

Table 8. Evaluation questions covered under the assessment of relevance   

#  Evaluation question 

10 To what extent are the objectives and scope which were identified at the time of adoption 

still adequate in the current context and how do they still correspond to the problems and 
needs of the aviation safety system that is currently in place?  

11 Which issues that arose after the adoption of the Regulation require further attention in view 
of the objectives pursued? 

3.3.1. Alignment of objectives and scope with problems and needs (EQ 10) 

The assessment of alignment between the objectives of the Regulation on the one hand, 
and the needs and problems faced by the aviation safety system on the other is an 

important step in the evaluation of an EU policy intervention, because if it does not help to 
address current needs or problems then it does not matter how effective, efficient or 

coherent it is, it is no longer appropriate. 

As it concerns the degree to which the Regulation’s objectives, as defined at the time of 
adoption, still adequately address the needs and problems faced by stakeholders, their 

opinions form the basis of the assessment below, but have been supplemented by desk-

based research, such as legislative documents that (partially) fill the identified gaps.  

                                               
179 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 62.  
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Context  

The underlying logic behind the Regulation is the need for a proactive, preventative 
approach to aviation safety – one which uses information coming from daily occurrences 

to take timely steps to ensure accidents are preventing, instead of a reactive approach 
where accidents are analysed only after they have taken place180. As such, Regulation 

376/2014 has one overarching goal – to contribute to the reduction in the number of 

aircraft accidents and fatalities throughout the EU. It seeks to achieve this through four 

specific objectives, namely:  

1. Ensure all occurrences which endanger or could endanger aviation safety are collected 
and are providing a complete and clear picture of safety risks in the EU and the Member 

States; 

2. Ensure occurrence reports stored in the national databases and in the ECR are complete 

and contain high quality data; 

3. Ensure all safety-critical information stored in the ECR is accessed adequately by 

competent authorities and that they are used strictly for safety improvement;  

4. Ensure all reported occurrences are effectively analysed, safety hazards are identified 
and addressed where relevant and the safety effectiveness of the actions taken is 

monitored.  

Findings 

The stakeholder consultation activities conducted overwhelmingly point to an alignment 
between the objectives of Regulation 376/2014 and the needs and problems the 

sector faces today. No evidence to suggest otherwise was identified through desk-based 
research. There are, however, new needs and challenges that have emerged as a 

result of developments in the aviation sector, that might need to be taken into 

consideration to ensure the continued relevance of the Regulation in the future (see EQ 11 
for an assessment on the new issues that require further attention in view of the objectives 

pursued).  

The core objective of the Regulation, i.e. to ensure the collection of all occurrences which 

endanger or could endanger aviation safety are reported, collected, processed, stored, and 
analysed with a view to identifying safety hazards that can then be adequately addressed 

through preventive or corrective action, remains highly relevant. In fact, considering the 
fact that there are fewer fatal accidents in the EU than at global level181, such a proactive 

approach becomes arguably more important and appropriate, because there are “not 

enough” fatal accidents from which to derive lessons to further improve safety through a 
purely reactive safety management system. This is a widely accepted fact, and has also 

been underlined by stakeholders consulted for this support study (see Figure 43).  

                                               
180 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final. The impact assessment assessed that such a 

proactive and evidence-based system greatly depends on the ability to systematically analyse all available 

safety data, which is vital to identify safety hazards. At the same time, it found that collecting and analysing 

occurrences is not sufficient and should be “complemented by actions to establish an effective proactive and 

evidence-based system leading to concrete aviation safety improvements and saving citizens lives”. 

181 EASA Annual Safety Review 2018, Figure 1. Source: 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/218639_EASA_ASR_MAIN_REPORT_2018.pdf  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/218639_EASA_ASR_MAIN_REPORT_2018.pdf
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Figure 43. Appropriateness of occurrence reporting to improve safety182 

 
Source: Results from the public consultation (Question 1) 

Despite the overwhelmingly positive perception of the appropriateness of the Regulation’s 
proactive approach to aviation safety, consulted stakeholders did not believe that it fully 

addressed their needs183. When asked if they believed there was a need for amendment, 

the majority of the respondents to the online survey said there was (see Figure 44). 

Figure 44. Perceptions on the need for amendment of Regulation 376/2014 

 
Source: results from the online survey (Question 30) 

When asked to clarify, respondents identified a few ‘new’ issues, notably the need to 

capture emerging trends such as the presence of UAS and cybersecurity. With this in mind, 
and based on a thorough desk-based review, a few key developments were identified. In 

what follows, a number of recent developments that were mentioned by stakeholders 

through the different stakeholder consultation activities are presented and assessed in 
terms of the degree to which they (a) are currently covered by the scope of the Regulation; 

and (b) affect the ongoing relevance of the Regulation. An assessment of the need to 
further address the issues to ensure the Regulation continues to be relevant and fit-for-

purpose in the future is covered under EQ 11. 

                                               
182 A total of 138 respondents “strongly agree”, and 50 “agree”. Only three respondents disagree with this 

statement, showing an overwhelmingly positive response (94% or 188 out of 198 respondents).  

183 When asked in the online survey whether their needs were met by Regulation 376/2014, respondents were 

split – 45% indicated their needs are covered, 38% indicated it did not, and the remaining 17% did not know 

(see Question 28 of the online survey). However, the reasons they outlined point to gaps in the effectiveness 

of the Regulation rather than gaps in its relevance (e.g. the need for clear requirements and a harmonised 

approach to reporting, analysis and follow-up, as well as just culture; a simple and clear regulatory 

framework; more transparency on the data collected and resulting safety hazards; and to update the list of 

occurrences to be mandatorily reported. These issues have all been covered as part of the assessment of the 

effectiveness of Regulation 376/214 in section 3.1. 
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 New developments and challenges in the aviation sector (EQ 10.2)  

Technological developments  

The most often-cited type of developments that have impacted the aviation sector since 
2014 by the stakeholders consulted in the context of this study related to technological 

advancements184. Most notable are the rising popularity of unmanned aircraft systems 

(UAS), and the importance of cybersecurity in light of advancements in digitalisation and 
automation. In what follows, the aspects of UAS and cybersecurity in terms of their 

relevance to aviation safety, followed by an assessment of the extent to which they are 

adequately covered by the Regulation in its current state, is provided.  

Unmanned aircraft systems 

Context 

In a 2016 safety risk assessment, EASA identified four key risk areas involving UAS: (a) 

airborne conflict, noting a significant increase in near-miss occurrences between aircraft 
and drones in the 2014-2016 period; (b) aircraft upset, related to the loss of control; (c) 

system failure; and (d) third party conflict that might inflict injuries or damage to a person 

or property185. Recent media coverage, e.g. the December 2018 Gatwick airport drone 
incident that led to the cancellation of hundreds of flights186 reveals that this trend has 

further increased since that time. In its 2019 Annual Safety Review summary report, EASA 
made reference to drones twice – in the context of ‘security’ risks related to unauthorised 

activity, as well as in the context of potential collisions between aircraft and drones.  

Regulation 376/2014 originally made no explicit reference to unmanned aircrafts. It did, 

however, cover occurrences that involve unmanned aircraft, in terms of occurrences 
relating to an interference between that and other aircraft or property through 

Implementing Regulation 2015/1018187. Its scope was subsequently extended through the 

adoption of Regulation 2018/1139, to now cover occurrences and other safety-related 
information involving all civil aircraft to which Regulation 2018/1139 applies, but excluding 

‘occurrences and other safety-related information involving unmanned aircraft for which a 
certificate or declaration is not required pursuant to Article 56(1) and (5) of Regulation 

(EU) 2018/1139, unless the occurrence or other safety related information involving such 
unmanned aircraft resulted in a fatal or serious injury to a person or it involved aircraft 

other than unmanned aircraft’188.  

Findings  

A total of ten interviewed stakeholders189 highlighted UAS as an important technological 

development that might affect the aviation safety sector because, if not properly regulated, 
they can cause potentially dangerous accidents. They claim that the Regulation, in its 

current state, does not adequately cover occurrences related to UAS, and that an 
amendment to include them should be considered for the future. This issue can be 

considered from two different perspectives: whether Regulation 376/2014 adequately 
covers occurrences involving UAS on the one hand, and whether it adequately requires 

occurrence reporting by UAS pilots and operators on the other. 

                                               
184 Of the 12 interviewees who were able to provide any examples of relevant recent developments, 10 

mentioned technological advancements.  

185 EASA, Safety Intelligence and Performance SM1.1, Report UAS Safety Risk Portfolio and Analysis. Source: 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/UAS%20Safety%20Analysis.pdf 

186 https://www.bbc.com/news/business-47302902  

187 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1018, Annex I, 5 (8); Annex III, 3 (3); Annex V, 1.5 (4); 

Annex V, 2.5 (3), Annex V, 3.5 (2).  

188 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 3 (2).  

189 This includes five authorities as well as five industry stakeholders, all representing different industry 

domains.  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/UAS%20Safety%20Analysis.pdf
https://www.bbc.com/news/business-47302902
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Reporting on occurrences involving UAS 

The scope of Regulation 376/2014 with regards to UAS was clarified through the 
amendment introduced by Regulation 2018/1139, and it now covers (a) all 

occurrences involving unmanned aircraft for which a certificate or declaration is required 
under Regulation 2018/1139; and (b) all occurrences involving unmanned aircrafts that 

lead to serious injury or fatalities, even if the aircraft is not subject to a certificate or 

declaration under the EASA rules.  

Occurrences involving UAS are included in the ECCAIRS/ADREP taxonomy, although they 

are not a category of their own (like bird strikes, for instance). As explained by EASA, 
however, the ECCAIRS database does record the aircraft category, which includes details 

on the type and mass of the aircraft, so UAS can easily be identified and events associated 
with them isolated for analysis. The fact that EASA has identified potential collisions 

between aircraft and UAS as well as unauthorised UAS activity as two key safety risks in 

its 2019 Safety Review190 underlines this.  

Reporting by UAS operators and remote pilots 

Regulation 2018/1139 includes a requirement for organisations involved in the design, 

maintenance, and operation of UAS191 to establish an occurrence reporting system, as part 
of the safety management system, to contribute to the continuous improvement of safety. 

However, it does not include the same requirement for the individual operators of 

UAS.  

At the same time, Article 4(6)(a) of Regulation 376/2014 requires the ‘pilot in command’ 

of an aircraft to report on occurrences. Paired with the fact that the scope of the Regulation 
(as amended by Regulation 2018/1139) applies to all unmanned aircraft that fall under the 

requirements outlined in Annex IX of Regulation 2018/1139 (i.e. for which a declaration or 
certificate is required), this means that remote pilots of these UAS are required to 

report on occurrences. However, this only applies to remote pilots of UAS for which a 
declaration or certificate is required, and in cases where the occurrence results in a fatal 

or serious injury or involved other aircraft. It therefore does not concern pilots of UAS that 
do not fall under the criteria of Regulation 2018/1139 unless they inflict fatal or serious 

injury or involved other aircraft. 

Furthermore, the recently adopted Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 
2019/947 on the rules and procedures for the operation of unmanned aircraft (which 

enters into force in July 2020) includes in its Article 19(2) an obligation for each UAS 
operator (defined as ‘any legal or natural person operating or intending to operate one or 

more UAS’) to report to their competent authority on any safety-related occurrence and 
exchange information regarding its UAS in compliance with Regulation 376/2014192. 

However, since Regulation 376/2014, since the extension of its scope by Regulation 
2018/1139, covers organisations operating UAS and remote pilots, but not individuals 

operating UAS, there is a legal gap.  

Aside from the gap in coverage of individual UAS operators, this complex legal set-up and 
the fact that Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/947 is a recent piece of 

legislation that will come into force in July 2020 leads to a lack of clarity on what 
occurrences should be reported by them, as became apparent through the case study 

on UAS. All stakeholders consulted within that context agreed that, currently, the practice 

                                               
190 EASA, The Annual Safety Review Summary Report 2019.  

Source: https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/FINAL%20ASR%20Summary%202019.pdf  

191 A UAS operator in this context is taken to signify any legal or natural person who operates or intends to 

operate one or more UAS. A remote pilot is a natural person responsible for safely conducting the flight of an 

unmanned aircraft by operating its flight controls, either manually or, when the unmanned aircraft flies 

automatically, by monitoring its course and remaining able to intervene and change the course at any time.  

192 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/947 of 24 May 2019 on the rules and procedures for the 

operation of unmanned aircraft, Article 19 (2).  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/FINAL%20ASR%20Summary%202019.pdf
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among UAS operators is not to report, unless there are damages to third parties. 

Furthermore, reporting appears to be difficult for because many mandatory fields in the 

reporting forms do not apply to UAS.  

Moreover, a thorough legal analysis uncovered two problems with the definitions used in 
Annex V of Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, which specifies occurrences to be 

mandatorily reported in relation to aircraft other than complex motor-powered aircraft (i.e. 

including UAS):  

 Annex V defines ‘Aircraft other than complex motor-powered aircraft’ as any aircraft 

other than that defined in Article 3(j) of Regulation (EC) No 216/2008193. As this 
has been repealed by Regulation 2018/1139, the definition requires updating to 

ensure there is adequate reference made, and to ensure clarity on what types of 

occurrences should be reported by UAS operators.  

 Annex V defines ‘lighter-than-air vehicles’ as having the meaning assigned in point 
ML10 of the section ‘Definitions of terms used in this list’ of the Annex to Directive 

2009/43/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, which specifically covers 

drones, parachutes, paragliders, etc. that are meant for military use. This reference 
is inappropriate considering Regulation 376/2014 is concerned with civil aviation 

only. 

Taken together, the above-mentioned pieces of legislation indicate that occurrences 

involving UAS are adequately included in the occurrence reporting system from 
the perspective of their interference with other aviation actors, and remote pilots of UAS 

as well as organisations who are operators of UAS are required to report as long 
as they fall under the requirements of Regulation 2018/1139. However, individual UAS 

operators are not covered by the current legal framework. There is also scope to 

clarify exactly what is required to be reported on, as there is currently no clear taxonomy 
for UAS operators/pilots outlined in Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, and the common 

mandatory data fields are largely irrelevant to this airspace. That being said, consulted 
UAS operators suggested that common rules at EU level, tailored to the unique challenges 

of the UAS airspace, would be beneficial, and would welcome improvements to facilitate 

data collection and analysis at Union level.  

Cybersecurity  

Context  

Along with UAS, the 2019 Annual Safety Review carried out by EASA listed cybersecurity 
as a key safety risk194. The security area extends beyond the normal boundaries of the 

aviation safety regulatory system, but might result in accidents or incidents. Especially in 
the case of occurrence reporting and the measures taken to ensure confidential treatment 

of data, cybersecurity becomes an even more relevant topic to explore.  

Cybersecurity is currently not explicitly referenced in Regulation 376/2014 nor its 

Implementing Regulation 2015/1018.  

Findings 

Although less often cited by consulted stakeholders195 than UAS, cybersecurity is 

considered to be an important new challenge facing the aviation safety sector. 
The growing risks come from the use of new technologies and new devices: pilots are 

increasingly using devices connected to the cockpit, such as flight maps, and there is no 

                                               
193 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1018, Annex V (a). 

194 EASA, The Annual Safety Review Summary Report 2019, page 18.  

195 Of the 11 stakeholders who identified technological developments in the aviation safety field, three 

mentioned cybersecurity as an important one.  
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way to guarantee these cannot be hacked196, while it is expected that new technologies 

will only continue to develop. 

As stated above, the issue of cybersecurity is not explicitly referred to in Regulation 

376/2014 or Implementing Regulation 2015/1018. It could, however, be considered to fall 
under the mandatory occurrence reporting category of ‘meteorological conditions or 

security-related occurrences’197, ‘failure of ATM system security’198 or ‘aerodrome security 

related occurrences’199, though the cyber aspect is never specifically addressed.  

However, the aspect of cybersecurity in the aviation field is covered under 

different EU legislation. In 2016, a Directive on common measures for security of 
network and information systems across Europe was adopted (the so-called NIS 

Directive)200. The Directive requires key organisations known as operators of essential 
services (OES), to maintain a certain level of network security that takes into account the 

changing risk and threat landscape. In the context of aviation safety, this can include air 
carriers, airport managing bodies or traffic management control operators, depending on 

the relevant Member States’ implementing legislation201. As assessed by relevant actors at 

the first Transport Cybersecurity Conference202 held in January 2019, this Directive lays a 
solid foundation to enhance cybersecurity and resilience in the transport sector, though 

specific rules may be necessary in certain transport modes203. 

Moreover, EASA has been active in the cybersecurity domain – the Agency initiated 

two rulemaking tasks, one (RMT.0648) focussing on aircraft/engine certification to ensure 
a robust product design, and a second (RMT.0720) to introduce provisions for the 

management of information security risks related to aeronautical information systems used 
in civil aviation to apply to competent authorities and organisations in all aviation domains 

(i.e. design, production, management of continuing airworthiness, maintenance, air 

operations, aircrew, air traffic management/air navigation services (ATM/ANS), and 
aerodromes)204. EASA has also developed a Cybersecurity Roadmap, and is supporting the 

creation of a European Centre for Cybersecurity in Aviation (ECCSA)205. In its mission to 
provide European citizens safe air travel in Europe and worldwide - by ensuring cyber risks 

are taken into account during aircrafts design, development and operation and then 
controlled in order to avoid adverse effects on citizens’ safety - EASA also conducts 

promotional activities (training sessions or awareness campaigns)206. According to the 
Conference conclusions, DG MOVE will also support the development of a cybersecurity 

                                               
196 https://www.easa.europa.eu/newsroom-and-events/news/air-issue-14-cybersecurity-aviation-editorial  

197 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Article 4 (1) (a) (viii).  

198 Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1018, Annex III, 2 (7).  

199 Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1018, Annex IV, 1.3 (2), Annex IV, 2.1 (9). 

200 Directive (EU) 2016/1148 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 July 2016 concerning measures 

for a high common level of security of network and information systems across the Union.  

201 https://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/en/knowledge/publications/fc813c25/cybersecurity-law-in-the-

aviation-sector  

202 The first Transport Cybersecurity Conference was held in Lisbon on 23rd January 2019. It was attended by 

DG MOVE and EASA, as well as EMSA, ERA and ENISA.   

203 First Transport Cybersecurity Conference, conclusions: 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%2

0conclusions.pdf. A noteworthy example is that the NIS Directive, in its Recital (10) specifically details that 

for the water transport sector, “security requirements for companies, ships, port facilities, ports and vessel 

traffic services under Union legal acts cover all operations, including radio and telecommunication systems, 

computer systems and networks. Part of the mandatory procedures to be followed includes the reporting of all 

incidents”. Such details are not included for other transport modes.  

204 Notice of proposed amendment 2019-07, Management of information security risks (RMT.0720). Source: 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/NPA%202019-07.pdf  

205 EASA website, FAQ: https://www.easa.europa.eu/faq/24265 

206 EASA website, FAQ: https://www.easa.europa.eu/faq/46473  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/newsroom-and-events/news/air-issue-14-cybersecurity-aviation-editorial
https://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/en/knowledge/publications/fc813c25/cybersecurity-law-in-the-aviation-sector
https://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/en/knowledge/publications/fc813c25/cybersecurity-law-in-the-aviation-sector
https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%20conclusions.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%20conclusions.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/NPA%202019-07.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/faq/24265
https://www.easa.europa.eu/faq/46473
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“toolkit” providing relevant and appropriate knowledge of good cybersecurity practices for 

transport staff207.  

As detailed under EQ 1.16, a range of processes to ensure confidentiality, data protection 

and access rights are in place as mandated by the Regulation. However, it was also found 
that disidentification does not always work optimally. As a result, the risk of the relevant 

(national) databases and the ECR being secure enough to avoid possible cyberattacks 

should be revisited. This should be covered once the related EASA rulemaking task has 
been completed, but Regulation 376/2014 itself might also benefit from the introduction 

of more stringent security rules, as well as an expansion of the degree to which security-

related occurrences are covered by Implementing Regulation 2015/1018.  

Although a few of the consulted stakeholders believed cybersecurity to be an important 
issue that is not adequately covered by the scope of the Regulation208, none of them had 

a concrete suggestion of how it could be addressed. They did suggest, however, that any 
revision would have to keep these types of fast-evolving technological 

developments in mind, and underlined the importance of a common understanding of 

threats as well as a common approach to mitigating them as crucial.  

Legal and political developments  

As touched upon in the previous section, EU legislation adopted since Regulation 376/2014 
entered into force has, to some extent, filled the perceived gaps created by technological 

developments. Other possible changes brought about by the entry into force of Regulation 
2018/1139, as well as two other examples are worth noting: the adoption of the General 

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)209 and the Whistleblowing Directive210. In what follows, 
we briefly describe these pieces of legislation and how they affect the continued relevance 

of Regulation 376/2014211.  

Regulation 2018/1139 and its Implementing Rules  

Context  

Regulation 2018/1139 on common rules in the field of civil aviation212, also known as the 

‘EASA Basic Regulation’, seeks to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil 
aviation safety in Europe. Its objectives and scope are much broader than occurrence 

reporting and analysis – it also applies to technical standards for aircraft and their 

operation, and standards for the provision of civil aviation related services. That being said, 
occurrence reporting and analysis, being one small part of the more general civil aviation 

safety system, is also included in Regulation 2018/1139. As such, the adoption of this 
Regulation in 2018 is a relevant legal development that impact Regulation 376/2014 (and 

                                               
207 First Transport Cybersecurity Conference, conclusions: 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%2

0conclusions.pdf  

208 This was identified by interviewees, survey respondents and workshop participants alike. It includes 

primarily authorities at national and EU level, but also industry stakeholders.  

209 Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection 

of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data, and 

repealing Directive 95/46/EC (General Data Protection Regulation) (Text with EEA relevance). https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016R0679&from=EN  

210 Directive (EU) 2019/1937 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 23 October 2019 on the 

protection of persons who report breaches of Union law. 

211 The aspect of the coherence between them, however, is not covered here but rather in section 3.4.2 below 

212 Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2018 on common rules 

in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Union Aviation Safety Agency, and amending 

Regulations (EC) No 2111/2005, (EC) No 1008/2008, (EU) No 996/2010, (EU) No 376/2014 and Directives 

2014/30/EU and 2014/53/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Regulations (EC) 

No 552/2004 and (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council and Council Regulation 

(EEC) No 3922/91. 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%20conclusions.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/20190123%20Transport%20cybersecurity_Conference%20conclusions.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016R0679&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016R0679&from=EN
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vice-versa). A thorough assessment of the coherence between the two Regulations is not 

covered here but rather under EQ 13 in section 3.4.2.1.  

Findings  

Regulation 2018/1139 introduced a few changes that impact the context within which 
Regulation 376/2014 operates. Aside from a few key differences between the two 

regulations in terms of their scope (which highlights gaps on both sides) which are assessed 

in detail under EQ 13, the different approaches to revising rules affect the degree to which 
they can flexibly adapt to changes, although it does not affect the continued relevance 

of Regulation 376/2014.  

According to EASA, the fact that the Agency is empowered to make use of ‘soft law’ through 

acceptable means of compliance (AMC) and guidance material (GM) which can be more 
readily amended than a Regulation or Implementing Regulation makes the EASA system 

more flexible in adapting to new developments than Regulation 376/2014213. It also implies 
that future changes made might have an impact on the continued relevance of Regulation 

376/2014, though they will need to be coherent with the requirements of Regulation 

376/2014. It believes these systems could be used to streamline the process, and more 
easily address new emerging issues such as UAS and cybersecurity. However, these AMC 

and GM are not legally binding, so the degree to which such a solution would improve the 

effectiveness of the provisions on reporting and analysis of occurrences is questionable.  

Regulation 2016/679 (GDPR) 

Context  

Regulation (EU) 2016/679, also known as the General Data Protection Regulation or 
“GDPR”, which was adopted in April 2016 and entered into force on 25th May 2018, is a 

regulation on data protection and privacy that regulates the transfer of personal data and 

regulate the control individuals have over their personal data. 

Findings  

Although not specifically highlighted by consulted stakeholders in the context of the 

continued relevance of Regulation 376/2014 but rather in terms of the degree to which the 

two Regulations are coherent (see EQ 14 on coherence with GDPR for a detailed 
examination of the degree to which there are any inconsistencies or incoherencies between 

Regulation 376/2014 and Regulation 2016/679), the adoption of the GDPR is an important 
legal development that has taken place since 2014 and – although not related to aviation 

safety – is relevant to examine in the context of Regulation 376/2014 because it concerns 

the handling of personal data214.  

Regulation 376/2014 makes mention of Directive 95/46/EC, the predecessor of the GDPR, 
because it was written prior to the adoption of the GDPR. With the adoption of the GDPR, 

this reference remains legally valid and thus does not impact the continued relevance of 

the Regulation directly, however, should any revision of Regulation 376/2014 take place, 
it would be appropriate to update this reference to the new GDPR. There are, however, 

some concerns about the degree to which there are legal gaps in Regulation 376/2014 with 

regards to the GDPR requirements, as detailed under EQ 14. 

                                               
213 As provided for in Article 115 of Regulation 2018/1139, EASA is bound to follow a structured rulemaking 

process. Such a process has been adopted by the EASA Management Board (MB) and is referred to as the 

‘Rulemaking Procedure’. See MB Decision No 18-2015 of 15 December 2015 replacing Decision 01/2012 

concerning the procedure to be applied by EASA for the issuing of opinions, certification specifications and 

guidance material (http://www.easa.europa.eu/the-agency/management-board/decisions/easamb-decision-

18-2015-rulemaking-procedure).  

214 Regulation 376/2014 is concerned with the transfer of large amounts of data which should be anonymised 

(though in practice this is not always the case, see EQ 1.16 on effectiveness). 

http://www.easa.europa.eu/the-agency/management-board/decisions/easamb-decision-18-2015-rulemaking-procedure
http://www.easa.europa.eu/the-agency/management-board/decisions/easamb-decision-18-2015-rulemaking-procedure
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Directive (EU) 2019/1937 (Whistleblowing Directive)  

Context  

The Whistleblowing Directive lays down rules for common minimum standards to ensure 

the establishment of internal and external reporting channels and the adequate protection 
of reporting persons (“whistleblowers”). As such, the Directive explicitly states that it also 

applies to Regulation 376/2014 as an acknowledgement of the importance of adequate 
protection of persons reporting in the area of transport safety, including in the civil aviation 

area215. The Directive also states explicitly that it shall complement the existing rules 

on the reporting of breaches under Regulation 376/2014216 (see EQ 14 for an 

assessment of coherence between the two pieces of legislation).  

The Directive requires all organisations of more than 50 employees and all public 
administrations to put in place internal and external reporting channels that ensure 

independent review, feedback and follow-up of reports and measures of support and 
protection for the reporting persons if retaliation occurs. While the Directive mentions the 

concept of ‘just culture’ included in Regulation 376/2014, such aspect is not regulated 

under this instrument and is left as a specificity regulated by the aviation safety field.  

Findings  

An EU level stakeholder specifically underlined the newly adopted ‘Whistleblowing 
Directive’ as a legal development that should be considered in the case of a revision of 

Regulation 376/2014. They were the only interviewee who identified this as a relevant 
development, but this is understandable as the Directive only entered into force in 

December 2019 and its deadline for transposition is December 2021.  

Although the Whistleblowing Directive introduces certain changes to the provisions of 

Regulation 376/2014 as regards the voluntary reporting, it does not affect the relevance 
of these provisions as covered by Regulation 376/2014. This is highlighted by the fact that 

the Directive specifically acknowledges the existence of Regulation 376/2014 and explicitly 
states that it will complement these. Additionally, the Directive only covers certain aspects 

of the process (reporting and processing), thus not taking away from the relevance of 

having specific requirements in place in Regulation 376/2014.  

As such, the continued relevance of Regulation 376/2014 is not affected by the introduction 

of the Whistleblowing Directive, although it would be appropriate to introduce adequate 
reference to the rules established by the Directive in case a revision of Regulation 376/2014 

was to take place.   

Market and social developments  

A few of the consulted stakeholders, primarily competent authorities, also underlined a 
number of social developments that resulted from more general changes to the air 

transport market, which point to the continued relevance of Regulation 376/2014.  

Context  

The air transport sector has been growing considerably since 2008. It has grown by 26% 

between 2014 and 2018 in terms of the number of passengers transported, and is expected 

to continue to rise.  

                                               
215 Directive (EU) 2019/1937, Recital (9), (68). 

216 Ibid. recital 68 and Article 3, paragraph 1. 
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Figure 45. Air passenger transport 2013-2018 

 
Source: EUROSTAT data on total air passenger transport in EU28217 

Findings  

Along with a growth in total air traffic and the rise in popularity of low-cost airlines, there 

has been an increase in competitiveness and resulting commercial pressures. The 
pressures to reduce costs and changes in employment patterns (e.g. such as hiring 

aircrews via intermediaries or as self-employed or so-called "pay-to-fly"), for instance, 
create the risk that people feel less safe to report, and they have less buy-in to the 

corporate identity and thus less motivation to share safety experiences. As assessed by 

three interviewed stakeholders, these issues make the concept of ‘just culture’ introduced 

by Regulation 376/2014 all the more relevant (see EQ 1.9).  

In relation to this trend, an important social development is the ‘just culture toolbox’218 
that was developed by several organisations and associations in the ATM domain219 as part 

of an EU-funded social dialogue project to make the concept of ‘just culture’ implementable 
in real life. It acknowledged that even though Regulation 376/2014 was not the first 

document concerning ‘just culture’, it did introduce the legally binding basis, marking the 
move from a punitive and ‘blame culture’ to a ‘just culture’. The toolbox outlined a set of 

guiding principles for how to achieve a just culture within an organisation, that is applicable 

beyond the ATM domain implementing a ‘just culture’. This shows a strong commitment 
from the EU as well as social partners, and will arguably improve the effectiveness and 

implementation of a ‘just culture’ in the future (see EQ 1.9).  

Environmental developments  

At the time of the impact assessment, very few environmental impacts were foreseen. It 
underlined that environmental effects were limited to damages caused by aircraft 

accidents, meaning that the Regulation’s objective to reduce the number of accidents 
through its proactive approach to safety remains relevant in light of the EU’s commitment 

to high environmental standards. No gaps or concerns of environmental 
developments that might impact the continued relevance of the Regulation have 

                                               
217 Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/ttr00012/default/table?lang=en 

218 The toolbox is available, inter alia, via the Commission’s social dialogue texts database at 

https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=521&langId=en&agreementId=5578.  

219 ATCEUC, CANSO, ETF, IFAIMA, IFATCA and IFATSEA.  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/ttr00012/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=521&langId=en&agreementId=5578
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been uncovered through the desk-based research or stakeholder consultation activities 

undertaken as part of this study.  

3.3.2. Extent to which new issues arose that require further attention (EQ 11) 

In light of changing needs and new developments, it is important to consider whether the 
scope and objectives of an EU policy intervention continue to be relevant, or if (and how) 

they should be amended.  

As this question directly follows from the new needs and developments addressed under 
EQ 10, the degree to which it is considered necessary to potentially amend Regulation 

376/2014 to take them into consideration to remain relevant in the future is summarised 

here in tabular form.  

Issue/challenge  Need for further attention  

Unmanned aircraft systems   Occurrences involving UAS and other aircraft, 
and UAS remote pilots and operators are 

adequately covered through the existing 
legislative framework.  

However, the relevant regulations are relatively 

recent, so there is a lack of awareness and 
understanding among UAS pilots/operators in 
terms of what they need to report on.  

The taxonomy of Annex V to IR 2015/1018 is 
required to clarify reporting responsibilities for 

UAS pilots/operators. Its current scope is based 
on outdated definitions that need to be updated.  

Regulation 376/2014 itself remains valid as it is 
complemented by Regulation 2018/1139 and 
Regulation 2019/947. Should a revision take 

place, however, updated references and more 
clarity for UAS occurrences would be welcome, 
including a possible review of the mandatory 

data fields of relevance to UAS.  

Cybersecurity  If a revision is carried out, the Regulation should 
be more precise on requirements for data 

protection and access rights to prevent cyber 
security breaches.  

Regulation 2018/1139 and its implementing 
rules  

Changes introduced by Regulation 2018/1139 
and its implementing rules do not affect the 
continued relevance of Regulation 376/2014. 

However, the fact that the EASA rulemaking 
system can flexibly respond to new challenges 
implies that future changes (e.g. in relation to 

SMS requirements where these do not exist yet) 
may affect the continued relevance of 

Regulation 376/2014.  

Any future changes should be duly taken into 

consideration.  

Regulation 2016/679 (GDPR) Reference to Directive 95/46/EC continues to be 

legally valid.  
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Issue/challenge  Need for further attention  

Should a revision take place, the reference 
needs to be updated to the GDPR.  

Directive (EU) 2019/1937 (Whistleblowing 
Directive) 

Should a revision take place, reference to the 
Whistleblowing Directive in the context of 
establishing specific rules on how to set-up 
reporting channels as well as the provisions of 

measures of support and protection, in case a 
reporting persons is retaliated against for 
reporting a occurrence on the scope of 

Regulation 376/2014 would be appropriate.  

New ways of working  VOR systems adequately cover individuals who 

are not directly employed by organisations. 
There is no need for a revision in this respect.  

3.4. COHERENCE  

As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, an assessment of coherence looks at evidence of 
where and how EU interventions are working well together (e.g. to achieve common 

objectives or as complementary actions) or point to areas where there are tensions (e.g. 

objectives which are potentially contradictory, or approaches which are causing 

inefficiencies), as well as the extent to which the intervention is internally consistent220.  

This section presents the findings concerning the external coherence of Regulation 
376/2014 compared to other relevant pieces of EU legislation in related fields, as well as 

the extent to which it is internally consistent, and aligned with Implementing Regulation 
2015/1018. This is based on a thorough legal assessment of relevant legislative 

documents, as well as relevant insights from consulted stakeholders. It covers the following 

evaluation questions:  

Table 9. Evaluation questions covered under the assessment of coherence    

#  Evaluation question 

12 Are the requirements set out in the Regulation coherent and consistent with one another? If 
not entirely, what are the differences, overlaps or inconsistencies?  

13 To what extent is the Regulation coherent and consistent with other EU regulatory 
instruments under the air internal transport acquis? If not entirely, what would be the 
differences, overlaps or contradictions or inconsistencies? 

14 To what extent is the Regulation coherent and consistent with the relevant EU legislation on 
safety, security, employment and social matters? Does a legal gap exist in these cases?  

3.4.1. Internal coherence (EQ 12)  

An assessment of internal coherence concerns looking at how the various components of 
the same EU intervention operate together to achieve its objectives221. In the context of 

this support study, it concerns the assessment of the extent to which the provisions of 

Regulation 376/2014 are coherent (i.e. do not contradict) with one another, as well as an 
assessment of the coherence (i.e. lack of overlap, duplication, inconsistencies) between 

                                               
220 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 62.  

221 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 63.  
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Regulation 376/2014 and Implementing Regulation 2015/1018. As such, the following 

evaluation (sub)-question is covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

12 Are the requirements set out in the Regulation coherent and consistent with one another? 
If not entirely, what are the differences, overlaps or inconsistencies?  

What this section does not cover is perceived gaps or omissions in the Regulation and the 

associated Implementing Regulation, as these do not affect the coherence of the Regulation 
as such. They can, however, affect its effectiveness in achieving the stated objectives. 

Therefore, perceived gaps are covered under the relevant questions related to the 

evaluation criterion of effectiveness (see EQ 3, EQ 5, EQ 6 in section 3.1). 

Coherence within Regulation 376/2014   

Context  

Regulation (EU) No 376/2014 aims to improve aviation safety by ensuring that relevant 
safety information relating to civil aviation is reported, collected, stored, protected, 

exchanged, disseminated and analysed. This overarching objective is driven by prevention 

considerations and the principle of not attributing blame or liability. 

Findings  

Through a thorough legal analysis of the Regulation carried out by the study team, paired 
with a similar exercise carried out by EASA, a few concerns about clarity within 

Regulation 376/2014 have been uncovered. These issues do not, however, affect the 
legal validity of the Regulation, though they should be considered should a possible revision 

or amendment take place.  

A first issue that is worth pointing out is the non-consistent use of the terms 

‘organisation’, ‘organisation established in a Member State’ and ‘organisation established 
in a Member State that is not approved or certified by the Agency’ which could create 

confusion. EASA claims this to also be the case for the use of ‘competent authority’ and 

‘competent authority of the Member State’, although it can be argued that the latter is a 
mere specification, considering the fact that EASA is also a ‘competent authority’ within 

the scope of the Regulation. Further, the definition of ‘occurrence’ in Article 2(7) differs 
slightly in Article 3(1)(a) of Regulation 376/2014222. Although it would be preferable to 

keep to a single definition in all of the above cases, the differences do not create 

contradictions and are thus not seen as major problems.  

A minor inconsistency in Article 7 was also highlighted by an interviewed competent 
authority, and was briefly touched upon at one of the workshops with authorities. The fact 

that it requires that a risk classification is to be included as one of the mandatory data 

fields, but also that risk classification shall be applied only once the ERCS is published as 
a delegated act (Article 7(2)), is perceived as a contradiction that leads to confusion in 

terms of how it should be interpreted223. Article 24(3) of the Regulation, however, 

                                               
222 Article 2(7) defines an ‘occurrence’ in the context of the Regulation as “any safety-related event which 

endangers or which, if not corrected or addressed, could endanger an aircraft, its occupants or any other 

person and includes in particular an accident or serious incident”. Article 3(1)(a) states that the Regulation 

lays down rules for the reporting on “occurrences which endanger or which, if not corrected or addressed, 

would endanger an aircraft, its occupants, any other person, equipment or installation affecting aircraft 

operations”.  

223 The fact that the ERCS has not yet been adopted led to different approaches across the EU. At the second 

workshop with authorities, it became apparent that although most competent authorities use their own risk 

classification scoring system (13/31) or simply reused the risk classification identified by the reporting 
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stipulates that Article 7(2) shall apply once the delegated and implementing acts specifying 

and developing the European common risk classification scheme referred to in Article 7(6) 
and (7) enter into force, meaning that it simply is not applicable yet until the relevant acts 

have been adopted.  

Finally, the provisions of the Regulation are drafted either in a very detailed or, to the 

contrary, high level manner, making the interpretation and implementation 

difficult224. For instance, as already assessed under EQ 1.17, there is a lack of clarity in 
what is expected from the competent authorities in terms of the analysis to be carried out. 

This can also be said for the unclarity as to whether competent authorities can have more 
than one ‘national’ database, as EASA believes some do but consider these their internal 

databases, in which personal details are retained. Relatedly, the Regulation does not 
include any indication of how long such personal details that are ‘absolutely necessary in 

order to investigate occurrences’ are allowed to be retained (see also EQ 14 on coherence 
with GDPR). According to EASA, the fact that it was necessary to adopt voluminous 

guidance material for its interpretation demonstrate that there are concerns and difficulties 

as to the interpretation and implementation of the requirements, which is clear from the 
number of comments and concerns raised in the comment-response document to NPA 

2016-2019. Finally, as already covered in detail under EQ 6, the fact that there is only a 
vaguely specified role for oversight by competent authorities and no explanation of how 

this would work in case the competent authority is not a CAA creates a lack of clarity.  

Coherence between the Regulation and Implementing Regulation 2015/1018   

Context  

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1018 contains a list classifying 

occurrences to be referred to when reporting on mandatory occurrences as defined by 
Article 4(1) of Regulation 376/2014. It is divided into five annexes relating to different 

categories of activities225.  

Findings  

Similar to the internal coherence of the provisions of the Regulation itself, no major issues 
were uncovered in terms of coherence with Implementing Regulation 

2015/1018. Although two interviewed stakeholders226 noted minor inconsistences in the 

language used, the legal analysis carried out by the study team did not identify problems 

that affect the coherence between the two acts in a way that affects their legal validity. 

A company made the remark that next to the cumbersome and bureaucratic workload the 
Regulation entails for compliance, there is a certain mismatch between the objective of the 

Regulation and the list of classifying occurrences. The company criticises that the list of 
occurrences in the Implementing Regulation is vague and that it does not match with the 

aim of Regulation 376/2014 which envisages a broader scope of occurrences that need to 
be reported. Relatedly, EASA adds that although a list of occurrences is provided in the 

Implementing Regulation, there is no list describing hazards or ‘other safety related 

information’ that can be voluntarily reported. As such, they both consider this delineation 
as creating a lack of clarity that could impact the effectiveness of the Regulation, though 

it cannot be classified as a lack of coherence per se. 

                                               
organisation (12/31), quite a few leave this data field blank (5/31). All of these approaches are fully 

compliant with the provisions of the Regulation, until the ERCS is adopted and enters into force.  

224 EASA, Legal note – examples of internal inconsistencies and concerns over clarity in Regulation 376/2014. 

225 These are: (I) the operation of the aircraft’; (II) technical conditions, maintenance, and repair; (III) air 

navigation services and facilities; (IV) aerodromes and ground services; (V) non-complex motor-powered 

aircraft. 

226 One ANSP and one competent authority. 
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However, paired with other concerns about the Implementing Regulation (see section 3.1), 

such as the inclusion of certain occurrence types that are considered less relevant for safety 
improvement and omission of others that are, a thorough review of its scope might be 

useful. Contrary to the process for amendment of the list of mandatory data fields detailed 
in Annex I of the Regulation, however, a review of Implementing Regulation 2015/1018 

would require the adoption of a new implementing act to amend or repeal the existing one.  

3.4.2. External coherence (EQ 13 and EQ 14)  

An assessment of external coherence concerns looking at how different interventions within 

the same policy field or in areas which may have to work together, are consistent and do 
not duplicate efforts or introduce inconsistencies227. In the context of this support study, it 

concerns the assessment of the extent to which the provisions of Regulation 376/2014 are 
coherent with (i.e. do not overlap with or duplicate) other EU legislation in the field of 

aviation safety and security, and other EU legislation in field not directly related to air 

transport. As such, the following evaluation (sub)-questions are covered here:  

#  Evaluation question 

13.1 Is there any duplication, contradiction or complementarity regarding the scope of 

application of the Regulation and other EU regulatory instruments under the air internal 
transport acquis? 

14.1 Is there any duplication, contradiction or complementarity regarding the scope of 
application/objectives of the Regulation and other EU legislation on safety and security? 
Are there legal gaps? 

14.2 Is there any duplication, contradiction or complementarity regarding the scope of 

application/objectives of the Regulation and other EU legislation on employment and social 
matters? Are there legal gaps? 

 Coherence with EU air transport acquis (EQ 13)  

In what follows, the coherence (i.e. lack of inconsistencies, overlap and duplication) 
between Regulation 376/2014 on the one hand, and other related EU legislation (notably 

Regulation 996/2010 and Regulation 2018/1139) on the other are assessed in more detail, 

on the basis of a legal assessment of the different legislative texts, supplemented by 

stakeholder views where relevant.  

Findings  

In the public consultation, stakeholders were asked to what extent they agreed that the 

types of occurrences that are required to be reported on and the associated reporting 
methods are well aligned with other reporting obligations (under Regulation 996/2010 and 

Regulation 2018/1139). The answers received highlight a clear division in viewpoints – 
although a total of 92 respondents agree, 62 others disagree. In the subsequent sections, 

the possible reasons behind these opinions are explored in more detail. 

                                               
227 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 63.  
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Figure 46. Alignment between reporting requirements of different EU Regulations 

 
Source: Results from the public consultation (Question 16) 

Regulation (EU) 996/2010  

Context  

Regulation (EU) No 996/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 October 
2010 on the investigation and prevention of accidents and incidents in civil aviation 

concerns the safety investigation into ‘accidents and serious incidents’ in civil aviation. It 
also contains requirements on the timely availability of information relating to all persons 

and dangerous goods on board an aircraft involved in an accident and assistance to the 
victims of air accidents and their relatives. In this context, it includes the obligation of 

accidents and serious incidents to be notified to the relevant safety investigation by ‘any 
person involved who has knowledge of the occurrence’. This is where it interacts with 

Regulation 376/2014 – occurrences that concern accidents or serious incidents are required 

to be reported under both regulations, to different authorities.  

Findings 

Regulation 376/2014 defines the terms ‘incident’, ‘serious incident’ and ‘accident’ within 
the meaning given to these terms under Regulation 996/2010, to ensure full alignment in 

terminology. Barely any consulted stakeholders were aware of any contradictions or 
inconsistencies between the two regulations, although a desk-based analysis of coherence 

did identify a few key differences between the two that are worth highlighting here. None 

of them point to any major inconsistencies or a lack of coherence, however.  

During the Support Study to the evaluation of Regulation 996/2010228, a lack of 

coherence/harmony was identified with Regulation 376/2014, notably with regards to the 
double reporting on accidents and serious incidents – while this is the key purpose of 

Regulation 996/2010, it is also included in Article 2(7) of Regulation 376/2014229 (see also 
EQ 8). Therefore, any person who is required by Article 4(6) of Regulation 376/2014 to 

report on occurrences, is thus required to report on accidents and serious incidents both 
to their competent authority as well as their safety investigation authority. Although this 

is considered a burden for those who need to report, it does not signify a lack of coherence, 
because the two legal acts serve different purposes and involve different 

stakeholders – they can be considered to be complementary. 

That same Support Study underlined a lack of clarity of the different reporting systems, 
based on the concern among safety investigation authorities that serious incidents and 

accidents would only be reported to the competent authority under Regulation 376/2014. 

                                               
228 Ecorys and NLR, 2017, Support study to the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 996/2010 on the Investigation 

and Prevention of Accidents and Incidents in Civil Aviation. Source: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-

detail/-/publication/bef42728-af7b-11e8-99ee-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF  

229 Article 2(7) defines ‘occurrence’ as “any safety-related event which endangers or which, if not corrected or 

addressed, could endanger an aircraft, its occupants or any other person and includes in particular an 

accident or serious incident” [own emphasis]. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/bef42728-af7b-11e8-99ee-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/bef42728-af7b-11e8-99ee-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF
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It suggested a clarification on the different reporting channels, as well as effective 

coordination between the relevant authorities at national level to ensure no occurrences 
are missed. This conclusion remains relevant, as it was also highlighted by three 

stakeholders interviewed in the context of this evaluation study.  

Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 and its Implementing Rules   

Context 

Regulation 2018/1139230, also known as the ‘EASA Basic Regulation’, which repealed its 

predecessor Regulation (EC) 216/2008231, mandates the establishment of an occurrence 

reporting system that is compliant with the applicable Union law for a number of aviation 
actors. Requirements for occurrence reporting, analysis and follow-up are placed both at 

authority and organisation level, covering such areas as: initial and continuing 
airworthiness, aircrew, air operations, aerodromes, air traffic management, and air traffic 

controllers, and other organisations whose activities or products may have an effect on 
aircraft safety232. The requirements relate not only to organisations established in the 

Member States, but also to organisations in third countries that hold an EASA approval. 
They also cover reporting between organisations, in addition to reporting from 

organisations to their competent authority. As such, although its scope is broader than that 

of Regulation 376/2014, a few aspects are covered by both: the need to report on, collect, 

process and analyse occurrences in civil aviation.  

While these reporting obligations were not new – they were put in place by Regulation 
216/2008 and its implementing rules233, in the impact assessment preceding the adoption 

of Regulation 376/2014, a need to establish a specific regulatory framework for occurrence 
reporting and analysis was nevertheless identified. It was found that although the EASA 

Basic Regulation already imposed requirements on design, manufacture and maintenance 
organisations; operators; aerodromes; and air navigation service providers, the 

requirements were respected in very different ways depending on the organisation and the 
Member State they are established in, which was aggravated by a lack of detailed 

requirements and means of implementation234.  

Findings  

Although the large majority of stakeholders who were specifically asked about the degree 

to which Regulation 376/2014 is coherent with the EASA Basic Regulation during targeted 
interviews believed they are consistent and were unable to identify any problems235, a 

                                               
230 Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2018 on common rules 

in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Union Aviation Safety Agency, and amending 

Regulations (EC) No 2111/2005, (EC) No 1008/2008, (EU) No 996/2010, (EU) No 376/2014 and Directives 

2014/30/EU and 2014/53/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Regulations (EC) 

No 552/2004 and (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council and Council Regulation 

(EEC) No 3922/91. 

231 Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 February 2008 on 

common rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation Safety Agency, and repealing 

Council Directive 91/670/EEC, Regulation (EC) No 1592/2002 and Directive 2004/36/EC (Text with EEA 

relevance). 

232 Annex VII, 2.2.2  

233 In fact, some essential rules, e.g. for the airworthiness domain, were already established by Regulation (EC) 

No 1592/2002. 

234 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 43.  

235 A total of 20 interviewees believe the two regulations are coherent, out of the 25 who provided an answer to 

this question. This is not surprising, however, as stakeholders tend to be unaware about the legal details of 

EU legislation. Their views are thus not given as much weight as those provided by the legal service of EASA, 

and uncovered through the study team’s own desk-based review.  
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thorough legal review and detailed inputs by EASA have nevertheless uncovered a few 

inconsistencies and gaps.  

It is worthy of note that the recital of Regulation 376/2014 highlights the need for 

coherence between both legislative documents with regards to their 
requirements for the reporting on occurrences, by ensuring reporting efforts are not 

duplicated236. Similarly, when it comes to the analysis of occurrences, the guidance 

material accompanying Regulation 376/2014 details that the analysis and follow-up 
required under Regulation 376/2014 is taking place in the context of existing processes 

such as management systems mandated under implementing rules to Regulation 
216/2008, SMS, and safety processes required under EU law or similar safety processes237. 

Where such a system already exists, it is thus not needed to create another system 
alongside the safety management system of an organisation238. However, the guidance 

document has no legal status but is merely meant to help stakeholders with the practical 

implementation of the requirements of Regulation 376/2014.  

Despite this effort to avoid duplication, however, the fact that requirements for safety 

management systems are split across the EASA implementing rules and 
Regulation 376/2014 creates a degree of legal complexity. Paired with the fact that the 

designated competent authority as per Regulation 376/2014 is not necessarily the same 
as the competent authority designated under Regulation 2018/1139 and its implementing 

rules, this complicates the overall oversight system, which means that competent 
authorities cannot apply a single oversight system addressing all relevant requirements 

from both pieces of legislation. The acts are written in different styles, and EASA fears that 
if one requirement needs updating, it will be constrained by the other requirement. This 

implies that although it is technically possible to avoid a legal contradiction, it is very 

difficult to maintain and update a coherent and effective set of safety management and 

oversight systems.  

For instance, as already uncovered in a review carried out by EASA in 2014 on the 
coherence between the 2008 EASA Basic Regulation and Regulation 376/2014, 

infringement of Regulation 376/2014 will not have any effect on the approval or certificate 
issued by a competent authority or EASA under Regulation 216/2008 of infringing 

organisations. Whereas the Basic Regulation clarifies the rules on oversight and 
enforcement of its requirements, Regulation 376/2014 does not provide such 

empowerment to competent authorities or EASA to fully oversee their organisations 

because there is no clear oversight role specified (see EQ 6). When it comes to compliance 
with reporting and analysis requirements as such, the Regulation provides for Member 

States to lay down rules on penalties applicable to infringements of the Regulation. In this 
context, reference is not made to competent authorities’ as in Article 13 (8), but rather to 

the Member States specifically, thus excluding EASA from its scope. As a consequence, 
organisations that report to EASA directly may be issued ‘findings’ for non-compliances 

with EASA implementing rules relating to occurrence reporting, but cannot be sanctioned 
when they do not act in accordance with Regulation 376/2014, if the non-compliance falls 

                                               
236 In its recital (4), it is stated that “Existing legislative acts of the Union, in particular Regulation (EC) No 

216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council and its implementing regulations, impose obligations 

on certain organisations to establish occurrence reporting systems in the context of their safety management 

systems. Compliance with Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 and its implementing regulations should not exempt 

[own emphasis] organisations from compliance with this Regulation. Likewise, compliance with this Regulation 

should not exempt organisations from compliance with Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 and its implementing 

regulations. However, this should not give rise to two parallel reporting systems, and Regulation (EC) No 

216/2008, its implementing regulations, and this Regulation should be seen as complementary”. 

237 Guidance material, page 44.  

238 This is part of the reason why organisations in some  industry domains believe that Regulation 376/2014 did 

not have much of an impact on them compared to the situation before (see effectiveness) – their 

requirements under Regulation 216/2008 and its implementing rules remained valid and their approach to 

reporting only needed to be adjusted slightly, notably in terms of the format used. 
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outside of the scope of the EASA implementing rules, which may lead to one detected non-

compliance resulting in two different enforcement measures.  

Another aspect which is missing from Regulation 376/2014 but nevertheless covered by 

the Basic Regulation concerns the actors it applies to. Although Regulation 376/2014 
applies to a few organisation types and individuals that are not covered by the EASA rules 

(i.e. ground handling organisations239 and small aerodromes), there are individuals and 

organisations that do fall within the scope of the EASA implementing rules but 
not Regulation 376/2014240. This can be considered an inconsistency, as organisations 

outside of the EU would need to establish an occurrence reporting system but are not 
required to align it with the standardised format and timeline mandated by Regulation 

376/2014, causing confusion and raising questions about the level playing field (see EQ 

5).  

Added to this is the fact that the implementing rules of the Basic Regulation require 
reporting between organisations. This gap in Regulation 376/2014 compared to the Basic 

Regulation was acknowledged in the guidance material, which encourages organisations to 

properly reflect this in their organisation manual and cover all the specificities of all 
different obligations until better alignment is achieved. It does not, however, carry any 

legal status, and thus arguably cannot be reasonably expected from the organisations that 
are covered by Regulation 376/2014 but not the Basic Regulation and its implementing 

rules.  

With these issues in mind, EASA commenced a rulemaking process to align, as far 

as possible, the relevant implementing rules with the requirements imposed by 
Regulation 376/2014241. It seeks to increase legal certainty by clarifying the occurrence 

reporting requirements within the scope of the Basic Regulation; prepare the ground for 

standardisation inspections to monitor the implementation of Regulation 376/2014; and 
support the implementation of effective occurrence-reporting systems by all stakeholders 

concerned242. However, EASA reported to have incurred significant costs in terms of the 
workload associated with this process (see EQ 7), and is of the opinion that not all problems 

can be solved in this way (e.g. difference in personal scope, lack of single oversight 
process, enforcement). Furthermore, should there be any changes to Regulation 376/2014, 

this alignment process would likely need to be reinitiated, except if any such revision of 

Regulation 376/2014 takes into consideration the work already done.  

Therefore, along with one other competent authority in a Member State, EASA suggests 

that the two Regulations should be consolidated (under Regulation 2018/1139 and its 
implementing rules) to avoid legal uncertainty and create a streamlined and unified 

                                               
239 Ground handling applies to Regulation 2018/1139, but no implementing rules had been adopted at the time 

of writing.  

240 This includes,  

(1) individuals who are issued licences by a Member State and are required to report, but if they work 

outside of the EU with a third country organisation, the organisation is not required to report to the 

Member State. 

(2) organisations established in third countries approved by EASA. 

241 EASA, Notice of Proposed Amendment 2016-19, Alignment of implementing rules and acceptable means of 

compliance/guidance material with Regulation (EU) No 376/2014 — Occurrence reporting. 

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/NPA%202016-19.pdf  

242 As per Opinion 08/2019 (B) regarding RMT.0681: The changes proposed through RMT.0681 aim at 

mitigating the risks of overlaps and ambiguities that exist in the current regulatory framework due to the 

coexistence of reporting requirements in the delegated and implementing acts of Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 

(the Basic Regulation) and in Regulation (EU) No 376/2014 and its delegated and implementing acts. The 

proposed changes are expected to increase legal certainty, support EASA standardisation inspections in the 

area of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014, and support the implementation of effective occurrence-reporting 

systems as part of safety management. Source: https://www.easa.europa.eu/document-

library/opinions/opinion-082019-b  

https://www.easa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/dfu/NPA%202016-19.pdf
https://www.easa.europa.eu/document-library/opinions/opinion-082019-b
https://www.easa.europa.eu/document-library/opinions/opinion-082019-b
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framework for safety management that “will contribute to maintaining and further 

improving aviation safety, reducing existing gaps, overlaps and related inefficiencies” and 
that is easier to understand by all stakeholders involved. However, this view was not shared 

by other consulted stakeholders, among whom the majority are unaware of any issues of 
coherence. As a detailed impact assessment of this suggestion compared to the status quo 

is beyond the scope of this support study, no conclusions on its feasibility can be drawn.   

 External coherence with other relevant EU legislation (EQ 14)  

In addition to coherence between Regulation 376/2014 and other EU legislation related to 
air transport, its coherence with other relevant legislation in the area of safety, security, 

employment and social matters was carried out. This assessment included, primarily, a 
range of relevant legislative acts in the field of aviation security243, for which no 

inconsistencies, duplications or concerns over coherence were identified. No relevant EU 

legislation on employment or social matters were identified. A thorough assessment of the 
coherence between Regulation 376/2014 and the GDPR was, however, conducted as set 

out below.   

Regulation 2016/679 (GDPR)  

Context  

Regulation (EU) 2016/679, also known as the General Data Protection Regulation or 

“GDPR”, is a regulation on data protection and privacy for all individual citizens of the 
European Union (EU) and the European Economic Area (EEA). It also addresses the transfer 

of personal data outside the EU and EEA areas.  

Although the GDPR has nothing to do with aviation safety, the degree to which Regulation 

376/2014 is coherent with it is relevant to consider because a large part of Regulation 

376/2014 concerns the exchange and processing of data that includes personal details.  

Findings  

The legal analysis as well as input provided by EASA uncovered a few potential 
inconsistencies between Regulation 376/2014 and the GDPR, that are primarily 

related to the terminology used. Although not legally necessary, it would be preferable to 
align terminology and make appropriate reference to the GDPR in the case of any revision 

of Regulation 376/2014.  

In 2013, the European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS) provided its opinion on the 

proposal for Regulation 376/2014244. It noted that although Regulation 376/2014 concerns 

the exchange of de-identified data, this nevertheless is considered personal data that are 

                                               
243 This included:  

(1) Regulation (EU) No 300/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March on common 

rules in the field of civil aviation security and repealing Regulation (EC) No 2320/2002;  

(2) Commission Regulation (EC) No 272/2009 of 2 April 2009 supplementing the common basic standards 

on civil aviation security laid down in the Annex to Regulation (EC) No 300/2008 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council;  

(3) Commission Regulation (EU) No 1254/2009 of 18 December 2009 setting criteria to allow Member 

States to derogate from the common basic standards on civil aviation security and to adopt alternative 

security measures;  

(4) Commission Regulation (EU) 2016/2096 of 30 November 2016 amending Regulation (EU) No 

1254/2009 as regards certain criteria to allow Member States to derogate from the common basic 

standards on civil aviation security and to adopt alternative security measures;  

(5) Commission Regulation (EU) No 18/2010 of 8 January 2010 amending Regulation (EC) No 300/2008 of 

the European Parliament and of the Council as far as specifications for national quality control 

programmes in the field of civil aviation security are concerned;  

(6) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/1998 of 5 November 2015 laying down detailed 

measures for the implementation of the common basic standards on aviation security. 
244 EDPS, Opinion of the European Data Protection Supervisor on the Commission Proposal for a Regulation on 

occurrence reporting in civil aviation and repealing Directive No 2003/42/EC, Commission Regulation (EC) No 

1321/2007, Commission Regulation (EC) No 1330/2007 and Article 19 of Regulation (EU) No 996/2010.  
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subject to EU data protection rules. The Opinion made a few specific remarks to be taken 

into consideration prior to the adoption of Regulation 376/2014. However, as already 
identified by EASA, some points raised in the EDPS opinion have not been fully addressed 

or need to be reconsidered in light of the recently adopted GDPR.  

For example, the EDPS Opinion noted that the de-identification referred to in Regulation 

376/2014 is not full anonymisation, because it concerns the removal of personal details 

such as names, but not of other details which may lead to the identification of the persons 
involved through contextual clues (see also EQ 1.9). Consequently, the information must 

still be considered personal data in the meaning of the GDPR. As identified by EASA, there 
are concerns about the clarity and consistency of use of the terms ‘anonymised 

information’ and ‘disidentified information’ (and their variations). A full 
anonymisation of the data in line with the GDPR definitions is considered difficult to achieve 

in practice because of the irreversibility of anonymisation, which can hinder the analysis 
and follow-up on occurrences. The purpose of data collection and use is ultimately the 

improvement of aviation safety, and a full anonymisation may render the dataset and its 

analysis meaningless (e.g. deprivation from attributes necessary for analysis purposes). 
As a solution, the Agency suggests that the GDPR concept and definition of 

‘pseudonymisation’ and ‘pseudonymised data’ could be introduced as it seems to reflect 

the way data are processed in the context of Regulation 376/2014245.  

Another example of an inconsistency is the fact that Regulation 376/2014 does not contain 
any limitations on the retention period for occurrence data nor details on data ownership, 

despite the EDPS Opinion recommending their inclusion246. If the Regulation concerned the 
handling of only truly anonymised data (see above), this would not be necessary, but as it 

concerns disidentified data, data retention rules should be specified.   

Although Regulation 376/2014 made appropriate reference to the applicable data 
processing and protection rules in place at the time (i.e. the rules on data processing 

and the protection of individuals as laid down in Directive 95/46/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council and in Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council, as well as rules on access to documents laid down in 
Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council)247, the 

above inconsistencies lead to concerns over clarity that could be avoided by updating the 

references to the GDPR (and Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 as it pertains to EASA)248.  

Directive (EU) 2019/1937 (Whistleblowing Directive)  

Context  

As explained under EQ 10, the Whistleblowing Directive lays down rules for common 
minimum standards to ensure the establishment of internal and external reporting 

channels and the adequate protection of reporting persons (“whistleblowers”). The 

Directive explicitly states that it also applies to Regulation 376/2014 as an 
acknowledgement of the importance of adequate protection of persons reporting in the 

                                               
245 According to the GDPR: ‘pseudonymisation’ means the processing of personal data in such a manner that 

the personal data can no longer be attributed to a specific data subject without the use of additional 

information, provided that such additional information is kept separately and is subject to technical and 

organisational measures to ensure that the personal data are not attributed to an identified or identifiable 

natural person. 

246 EDPS, Opinion of the European Data Protection Supervisor on the Commission Proposal for a Regulation on 

occurrence reporting in civil aviation and repealing Directive No 2003/42/EC, Commission Regulation (EC) No 

1321/2007, Commission Regulation (EC) No 1330/2007 and Article 19 of Regulation (EU) No 996/2010, 

paragraph 32.  

247 Regulation (EU) 376/2014, Recital (50).  

248 Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the 

protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, 

offices and agencies and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and 

Decision No 1247/2002/EC 
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area of transport safety, including in the civil aviation area249, underlining that it shall 

complement the existing rules on the reporting of breaches under Regulation 

376/2014250.  

Findings  

Although a detailed legal assessment of the coherence between Regulation 376/2014 and 

the Whistleblowing Directive – which entered into force only in December 2019 and has 

not yet been transposed – is beyond the scope of this study, its impact on Regulation 

376/2014 is worth noting.  

The Whistleblowing Directive introduces certain changes to the provisions of 
Regulation 376/2014 as regards voluntary reporting. It establishes, amongst other 

provisions, specific details on how reporting channels should be set-up, how reports should 
be followed-up, including an obligation to provide feedback to the reporting person (i.e. 

introducing changes that should solve some of the hindering factors to the effectiveness of 

Regulation 376/2014 identified in this study).  

Additionally, the Whistleblowing Directive is expected to complement Regulation 376/2014 

in the reporting of occurrences that might entail, as a consequence, that the reporting 
persons suffer retaliation for the report submitted251. The Directive will clarify in which 

cases reporting persons are protected and when they are not – an area in which Regulation 
376/2014 seems to be lacking (see EQ 1.9 concerning ‘just culture’) - and will provide with 

a list of measures of support as well as protection, to be applied also in the scope of 

Regulation 376/2014.  

As such, the Directive complements Regulation 376/2014 by filling some of the gaps 
in clarity, and does not cause duplication, because existing reporting systems can be 

maintained. 

3.5. EU ADDED VALUE 

As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, an assessment of EU added value looks at the 

value resulting from EU intervention that is additional to the value that would have resulted 
from interventions initiated at regional or national levels by both public authorities and the 

private sector252.  

This section explores the EU added value of Regulation 376/2014 by looking across the 
relevant data sources to assess the value resulting from the Regulation that is 

additional to the value that would have resulted from interventions that took place 
at regional or national levels by both public authorities and the private sector. This 

assessment is therefore based on a triangulation of the findings derived from a combination 
of primary and secondary data sources, and findings relating to other criteria. In particular, 

the main data sources used to assess EU added value are the analysis of the evaluation 
baseline, targeted interviews, online survey, desk research, stakeholder workshops and 

the public consultation. It covers the following evaluation questions: 

                                               
249 Directive (EU) 2019/1937, recital (9), (68). 

250 Ibid. recital 68 and Article 3, paragraph 1. 

251 As the Directive explains in Article 14, retaliation may occur in many different forms, from demotion, 

transfer of duties or negative performance assessments to dismissal, early termination of contract, 

blacklisting or ostracism. 

252 European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, page 63.  
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Table 10. Evaluation questions covered under the assessment of EU added value  

#  Evaluation question 

15 What is the added value resulting from EU intervention in regulating the occurrence reporting 

system? Could the same results be achieved at international, national or regional level 

without EU intervention? 

16 What would be a consequence of stopping or withdrawing the existing EU intervention? 

3.5.1. EU added value of Regulation 376/2014 (EQ 15)  

Context  

The impact assessment preceding the adoption of Regulation 376/2014 found that there 

were key differences in the approach to the reporting, analysis and follow-up on 

occurrences in civil aviation across the EU, because the previous Directive 2003/42/EC was 
transposed into national law in different ways, and not all countries had equally mature 

systems and cultures in place253. As such, Regulation 376/2014 aimed to introduce a 
standardised approach across all Member States and EASA and harmonise the 

requirements already in place for different industry domains in one single legal document.  

Findings  

Added value resulting from EU intervention (EQ 15.1)  

Overall, our analysis points to a clear EU added value of Regulation 376/2014254, 

suggesting that achievements to date could not have been achieved through different 
means, be it through intervention at a different level or with a different legal framework. 

Four key areas where Regulation 376/2014 added value at EU level were uncovered, 

namely:  

1. Standardising the approach to occurrence reporting and analysis throughout the EU, 

leading to increased rates of reporting and higher quality reports;  

2. Enabling the pooling of information and experience at EU level;  

3. Supporting the implementation of ‘just culture’;  

4. Increasing awareness of the importance of occurrence reporting for safety. 

 

Standardising the approach to occurrence reporting and analysis  

From the analysis of the evaluation baseline, a few clear examples of the added value 
of Regulation 376/2014 (compared to a counterfactual scenario in which no such 

Regulation existed) emerged. A comparison of the reporting trends between the evaluation 
baseline and current scenario found that the actual number of occurrences reported have 

been greater compared to the baseline scenarios (shown in Figure 47), showing that the 

Regulation has boosted reporting rates throughout the EU.  

                                               
253 Impact assessment accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council 

on occurrence reporting in civil aviation, SWD (2012) 441 final, page 9. 

254 For instance, 26 interviewed stakeholders (16 industry stakeholders, 9 authorities) who were interviewed 

were of this opinion.  
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Figure 47. Number of occurrence reports issued in the evaluation baseline at European 
level 

 

Source: results from the evaluation baseline  

 

This holds true especially for commercial operations, and to a lesser extent for non-

commercial operations. The modelled increase was the largest for aerodrome operators, 

ANSPs and aircraft operators, despite the fact that they already had high rates of reporting 
prior to the adoption of Regulation 376/2014. Stakeholder consultations shed light on the 

fact that the main reason for the increase in reports is because the rules and requirements 

of Regulation 376/2014 are stricter than those they had to comply with before. 

At the Member State level, the four countries for which the actual number of reported 
occurrences was compared to the likely scenario in absence of the Regulation (Spain, 

Germany, Poland and Latvia)255, also show an increase in reporting relative to the baseline 
scenario. They do, however, show different rates of improvement, based on the existing 

reporting culture established at country level. 

Moreover, an analysis of the completeness of information in occurrence reports contained 
in the ECR over time found that it improved by 10.22% compared to a scenario in which 

the Regulation was not adopted (see Figure 48).  

                                               
255 These four countries were chosen for an in-depth analysis because they represent four ‘clusters’ of levels of 

reporting. Spain represents a Member State with a sustained high level of reporting pre-intervention, above 

the average recorded at European level. The rate of reporting highly increased after 2015 Q3. Similar cases 

are represented by France, United Kingdom or the Netherlands. Germany represents a Member State with a 

medium level of reporting pre-intervention, near the average recorded at European level. The rate of 

reporting highly increased after 2015 Q3. Similar cases are represented by Italy, Ireland and Norway. Poland 

represents a Member State with a medium level of reporting pre-intervention of Regulation 376/2014, near 

the average recorded at European level. After implementation of Regulation 376/2014 the number of reported 

issued into the ECR increased but a slower pace than the case represented by Germany. Similar cases are 

represented by Finland, Sweden and Switzerland. Latvia represents a Member State with a low level of 

reporting pre-intervention, below the average recorded at European level. After implementation of the 

Regulation, the number of reported issued into the ECR slightly increased, but a slower pace than the case 

represented by Poland. Similar cases are represented by Slovakia, Luxembourg and Romania. 
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Figure 48. Average completeness percentage of occurrence reporting fields in the 
evaluation baseline 

 

The analysis shows an overall increase in the completeness indicator at European level in 

all potential scenarios. Although this could not be assessed quantitatively at a more 
granular level due to a lack of data, qualitative data obtained through interviews with 

stakeholders suggests that data consistency has not evolved equally throughout all 

Member States and organisations.  

Overall, these positive results are corroborated by evidence collected through field 

research, suggesting that the key added value of the Regulation has been enabled through 
its standardisation of approaches to the reporting, analysis and follow-up on 

occurrences across industry domains and across Member States256. This holds for 
authorities as well as industry stakeholders. As explained by one maintenance 

organisation, their SMS is more harmonious with our customers as a result of the 
Regulation, and a competent authority commented that having the Regulation at an EU-

level is much more powerful because operators are working around the continent, which 
requires a standardised European approach. This, in turn, provides unilateral 

improvements in the quality and efficiency of reporting processes across all Member States, 

which likely would not have been the case in the absence of the Regulation.  

Enabling the pooling of information and experience at EU level 

In addition to standardising approaches (which facilitates sharing of information and 
analysis at EU level), a key added value of Regulation 376/2014 is that it expands the 

analysis of occurrences and subsequent follow-up actions to be taken in a collaborative 
way at EU level (i.e. through the NoA). Although many Member States were collecting and 

analysing occurrences before Regulation 376/2014 was adopted, it helped support 
traditionally less mature Member States which are still in the process of developing efficient 

systems. With approaches being standardised across all Member States, analysis at EU 
level is facilitated, and has enabled the pooling of information and experiences across the 

EU, which is necessary for safety improvement. The EPAS, produced annually by EASA in 

collaboration with the Member States and industry stakeholders, is a good example of this. 
This collaboration enables a well-rounded picture of aviation safety across the EU 

through targeting key areas which require coordinated action to improve aviation safety. 
These annual reports have been aided through the harmonisation of reporting 

                                               
256 Out of the 26 interviewees who provided input, 12 were of this opinion including eight industry 

representatives and four competent authorities. 
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requirements put in place under Regulation 376/2014, thus allowing for an improved level 

of analysis at the EU level.  

Supported implementation of ‘just culture’ and increased safety awareness  

Beyond these positive effects on knowledge and information sharing at EU level, the 
Regulation also provided enhanced protection for reporters and persons mentioned 

in occurrence reports, as the findings from the public consultations shown in Figure 49 
below suggest. In addition, interviews highlighted that the Regulation has provided an 

increased awareness of the importance of occurrence reporting for improving aviation 

safety. According to one organisation: “without the EU we would not be talking about safety 

in this way”.  

Figure 49. Degree to which the Regulation ensures enhanced protection for reporters  

 
Source: results from the public consultation (Question 13)  

Although it is difficult to attribute improved safety to the Regulation (see section 3.1.1.5), 

these improvements created a framework within which aviation safety could be improved. 
As they were significantly helped by the Regulation, it can be confidently stated that 

aviation safety would likely not have improved to the same extent if Regulation 376/2014 

would not have been adopted.  

Alternatives to EU intervention (EQ 15.2)  

The above shows that many results would likely not have been achieved in the absence of 

Regulation 376/2014, which is supported by a widespread agreement among consulted 
stakeholders that the EU level is the most appropriate level of intervention. In the 

online survey, for instance, the majority of respondents stated that the results from the 

Regulation could not have been achieved without EU intervention (see Figure 50).  

Figure 50. Views on the added value of EU intervention  

 
Source: Results from the targeted online survey (Question 34) 
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A small minority, however, believe EU intervention did not add value and that there are 

possible alternatives to EU intervention. Based on their views provided through the online 
survey and targeted interviews, there would be two possible alternatives to EU 

intervention, as detailed below.  

Implementation by Member States or organisations  

Three respondents to the online survey were of the view that similar results could be 
achieved by individual countries or through organisational implementation. The 

organisations who were of this view, stated that the Regulation had a limited impact on 

their work, or their industry domain (e.g. airlines and ANSPs). They did, however, still 
acknowledge that the harmonised approach introduced by the Regulation had a 

positive effect on creating a level playing field, and allowed for more, better data to 

be collected and processed at EU level.  

On the authority side, a similar pattern emerged - competent authorities who indicated 
that they could have achieved the same results at national level represented Member 

States where mature reporting and analysis frameworks were already in place prior to 
Regulation 376/2014. Therefore, the added value for their country would not be 

comparable to a country that is less advanced. As one competent authority put it: “At 

national level, the same results probably could be achieved depending on the authority. 

However, the impact of that would be far less wide reaching”. 

Intervention at international level  

Three other online survey respondents as well as seven interviewees were of the view that 

other international regulatory frameworks could be adopted257. Specifically, they suggested 
aligning at the ICAO level as a possible alternative, considering the cross-border nature of 

the aviation sector and the fact that non-EU organisations are currently not included in the 
scope of Regulation 376/2014 (see EQ 5 and EQ 13). However, this would be impossible 

to achieve in practice considering that the guidance material produced by ICAO is not 
legally binging at the EU level. As such, while these views are pertinent in understanding 

all stakeholder opinions, it is important to acknowledge that they are not in line with other 
evidence collected, and do not provide feasible alternatives that would operate at the same 

level as Regulation 376/2014. 

3.5.2. Consequences of stopping or withdrawing the Regulation (EQ16) 

In addition to the indications that Regulation 376/2014 achieved things that would not 

have been achieved in its absence, stakeholders consulted through the public consultation, 
online survey and targeted interviews overwhelmingly agreed that stopping or 

withdrawing the legal requirements established by Regulation 376/2014 would 
have a detrimental effect on aviation safety. In the public consultation, for instance, 

a large majority of respondents stated that it would either have a negative or very negative 

effect on aviation safety (see Figure 51). 

                                               
257 This view was held by representatives from two maintenance organisations, a competent authority, an 

airline, and three associations (representing airports, ground handlers, and ATC personnel). 
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 Figure 51. Views on the effect of stopping or withdrawing the Regulation  

 
Source: results from the public consultation (Question 20) 

Interviewees and online survey respondents were of a similar opinion, with interviewees 
stating that doing so would lead to less reporting and therefore less data that could 

be shared and used for safety analysis, as well as a loss of standardisation in the 
reporting requirements. The concept of ‘just culture’ was also raised as an important 

aspect that would be affected as a result of withdrawing the Regulation. As one association 
representing aviation personnel commented: “Just culture would be out the window and 

we would be back to square one, especially with new developments and commercial 

pressure”.  

The minority view that a withdrawal would not have negative effects was 

specifically mentioned by a few organisations active in commercial operations, who 
believed the Regulation did not affect their organisation or their industry domain in a 

noticeable way. What is important to note in this context, however, is that even they see 
the added value of the Regulation and believe it should not be stopped, but perhaps be 

revised on the basis of the shortcomings pertaining to the achievement of its objectives 
(see evaluation questions on effectiveness in section 3.1) as well as new needs faced by 

the aviation sector (see evaluation questions pertaining to relevance in section 3.3). 
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the conclusions and related recommendations of this support study. 

They have been derived from the findings above and are presented according to the five 

main evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and added value. 

4.1. RELEVANCE 

Conclusion 1 

Regulation 376/2014’s objectives continue to be 

relevant today, as there will always be a need to reduce the 
number of aircraft accidents and fatalities through a proactive, preventative approach to 

aviation safety at EU level based on information stemming from daily occurrences.  

Since 2014, there have however been a number of key developments in and beyond 

the aviation safety sector, notably the increased presence of UAS or drones in the 
airspace and the threat of cybersecurity that were not explicitly covered through Regulation 

376/2014 when it was adopted in 2014. Recently adopted EU legislation in the field of 
aviation safety (Regulation 2018/1139 and Implementing Regulation 2019/947) fill this 

gap to some extent, however, by adapting the scope of Regulation 376/2014 to apply to 

UAS and introducing reporting requirements for remote pilots and organisations operating 
UAS. They do not, however, cover reporting requirements for individual UAS operators, 

and there is still a lack of clarity in the UAS domain in terms of what needs to be reported 

on.  

It is likely that new developments will emerge in the future, that highlights a need to 
consider ways to ensure Regulation 376/2014 can flexibly adapt to future challenges as 

they emerge.  

Recently adopted EU legislation on related topics, such as the GDPR and the Whistleblowing 

Directive, do not affect the continued relevance of the Regulation as such but it would be 

preferable to adequately refer to them in case a revision takes place.  

Recommendation 1: Consider whether it would be appropriate to extend the legal 

framework to introduce reporting requirements for individual UAS operators and whether 
the legal framework requires clarification on roles and responsibilities in terms of what 

occurrences in relation to the operation/piloting of UAS are required to be reported on and 

by whom.  

Recommendation 2: Any future developments in the EU with regards to UAS and 
cybersecurity will need to be duly taken into account should a revision of Regulation 

376/2014 take place. With this in mind, the Commission should consider ways to ensure a 

certain degree of flexibility for Regulation 376/2014 to remain relevant in light of future 

developments.   

  

4.2. EFFECTIVENESS 

Regulation 376/2014 has managed to meet its objectives in 

certain areas more than others, as the assessment below 
relating to the different steps in the reporting, analysis and 

follow-up process set out in the Regulation shows. 
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Figure 52. Steps relating to the reporting and analysis of safety occurrences in civil 
aviation 

 

4.2.1. Reporting 

Conclusion 2 

Regulation 376/2014 has ensured that more occurrences are reported and collected 
(Specific Objective 1) than in the past, contributing to a more complete picture of 

aviation safety than was previously the case by ensuring that occurrence reporting is 

done more frequently across different domains and Member States. That being said, its 
impact in this regard has been greater in industry domains/Member States which 

did not have a mature reporting system in place prior to the inception of the 

Regulation. 

The Regulation has brought about an increase in the level of reporting since its entry 
into force in November 2015, an increase which would not have been as important had the 

Regulation not been in place, because it made standardised reporting, analysis and follow-
up mandatory for a range of actors that were not yet required to do so prior to its 

implementation. Cumulatively, the number of occurrence records contained in the ECR 

more than doubled, from 1,125,264 at the end of 2014 to 2,548,578 reports in Q3 of 2019. 
While external factors such as growth in air traffic and an improvement in safety awareness 

would likely have promoted increased occurrence reporting, our study shows that this 
would not have occurred at the same rate as the increase recorded since the entry into 

force of Regulation 376/2014.  

Moreover, this increase has taken place across different domains and Member States, 

despite there being differences in this respect relating to the degree to which a strong 
reporting culture was in place before Regulation 376/2014. The impact on reporting 

numbers was thus not felt as strongly in domains such as commercial aircraft operators, 

ANSPs and aerodrome operators, as these groups already had occurrence reporting 
systems in place prior to the adoption of Regulation 376/2014, as required by the relevant 

implementing rules to the EASA Basic Regulation and related SMS requirements. 

Conclusion 3 

Despite such increasing trends, the effectiveness of the reporting process has been 
hampered by a number of factors, notably the time and effort associated with the extensive 

requirements for reporting in Regulation 376/2014. This includes the long list of mandatory 
data fields which are not all relevant to all reporting organisations, and timelines for 

reporting and analysis which cannot always be met. As a result, there is a lack of voluntary 

reporting on safety hazards or other occurrences which are not part of the MOR system, 
primarily because of a lack of clarity on what constitutes “other safety-related information”, 

and the limited resources available which instead are spent on compliance with the 

extensive requirements for reporting on mandatory occurrence types.  
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Recommendation 3: Consider clarifying the roles and responsibilities of reporting 

organisations and competent authorities, especially with regards to the completing of 
‘unknown’ mandatory data fields. Providing additional clarity on the reporting timings and 

that a degree of flexibility exists in relation to these is also encouraged. This, in turn, might 

foster more voluntary reporting on safety hazards rather than occurrences alone.  

Recommendation 4: In collaboration with industry and the Taxonomy working group 

within the Network of Aviation Safety Analysts consisting of EASA and analysts from the 
EU Member States, consider revising the list of mandatory fields to take into account new 

occurrence types and potentially tailoring them to the domains concerned by occurrence 

reporting, ensuring that only the most essential and relevant data is requested of reporters.  

Recommendation 5: Consider ways to clarify what constitutes ‘other safety-related 
information’ that is not mandatory to report on to encourage voluntary reporting among 

the industry. Other recommendations, notably those related to the implementation of IT 
tools to improve the efficiency of the reporting system as a whole, are likely to free up 

resources to support more voluntary occurrence reporting.  

4.2.2. Adequacy of the reporting requirements  

Conclusion 4 

Regulation 376/2014 adequately sets out what occurrences need to be reported 
on in principle, pursuant to Article 4(1) and Implementing Regulation 2015/1018, although 

it would be appropriate to conduct a thorough review with input from aviation professionals 

to ensure any new occurrence types are covered.  

Recommendation 6: Consider reviewing the list of occurrences to be mandatorily 
reported pursuant to the Annexes of Implementing Regulation 2015/1018 with a view to 

more explicitly covering ‘new’ occurrence types such as those related to the operation of 

unmanned aircraft systems. This should involve the Taxonomy working group, and could 

benefit from a more general consultation of aviation professionals as well.  

4.2.3. Collection and storage 

Conclusion 5 

There has been a considerable improvement in the quality and completeness of the 
occurrence data contained in the ECR and national databases as a result of Regulation 

376/2014 (Specific Objective 2) which put in place a standardised framework for both 

mandatory and voluntary reporting.  

However, there are still gaps in the quality and completeness of reports contained in the 

ECR because of different approaches to quality checking and data transfer (e.g. Member 

States not ‘matching’ duplicate reports), which complicates the analysis at EU level.  

Part of the reason for this is that the sheer volume of occurrences, paired with the detailed 
reporting requirements set out in the Regulation and its Annexes, creates a considerable 

workload for competent authorities to collect, process and store occurrences, notably 
related to the fact that completeness and quality checks are performed manually. This 

creates a danger that too much time and effort is spent on trying to comply with the 

Regulation, to the detriment of analysis.  

Recommendation 7: Consider ways to facilitate the digital processing and ‘matching’ of 

occurrence records based on the information contained therein, for instance through the 
development of specific digital tools. The move to ECCAIRS 2 will be a step in the right 

direction, minimising the workload for competent authorities by, inter alia, seamlessly 

integrating their national repositories at the regional level.  
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Recommendation 8: The implementation of further automation and processes, such as 

Data4Safety, is expected to improve the quality of the data going forward. Such changes 

should therefore be prioritised and implemented as rapidly as possible. 

4.2.4. Data protection and exchange of information 

Conclusion 6 

Regulation 376/2014 has been partly effective in ensuring data protection, a 

central element to Specific Objective 3. The organisations concerned by occurrence 
reporting and competent authorities alike reportedly have processes in place (whether 

directly as a result of the Regulation or not) to ensure occurrence reports are disidentified 
so that no personal information is recorded in their (national) databases or in the ECR. 

However, several competent authorities reported that due to human error these processes 

are not always fully effective (i.e. names can still end up in the ECR).  

The Regulation has successfully established rules on access rights to the data 
contained in the ECR, ensuring that safety-critical information stored in the ECR is 

accessed adequately by competent authorities and that it is used strictly for safety 

improvement purposes. 

However, almost all Member States have been unable to comply with the 

requirement to establish advance administrative arrangements with their 
respective judicial authorities to manage the access to and the use of occurrence reports 

contained in the national databases. Many competent authorities have found it difficult to 
put these in place due to a lack of guidance on the content and format of such 

arrangements.  

Recommendation 9: The Commission and EASA could consider ways to promote 

exchanges among Member States, including the sharing of best practices in the 

establishment of advance administrative arrangements where Member States have 
managed to put such rules in place. This could consist of the organisation of workshops, 

or the development of a model/template to assist authorities in creating the agreements 

(e.g. in collaboration with EUROCONTROL, who have experience with this).  

Conclusion 7 

Regulation 376/2014 aims to safeguard the confidentiality of the identity of reporters and 

of the persons mentioned in occurrence reports, with a view to promoting a ‘just culture’ 
(Specific Objective 3). While Regulation 376/2014 brought the concept of ‘just culture’ to 

the forefront of stakeholders’ minds in EU Member States and across the domains 

concerned by it - some of which did not have such a culture in place prior to the inception 
of the Regulation - there is a long way to go before ‘just culture’ is applied across 

the board.  

Many Member States have not yet designated a ‘just culture’ complaints body. Even among 

those who have, only six Member States have put the necessary rules in place to 
ensure they are empowered to carry out the activities stipulated in Article 16(6), (9) and 

(11) of Regulation 376/2014.  

The complex nature of ‘just culture’, notably its interaction with differing legal 

frameworks (criminal and employment law) at national level, a lack of judicial buy-in, 

and ingrained behaviours, are the main limiting factors to the implementation of the ‘just 
culture’ requirements. An EU Regulation simply cannot regulate culture within an 

organisation, let alone a Member State.  

Recommendation 10: The Commission should continue to promote and ensure a correct 

implementation of the ‘just culture’ principles by the national ‘just culture’ bodies.  
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4.2.5. Analysis, dissemination and actions 

Conclusion 8 

The analysis of reported occurrences takes place at three different levels – the level of the 

organisations, at national level and at EU level, but it is not working optimally in each case, 
leading to limited identification of safety risks. Overall, there is always room for 

improvement, e.g. by taking into account exposure data in the analysis, rather than 

focusing on occurrence data alone.  

At EU level, the analysis has been facilitated by Regulation 376/2014 through its 

standardisation of requirements and the resulting increase in (higher quality) occurrence 
data at EU level. The annual publication of the EPAS, including key risk areas and actions 

to mitigate them has benefited from this.  

At national level, although the processes are in place, the data is not being analysed as 

well as it could be. The Regulation’s text focuses primarily on the reporting, collecting and 
storing of occurrences, and less on the requirements for analysis and follow-up, and there 

are different understandings of what constitutes ‘analysis’ (e.g. statistical analysis versus 

descriptive analysis), resulting in different approaches across Member States. 

At organisational level, most organisations were already analysing (‘investigating’) 

occurrences (i.e. assessing the level of risk and uncovering root causes) prior to the 
adoption of Regulation 376/2014 as required by implementing rules to the EASA Basic 

Regulation. For them, the Regulation did not change their day-to-day work, although it did 

expand the requirement for analysis to other organisations (e.g. ground handling).  

Recommendation 11: Consider clarifying or expanding on the nature and process of what 

constitutes ‘analysis’ versus ‘investigation’ at different levels.  

Recommendation 12: To facilitate high-quality and in-depth analysis, combining 

occurrence data with exposure data is preferable. As such, in line with recommendation 7, 

it is recommended that the Data4Safety project continues to be supported.  

Conclusion 9 

Moreover, industry stakeholders are widely of the opinion that the authorities are not 

providing sufficient feedback on the outcome of their analysis, which makes them 
believe that the data they provide is not being analysed and falls into a ‘black hole’ (the 

ECR). Authorities are not sufficiently disseminating the results of their analysis which acts 

as a disincentive to reporting. 

Recommendation 13: Encourage authorities to provide feedback to reporters and 

encourage the exchange of best practices in this area across domains and Member States. 
A digital solution (e.g. automatic notice of receipt using ECCAIRS 2, including a link to the 

competent authority’s latest annual safety review) could be considered for this purpose, in 

order to avoid imposing additional workload onto authorities. 

4.2.6. Oversight and monitoring  

Conclusion 10 

Competent authorities are required by the Regulation to oversee the implementation of 
actions taken by organisations for which they act as competent authority, but it is not clear 

how they should act in case of a lack of compliance.  

Beyond monitoring the implementation of actions, there is no requirement for 
competent authorities to oversee the correct implementation of the Regulation 
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more broadly. Although the Member States are required by Article 21 of Regulation 

376/2014 to put in place rules on penalties applicable to infringement, there is no clarity 

on what this should entail, and it is not in line with the rest of the aviation oversight system.  

Additionally, Article 21 refers only to Member States, and thus does not provide EASA the 
same competency to apply penalties, raising questions about the existence of a level 

playing field – EASA is not appropriately empowered through Regulation 376/2014 to fully 

oversee the organisations for which it acts as a competent authority because it is allowed 

only to make ‘recommendations’ to the Commission in case of non-compliance. 

Recommendation 14: Consider defining more clearly what constitutes oversight and 
what is expected from national competent authorities (especially if they are safety 

investigation authorities who traditionally do not have an oversight role in occurrence 
reporting) in cases of non-compliance, taking into account existing oversight roles within 

the context of Regulation 2018/1139. 

Recommendation 15: Consider defining a more concrete oversight role for EASA to 

empower the Agency to adequately oversee its organisations for compliance with 

Regulation 376/2014. 

4.2.7. Improved safety 

Conclusion 11 

Ultimately, as a result of the implementation of these steps in the occurrence reporting 

and analysis process, Regulation 376/2014 seeks to improve safety. This study has found 

indications that Regulation 376/2014 has to some extent done so.  

It is very difficult to assess whether and to what extent Regulation 376/2014 has 
led to a reduction in the number of accidents and fatalities in civil aviation. There 

are indications that it played at least a minor role, although it is highly unlikely to be the 

sole contributor.  

The analysis of reported safety occurrences shows that although the ratio of accidents per 

flight movements has remained more or less constant since the adoption of Regulation 
376/2014, accidents have decreased from 3.5 accidents per 1 million flights before the 

adoption of Regulation 376/2014, to 1.3 accidents per 1 million flights post-intervention. 
Moreover, the analysis of the evaluation baseline found that Regulation 376/2014 has 

effectively contributed to some extent to increasing the number of occurrences reported 
at European level, which in turn may have favoured the overall improvement of 

safety levels at European level. It put in place a framework for reducing the total number 

of accidents through the improvement of safety awareness, identification of safety risks 

and boost of safety promotion.  

However, this cannot be fully attributed to the Regulation, as the reduced accident 
rate is also the result of a number of exogenous factors such as continuous 

improvements in aviation technology, and an overall enhancement on the quality of 

aviation practitioners, in addition to the ongoing implementation of Regulation 996/2010. 

 

4.3. EFFICIENCY 

Conclusion 12 

Regulation 376/2014 has resulted in costs for both competent 
authorities and organisations, but based on conservative 

assumptions, the benefits identified outweigh the costs incurred at least to a 



 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

120 

limited extent. Although the costs of implementation of Regulation 376/2014 vary 

according to the Member State and industry domain concerned, overall they have not been 
negligible. However, the identified benefits including an estimated reduction in the  number 

of accidents and fatalities, and other aspects that cannot be monetised such as 
improvements in harmonisation, the implementation of a ‘just culture’ and increased 

exchange of information at EU level, tilt the balance in favour of the benefits.  

Recommendation 16: In line with recommendation 6 and 7, the use of IT tools and 
Data4Safety are expected to improve the quality of the data and analysis going forward, 

thus maximising the potential benefits of the Regulation and reducing the costs associated 

with it. Such improvements are likely to improve the cost/benefit ratio over time. 

 

4.4. COHERENCE 

Conclusion 13 

The analysis of the provisions of Regulation 376/2014 did not 
reveal major issues in terms of internal coherence, except for a 

number of inconsistencies related to the use and denomination of certain 
definitions in the Regulation. Similar to the internal coherence of the provisions of the 

Regulation itself, no incoherence was found with Implementing Regulation 2015/1018. 

Recommendation 17: If a revision of Regulation 376/2014 were to take place, certain 

definitions and terminology should be revisited (e.g. ‘organisations’ versus ‘organisations 

established in a Member State’; clarity of requirements for ‘analysis’). These do not, 

however, render the Regulation inconsistent, and are thus not a requirement.  

Conclusion 14 

The analysis of the external coherence of Regulation 376/2014 with EU legislation in the 

EU air transport acquis revealed a few key issues. Stakeholders criticised that the existence 
of different legal acts covering related requirements for the reporting, analysis and follow-

up on occurrences in civil aviation leads to confusion and complexity. 

With regards to Regulation 996/2010, although there is some degree of overlap (i.e. 

reporting on serious incidents and accidents), this is necessary and does not indicate a lack 

of coherence because both regulations concern different actors and different purposes.  

Some degree of overlap and inconsistency was uncovered in relation to Regulation 

2018/1139 and its implementing rules, which also cover occurrence reporting for most 
(though not all) of the organisations covered by Regulation 376/2014. The competent 

authorities designated under both regulations are not necessarily the same, which leads to 
a complicated oversight process for the Member States. Although a rulemaking process to 

align Regulation 2018/1139 to Regulation 376/2014 is ongoing, there are certain issues 
that cannot be addressed in this way (e.g. the designation of competent authorities and 

oversight roles). 

Recommendation 18: The aim of the establishment of occurrence reporting systems is 
to ensure a high level of safety in civil aviation. In order to ensure that such occurrence 

reporting systems are effective, it is advised to examine whether there is a need to better 
align the relevant EU acts, such as at least Regulation 376/2014, Implementing Regulation 

2015/1018 and Regulation 2018/1139, for the creation of an adequate and streamlined 
reporting system for all stakeholders involved in a consolidated and complete safety 

management system. 

Conclusion 15 
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The analysis of the external coherence of Regulation 376/2014 with other relevant EU 

legislation revealed no significant inconsistencies, duplications or concerns over coherence. 
While a revision of the Regulation is not required from this standpoint, recent legal 

developments and their impact on the occurrence reporting system should be duly taken 

into account were a revision of Regulation 376/2014 to take place. 

A thorough assessment of the coherence between Regulation 376/2014 and the 

GDPR (Regulation 2016/679 which came into effect after Regulation 376/2014) was 
conducted and uncovered potential inconsistencies that are primarily related to the 

terminology used and the degree of protection of personal data. It uncovered a need to 
specify more clearly the rules on access to information, clarification of the use of 

terminology, and data retention, in line with GDPR requirements, if a revision were to take 
place. If no revision takes place, the reference to Directive 95/46/EC (the predecessor to 

the GDPR) remains valid. 

The recent adoption of the Whistleblowing Directive (Directive 2019/1937) impacts 

some aspects of Regulation 376/2014 (e.g. making feedback to reporters mandatory). 

Although there is no lack of coherence (the Whistleblowing Directive builds on Regulation 
376/2014 by expanding some existing requirements and was adopted five years after 

Regulation 376/2014), the changes it introduced will need to be duly taken into 

consideration should Regulation 376/2014 be revised.  

Recommendation 19: Given that a considerable part of Regulation 376/2014 concerns 
the exchange and processing of data that includes personal details, should the Regulation 

be revised, terminology within the Regulation should be aligned with the GDPR. A more 
extensive explanation should be included about the use of the terms ‘anonymised 

information’ and ‘disidentified information’ and their alignment with GDPR concepts such 

as ‘pseudonymisation’ and ‘pseudonymised data’. In addition, it is recommended to clarify 
the retention period for occurrence data and details on data ownership, in line with the 

EDPS Opinion recommending their inclusion.  

 

4.5. EU ADDED VALUE 

Conclusion 16 

Regulation 376/2014 provides clear EU added value 

through its contributions to effective safety management at EU 
level compared to what likely could have been achieved without EU intervention or at 

different levels of intervention. Results from the baseline analysis show a clear 
improvement in reporting rates and completeness of reports, directly resulting 

from the Regulation. It has created a common framework at EU level, with common 
rules and standards, which has facilitated the harmonisation of occurrence 

reporting, analysis and follow-up approaches across the Member States and 

across all industry domains.  

Through this standardisation and subsequent increase in (high-quality) reports, the 

Regulation has facilitated analysis and the identification of safety risks at EU level. 
By pooling resources and sharing knowledge at the EU level, including through the NoA 

and the production of the EPAS, it has enabled an EU-wide view on aviation safety that 

could not have been achieved by the Member States themselves.  

Taken together, in line with conclusion 11, these improvements created the framework 
within which total number of accidents was reduced, and thus at least indirectly improved 

aviation safety. As such, although difficult to prove, it is likely that this would not have 

occurred to the same extent in the absence of Regulation 376/2014.  
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In addition, it has promoted the concept of ‘just culture’ on the map within the aviation 

sector and increased awareness of occurrence reporting across Member States and 

industry domains.  

That being said, this added value has not been felt to the same extent across 
Member States and industry domains – depending on the degree to which a mature 

occurrence reporting culture was already in place.  

Nonetheless, it is widely believed that stopping or withdrawing Regulation 376/2014 
would have primarily negative consequences, especially in terms of the rate of 

reporting, degree of standardisation of requirements for reporting, collecting, processing 
and analysing occurrences across countries and organisations, degree to which an EU-wide 

view on aviation safety can be achieved, and loss of the emphasis it places on the ‘just 

culture’ principle.   
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 Intervention logic of Regulation 376/2014  

 

The intervention logic, as originally presented by the Commission in the Terms of 
Reference for this support study, was revised on the basis of the contractor’s 

understanding of the topic after the design phase.  

Key changes compared to the intervention logic of the ToR are marked with an “*”. They 

are the following:  

 Two additional operational objectives were added: ‘Establish Mandatory Reporting 
Systems’ and ‘Establish and manage a European Central Repository’. These were 

not stated in the Terms of Reference but have been added to fall in line with and 

complete the overall logic of the intervention. 

 The wording of one operational objective was changed: the Terms of Reference 
states “Oversee the efficiency of actions”, which was changed to “Oversee the 

effectiveness of actions”, following our interpretation of the objective based on the 

wording used in Regulation 376/2014.  

The order of the operational objectives has been adjusted slightly where this made sense 

for the flow and design of the intervention logic. All relevant changes have also been 

carried through to the evaluation matrix (see Appendix 2).  

After the inception phase and the completion of the majority of the data collection, a 
number of additional changes were made to the intervention logic. A few mistakes in the 

“inputs” of the intervention logic were noted and corrected.  

The intervention logic is presented in the Figure below. 



 

2 

Figure 53. Intervention logic of Regulation 376/2014  
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 Evaluation matrix  

 

The evaluation questions presented in the Terms of Reference were further 
operationalised and divided into sub-questions where relevant, taking into account the 

revised intervention logic presented in Appendix 1 as well as comments received from 

EASA and DG MOVE. 

Qualitative and quantitative indicators, as well as data sources and analytical approaches 

have been included as well. Where relevant, reference to the exact survey and interview 

questions has been included to facilitate cross-referencing at a later stage.   

Please note that the data gathered - primarily through the interviews - in relation to the 
qualitative indicators set out below served to qualify the quantitative data gathered from 

the survey and public consultation. Consequently, they have not been worded in 
numerical terms as this does not coincide with their intended use. That being said, during 

the interview analysis, care was taken to refer to the number and type of interviewees 
(where this does not compromise anonymity) that were of a given opinion in order to 

highlight minority views and provide an indication of the robustness of given findings.  
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Table 11. Final evaluation question matrix 

 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

Effectiveness     

1. To what extent have the 

operational objectives of the 

Regulation been achieved? 

To what extent have the 

specific and general 

objectives been met? 

1.1. To what extent has the 

general objective 

“Contribute to the 

reduction of the number 

of aircraft accidents and 

fatalities” been 

achieved? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Total number and yearly 

increase/decrease rate over time in 

aircraft safety trends (against 

evaluation baseline) (e.g. total 

number of no-injuries, minor injuries, 

injuries, fatalities) from the ECR 

 Total number of incidents vs traffic 

movements over time (ratio) per 

traffic type (commercial, non-

commercial…) 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that there is a 

correlation 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which stakeholders agree 

that the Regulation has contributed to 

the reduction of the number of 

aircraft accidents and fatalities  

 Degree to which the Regulation has 

contributed to the reduction of the 

number of aircraft accidents and 

fatalities based on findings from other 

effectiveness evaluation questions 

 Evidence that the Regulation has 

contributed to the reduction of the 

number of aircraft accidents and 

fatalities based on observable trends 

in the safety recommendations report 

by EASA 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 For 1st quantitative 

indicator e.g.:  

o MS statistics (annual 

safety reports) 

o EASA statistics (ECR, 

annual safety review 

reports) 

o EUROCONTROL RP3 

dashboard for 

evaluating safety 

performance of AST, 

including level of 

occurrence 

reporting258.  

o ICAO iSTARS – 

Specifically an export 

from ADREP data 

(the formal ICAO 

data source) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.15) 

 Targeted interviews (Q. 

5) with all stakeholder 

groups 

 OPC (effectiveness) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

                                               
258 https://www.eurocontrol.int/prudata/dashboard/vis/2017 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 Degree to which, based on evidence 

gathered in relation to other 

effectiveness questions, the 

Regulation led to a safety system 

which is: 

o (More) proactive (as compared to 

the evaluation baseline) 

o Evidence-based 

o Risk and performance oriented 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 1.2. To what extent has 

Specific Objective (SO) 

1 been achieved: All 

occurrences which 

endanger or would 

endanger aviation safety 

are collected and are 

providing a complete 

and clear picture of 

safety risks in the EU 

and its Member States? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Total number and yearly 

increase/decrease ratio in number of 

occurrence notifications by 

stakeholder or  

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that this SO has been 

met 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that taxonomy 

harmonisation has improved 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which all occurrences which endanger 

or would endanger aviation safety are 

being collected, and the degree to 

which this is thanks to the 

Regulation, i.e. differs to the past 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which a “complete and clear picture 

of safety risks in the EU and its 

Member States” has been created as 

a result of the Regulation 

 Degree to which the Regulation has 

led to an increase in occurrence 

collection and is creating a “complete 

and clear picture of safety risks in the 

 Desk research (task 2) 

(especially 

ECR/ECCAIRS statistics 

on number of logged 

MOR & VOR) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.19) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.12-13) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 OPC (effectiveness) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

EU and its Member States” based on 

findings from sub-questions 1.6 – 

1.10 

 1.3. To what extent has SO2 

been achieved: 

Occurrence reports 

stored in the national 

databases and in the 

European Central 

Repository (ECR) are 

complete and contain 

high quality data? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the occurrence 

reports are complete and of high 

quality based on ECR data transfer 

protocols, including a comparison 

over time by Member State  

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that data is complete 

 % of stakeholders that that 

agree/disagree that data is of high 

quality 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Member States’ views on the degree 

to which occurrence reports stored in 

the ECR are complete and contain 

high quality data, including an 

assessment of trends over time and 

whether as a result of the Regulation 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which occurrence reports stored in 

the national databases are complete 

and contain high quality data, 

including an assessment of trends 

over time and whether as a result of 

the Regulation 

 EASA’s assessment of (trends in) the 

completeness and quality of data per 

Member State (i.e. on the basis of 

findings or observations from the 

standardisation inspections) 

 Degree to which the Regulation has 

led to an increase in the quality and 

completeness data based on findings 

from sub-questions 1.10 – 1.14 

 Desk research (task 2) 

(e.g. selected EASA 

standardisation reports, 

ECR data transfer 

protocols) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.19) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.15-17, 24, 39) with 

selected stakeholder 

groups (Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 1.4. To what extent has SO3 

been achieved: Safety-

critical information 

stored in the ECR is 

accessed adequately by 

competent authorities 

and that they are used 

strictly for safety 

improvement purposes? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Number of Member States that have 

login information to the ECR set up 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that data is strictly 

used for safety improvement 

purposes  

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which competent 

authorities (contact points in MS) 

agree/disagree on the adequateness 

of access 

 Degree to which potential 

infringement cases point to the 

unsuitable use of data  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which safety-critical information 

stored in the ECR is accessed by 

competent authorities, and reasons 

why/why not 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which safety-critical information 

stored in the ECR is used strictly for 

safety improvement purposes  

 Degree to which safety-critical 

information stored in the ECR is 

accessed adequately by competent 

authorities and is used strictly for 

safety improvement purposes based 

on the findings from sub-questions 

1.15 – 1.16 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.19) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.29, 31-35, 43) with 

selected stakeholder 

groups (EU level, 

Competent Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals, other) 

 Workshops with 

authorities (task 3.1.1) 

 OPC (effectiveness, just 

culture) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

 1.5. To what extent has SO4 

been achieved: 

Reported occurrences 

are effectively analysed, 

safety hazards are 

identified and addressed 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that safety hazards 

are appropriately identified, analysed 

and addressed at MS/EU level 

 Desk research (task 2) 

(e.g. Published annual 

safety reviews by MS) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.13, 19) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

where relevant and the 

safety effectiveness of 

the actions taken is 

monitored? 

 % of organisations and MS with 

monitoring systems in place 

 Number of access requests to ECR 

records containing identification of 

possible causal factors and 

recommendations for corrective 

actions 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Competent authorities’ (contact 

points in MS) views about the 

sufficiency of safety analysis by 

themselves, by regulated 

organisations and by EASA, including 

an assessment of trends over time 

and whether as a result of the 

Regulation 

 EASA’s views on the degree to which 

reported occurrences are effectively 

analysed at EU level on the basis of 

ECR data 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which safety hazards are identified 

and addressed, including an 

assessment of trends over time and 

whether as a result of the Regulation 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the safety effectiveness of the 

actions taken is monitored, including 

an assessment of trends over time 

and whether as a result of the 

Regulation 

 Degree to which reported occurrences 

are effectively analysed, safety 

hazards are identified and addressed 

where relevant and the safety 

effectiveness of the actions taken is 

monitored based on findings from 

sub-questions 1.17 – 1.19 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.10, 20, 44) with 

selected stakeholder 

groups (Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals and other) 

 OPC (effectiveness) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 1.6. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish 

Mandatory Reporting 

Systems259 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which Mandatory Reporting 

Systems have been established at 

organisation, MS and EASA level 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.7, 14, 15, 18) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 1.7. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Reach a 

higher occurrence 

collection rate through a 

harmonisation and 

clarification of reporting 

obligations 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Degree to which occurrence reporting 

has increased/decreased compared 

to baseline 

 ECR statistics on total number of 

MOR and VOR per year and accidents 

(ref. Heinrich pyramid) overall and at 

EU level 

 % of stakeholders that agree that 

potential changes in the occurrence 

reporting rate are due to the 

implementation of the Regulation 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which possible changes in number of 

occurrence reporting is a result of the 

harmonisation and clarification of 

reporting obligations  

 Desk research (task 2) 

For quantitative 

Indicator e.g:  

o MS statistics (annual 

safety reports) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.11) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 OPC (effectiveness) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 1.8. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish 

Voluntary Reporting 

Systems 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which Voluntary Reporting 

Systems have been established at 

organisation, MS and EASA level 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.7, 14, 15, 18) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

                                               
259 This operational objective is not stated in the TOR. However, we have added it to fall in line with and complete the overall logic of the intervention as shown in our 

intervention logic. 



 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

10 

 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 1.9. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Clarify and 

develop legislative 

requirements related to 

“just culture” 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Number of regulated organisations 

which explicitly mention “just 

culture” in their respective safety 

policies (sub-sample) 

 Number of Member States that have 

established or Designated an 

empowered body for Just Culture 

purposes 

 Number of Member States that have 

established their prior agreements 

with the judicial authorities 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Extent to which Member States have 

developed Guidance and 

dissemination material to promote 

“Just culture” and/or occurrence 

reporting  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which “just culture” is sufficiently 

clearly defined in the Regulation/the 

Implementing Acts 

 Stakeholders’ views (reporters, 

labour organisations) on the degree 

to which “just culture” is sufficiently 

implemented in organisations, 

including reasons why/why not 

 Degree to which potential 

infringement cases are at odds with 

the protection principles and 

obligations provided by the 

Regulation 

 Desk research (task 2); 

especially the “just 

culture toolbox” and the 

reports of the MS on 

Article 16 of the 

Regulation which should 

be available since May 

2019 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.9-12, 14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.21, 29, 31, 33, 36, 

37) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals and other) 

 OPC (just culture) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 1.10. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Clarify the 

flow of information  

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation and 

MS level that agree/disagree that the 

flow of information is clear 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q. 14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.6, 8, 9) with selected 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there is a clear understanding 

and rules about data flow between 

MS and EASA 

stakeholder groups 

(Competent Authorities 

and Organisations and 

individuals) 

 OPC (added value) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 1.11. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish and 

manage the European 

Central Repository260 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which an ECR has been 

established and is complete in terms 

of Member States and industry 

domains 

 Stakeholders’ views on the strengths 

and weaknesses of the ECR 

 Degree to which there exist 

duplicates / incorrect information in 

the ECR 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q. 14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.25) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level and Competent 

Authorities) 

 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 1.12. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Standardise 

data entry processes 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of received reports by ECR which 

are initially incomplete or incorrect 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the data entry process is clear 

 Degree to which efforts have been 

made by EASA and the Commission 

to (further) harmonise the data entry 

process based on evidence from e.g. 

guidelines, workshop minutes etc. 

Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q. 14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.19, 20, 25, 26) with 

selected stakeholder 

groups (EU level, 

Competent Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 OPC (added value) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

                                               
260 This operational objective is not stated in the TOR. However, we have added it to fall in line with and complete the overall logic of the intervention as shown in our 

intervention logic 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 1.13. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish 

mandatory data fields 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Number and type of mandatory fields 

established as a result of the 

Regulation 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Opinion of JRC/ECCAIRS on the 

degree to which the templates used 

for reporting through the web are 

user-friendly, complete 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q. 14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.25) with selected 

stakeholder groups (e.g. 

umbrella organisations 

of reporters and 

organisations, MS 

competent authorities) 

 TBD - Written 

contributions (task 

3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 1.14. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish 

quality checking 

processes 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, MS 

and EASA level that agree/disagree 

that quality checking processes have 

been established 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, MS 

and EASA level that agree/disagree 

that quality checking processes are 

adequate 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the 

effectiveness of the quality checking 

processes at EASA, MS and 

organisation level 

 Existence or lack thereof of quality 

reports related to ECR/ECCAIRS 

 Degree to which, based on the 

evidence gathered above, there are 

major redundancies and overlaps 

between the quality checking 

processes at different levels (to feed 

into efficiency question 8.1) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.18) with selected 

stakeholder groups 

(Competent Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 1.15. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Grant access 

rights to the ECR 

information to 

appropriate safety 

authorities 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders (contact points) 

that agree/disagree that access rights 

are adequality provided 

 % of stakeholders, competent 

aviation authorities and safety 

investigation authorities that 

agree/disagree that they have 

adequate access  

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 1.16. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Establish rules 

on confidentiality and 

safeguards against 

misuse of data 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, MS 

and EASA level that agree/disagree 

that appropriate rules on 

confidentiality and safeguards against 

misuse of data are in place 

 % of stakeholders that have 

implemented / updated their 

processes according to the GDPR 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which rules on confidentiality and 

safeguards against misuse of data 

have been established, and reasons 

why not where this is not the case 

 Degree to which voluntary codes of 

conduct have been established 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.30, 33, 36) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 OPC (just culture)  

 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 1.17. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Analyse 

occurrence data and 

identify actual or 

potential safety hazards 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, MS 

and EASA level that agree that 

adequate processes to analyse the 

information relating to occurrences 

are in place 

 % of stakeholders at MS, EASA and 

Commission level that agree that 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.45) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

information contained in the ECR is 

regularly exchanged and analysed 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views at EU and MS 

level on the degree to which 

adequate processes to analyse the 

information relating to occurrences 

are in place 

 Degree to which stakeholders’ 

understanding of actual and potential 

safety hazards is coherent  

 Degree to which exchange 

mechanism are in place between 

Commission, EASA and MS 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 1.18. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Adopt 

preventive or corrective 

actions where 

appropriate 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation 

level that agree/disagree that 

preventive or corrective actions are 

taken where appropriate 

 % of stakeholders at reporter level 

(through associations, not reporters 

themselves, given the nature of the 

regulation (non-punitive and 

promotion of confidentiality)) that 

agree/disagree that preventive or 

corrective actions are taken where 

appropriate 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which selected monitoring 

reports (where accessible) point to 

cases where preventative or 

corrective actions were adopted; see 

also next question below 

 Opinion of organisations representing 

aviation professionals on the 

adequacy of feedback from respective 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.45, 46) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 OPC (effectiveness)  

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 



 Study supporting the evaluation of Regulation (EU) No 376/2014/2014  

on the reporting, analysis and follow-up of occurrences in civil aviation   

 

15 

 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

aviation organisations, from 

respective MS and from EASA 

 1.19. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Oversee the 

effectiveness261 of 

actions  

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at all levels that 

agree/disagree that appropriate 

monitoring mechanisms of actions are 

in place 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which selected oversight mechanisms 

effectively monitor the 

implementation of safety 

management systems by service 

providers (as listed in ICAO Annex 

19) 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the effectiveness of actions is 

being monitored  

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.14, 15, 18)  

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.45) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 1.20. Extent to which the 

following operational 

objective has been 

achieved: Create a 

common EU risk 

classification scheme for 

classifying occurrences 

[Cannot be assessed as part of this study 

as ECRS has not yet been implemented]  

[Cannot be assessed as part 

of this study as ECRS has 

not yet been implemented] 

 

[Cannot be 

assessed as part 

of this study as 

ECRS has not yet 

been 

implemented] 

2. What actual observed effects 

(positive and negative 

impacts) has the Regulation 

had? To what extent has the 

Regulation contributed to 

these effects? 

2.1. Which effects (positive 

and negative) did the 

Regulation have)? 

Which effects (positive 

and negative) did the 

Regulation have on 

different stakeholders 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % increase of reported occurrences 

(where possible breakdown of 

reasons for possible increase; e.g. 

through voluntary system, due to 

non-punitive nature of the Regulation 

with a strong focus on “just culture”) 

 Identification via 

exploratory interviews 

(task 1.2) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

                                               
261 The TOR refer here to the “efficiency” of actions. However, following the logic of the question and the intervention logic, we assume that it rather refers to the 

“effectiveness” of actions and have thus changed the wording. 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

(reporters, 

organisations, MS, 

EASA)? 

At which levels of the 

intervention did those 

effects occur (at output, 

outcome or impact 

level; please see IL)? 

 % improvement of average time for 

occurrences notification 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the observed effects 

would have occurred without the 

Regulation based on the baseline 

assessment 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the Regulation incurred 

positive/negative effects 

 Degree to which the 

positive/negative effects identified 

differ according to the stakeholder 

type 

 Degree to which indirect effects are 

identified based on secondary 

sources 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.24, 25) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.1) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 2.2. Which other factors 

contributed to the 

observed effects? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which other factors contributed to 

the observed effects 

 Degree to which other factors 

contributed to the observed effects 

based on secondary sources  

 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.24, 25) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.1) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

3. What were the main drivers 

and hindrances to the 

effectiveness of the 

Regulation? If there are 

significant differences 

between Member States, or 

between industry domains, 

please provide examples 

3.1. What are the main 

drivers to the 

effectiveness of the 

Regulation at output, 

outcome and impact 

level (please see IL) to 

reach the stated 

objective? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, 

MS and EASA level that identify one 

or several factors as major drivers 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the main 

drivers to the effectiveness of the 

 Identification via 

exploratory interviews 

(task 1.2) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

and explain in which ways 

and to what extent. 

Regulation, notably based on 

relevant insights from EQ 1 and 2 

(including sub questions) above 

 Degree to which one or more SO 

(together with their related inputs 

and outputs) has/have contributed 

above average to the effectiveness of 

the Regulation 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.16, 17, 20, 21) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.2, 3, 4) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 

 3.2. What are the main 

hindrances to the 

effectiveness of the 

Regulation at output, 

outcome and impact 

level (please see IL) to 

reach the stated 

objective? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, 

MS and EASA level that identify one 

or several factors as major 

hindrances 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the main 

drivers to the effectiveness of the 

Regulation, notably based on 

relevant insights from EQ 1 and 2 

(including sub-questions) above 

 Degree to which shortcomings in one 

or more SO (together with their 

related inputs and outputs) has/have 

negatively contributed above average 

to the effectiveness of the Regulation 

 Identification via 

exploratory interviews 

(task 1.2) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.16, 17, 20, 21) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.2, 3, 4) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

 3.3. Are there significant 

differences between MS? 

If yes, which 

(examples), why and to 

what extent? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are significant 

differences in MS replies to the sub-

questions above on main drivers and 

hindrances 

Qualitative indicators: 

 MS stakeholders’ views on the main 

drivers and hindrances and potential 

differences identified  

 Degree to which significant 

differences between MS are identified 

 Desk research (task 2); 

especially 

standardisation reports, 

and minutes and 

information collected by 

the Technical Body 

dealing with 

implementation of 

Regulation 376/2014 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.16, 17, 20, 21) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

based on evidence from EASA’s 

standardisation reports 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.3) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 3.4. Are there significant 

differences between 

industry domains? If 

yes, which (examples), 

why and to what extent? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are significant 

differences in industry replies to the 

sub-questions above on main drivers 

and hindrances 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Industry stakeholders’ views on the 

main drivers and hindrances and 

potential differences identified 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.16, 17, 20, 21) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.4) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

4. Which unexpected or 

unintended effects (positive 

or negative) have occurred 

as a result of the 

implementation of the 

Regulation, if any and what 

factors have influenced 

those achievements? Please 

specify the effects for each 

stakeholder. 

4.1. Which economic, social, 

environmental or other 

unexpected/unintended 

effects (positive and 

negative) did the 

Regulation have on 

different stakeholders 

(reporters, 

organisations, EASA)?  

At which levels of the 

intervention did these 

unexpected/unintended 

effects occur (at output, 

outcome or impact level; 

please see IL)? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders at organisation, 

MS and EASA level that identify one 

or several unexpected or unintended 

effects 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on possible 

unexpected/unintended effects of the 

Regulation based on relevant insights 

from EQ 1–3 (including sub 

questions) above 

 Degree to which the Regulation has 

had unintended/unexpected effects 

based on secondary sources 

 Identification via 

exploratory interviews 

(task 1.2) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.26-28) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.48) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

 4.2. Which have been the 

factors influencing these 

unexpected and 

unintended effects (if 

any)? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the factors 

influencing the 

unexpected/unintended effects 

identified based on relevant insights 

 Identification via 

exploratory interviews 

(task 1.2) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

from EQ 1–3 (including sub 

questions) above 

 Degree to which factors have 

influenced the 

unexpected/unintended effects 

identified based on secondary 

sources 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.49) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

5. Does the Regulation meet 

the current scope of aviation 

activity in EU Member States 

and EASA? Are all 

organisations and persons 

adequately addressed in the 

Regulation? 

5.1. Are there organisations 

and persons which are 

not adequately 

addressed in the 

Regulation and if yes 

which? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are organisations and 

persons which are not adequately 

addressed in the Regulation  

 Degree to which key stakeholders 

are not adequately addressed based 

on a review of secondary sources 

and insights from the EQ on external 

coherence 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.50-52) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

 5.2. Why are those 

organisations and 

persons (if any) not 

adequately addressed 

(e.g. change of scope of 

aviation activity in EU 

MS and EASA)? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on the reasons 

why there are organisations and 

persons which are not adequately 

addressed in the Regulation Degree 

to which reasons are provided for 

given organisations and persons not 

being adequately addressed in the 

Regulation based on a review of 

secondary sources and insights from 

the EQ on external coherence 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(task 3.1.2) with 

selected stakeholder 

groups (we will select 

based on insights from 

5.1) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

6. Does the Regulation 

adequately and consistently 

empower Member States 

and EASA to oversee the 

implementation of the 

Regulation in organisations? 

6.1 Does the Regulation 

clearly define the 

implementation oversight 

roles of Member States and 

EASA? 

 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the provisions in the 

Regulation (see IL, output level) 

clearly define implementation 

oversight roles for MS/EASA 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the provisions in the 

Regulation (see IL, output level) 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.6)  

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

Has an implementation 

oversight role been defined 

for each of the provisions 

concerning organisations or 

are there any gaps?  

clearly define implementation 

oversight roles for MS/EASA 

 Degree to which an implementation 

oversight role has been defined for 

each of the Regulation’s provisions 

concerning organisations (i.e. 

absence of gaps relating to given 

provisions) 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which an implementation oversight 

role has been defined for each of the 

Regulation’s provisions concerning 

organisations (i.e. absence of gaps 

relating to given provisions) 

Efficiency     

7. To what extent are the 

regulatory costs (i.e. 

compliance costs, 

enforcement/implementation 

costs and administrative 

costs) of the Regulation 

proportional with the 

achieved its benefits? Who 

bears these costs? 

7.1. What benefits (direct, 

indirect) have been 

achieved to date for 

different stakeholders? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the Regulation has 

generated (direct, indirect) benefits 

based on secondary sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the extent to 

which the Regulation has generated 

(direct, indirect) benefits 

 

 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted questionnaire 

on costs (task 3.1.1) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.53) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (task 3.2.1) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

 7.2. What types of costs 

(direct, indirect) have 

been placed on different 

types of stakeholders? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Average of costs incurred by each 

stakeholder (disaggregated by type 

of cost) 

 Breakdown and trends over time in 

costs (direct and indirect), by 

stakeholder type 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(task 3.1.1) 

 Targeted questionnaire 

on costs (task 3.1.1) 

 Quantitative 

data analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which costs (indirect, direct) were 

placed on them 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.54) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (task 3.2.1) 

 

 7.3. Are the costs and 

benefits proportional for 

the different types of 

stakeholders? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the benefits 

outweigh the direct costs from 

implementing the Regulation for 

different stakeholders, based on the 

standard cost model for direct costs  

 Degree to which the benefits 

outweigh the indirect costs (where 

possible) from implementing the 

Regulation for different stakeholders, 

based on the standard cost model for 

direct costs; also, in connection with 

unexpected or unintended costs (see 

EQ 4) 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the benefits outweigh the 

costs 

 Task 6 (cost 

assessment) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.55) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Targeted questionnaire 

on costs (task 3.1.1) 

 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 

8. Has the Regulation resulted 

in unnecessary regulatory 

burdens or inefficiencies? If 

so, what are the reasons for 

this? Is there a potential for 

the reduction of the 

regulatory costs for the 

main actors or for 

simplification? 

8.1. Has the Regulation 

resulted in unnecessary 

regulatory burdens or 

inefficiencies? Which? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 Average of administrative burdens 

incurred by each stakeholder 

(disaggregated by type of cost) 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the Regulation 

resulted in unnecessary regulatory 

burdens or inefficiencies based on 

secondary sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the Regulation resulted in 

unnecessary regulatory burdens or 

inefficiencies 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted questionnaire 

on costs (task 3.1.1) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.56, 57) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (efficiency) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

  Written contributions 

(task 3.2.2) 

 8.2. If so, what are the 

reasons for those 

unnecessary regulatory 

inefficiencies or 

burdens? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are reasons 

that help to explain the unnecessary 

inefficiencies or burdens, based on 

secondary sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are reasons that help to 

explain the unnecessary regulatory 

burdens or inefficiencies 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.57) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

 8.3. What are potential 

measures for the 

reduction of 

unnecessary regulatory 

burdens or 

inefficiencies? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which potential measures 

can be identified for the reduction of 

unnecessary regulatory burdens or 

inefficiencies, based on secondary 

sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the existence 

of potential measures that can help 

reduce regulatory burdens or 

inefficiencies 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.56, 57) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

9. Could the same results have 

been achieved at a lower 

cost? Could the use of other 

policy instruments or 

mechanisms have provided 

for better efficiency? 

n/a Quantitative indicators: 

 Incurred costs vs Costs foreseen in 

the Impact Assessment ratio (%): 

Extent to which the costs foreseen in 

the Impact Assessment are 

lower/higher than those actually 

incurred 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the same could have 

been achieved at a lower cost, based 

on secondary sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the same could have been 

achieved at a lower cost 

 Desk research (task 2); 

especially insights from 

Impact Assessment 

 Targeted questionnaire 

on costs (task 3.1.1) 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.55) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

 Degree to which the use of other 

policy instruments or mechanisms 

could have provided for better 

efficiency, based on secondary 

sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the use of other policy 

instruments or mechanisms could 

have provided for better efficiency 

Relevance     

10. To what extent are the 

objectives and scope which 

were identified at the time 

of adoption still adequate in 

the current context and how 

do they still correspond to 

the problems and needs of 

the aviation safety system 

that is currently in place? 

Please take into account the 

technological, market, 

political, social, 

environmental and legal 

developments such as 

digitalisation, big data and 

artificial intelligence, the 

growth in air traffic and its 

implications for air safety, 

the increasing complexity 

and dynamics of the aviation 

system as well as any other 

matters that may be 

relevant. 

10.1. To what extent are the 

objectives and scope 

which were identified at 

the time of adoption 

correspond to the 

problems and needs of 

the aviation safety 

system that is currently 

in place? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that the Regulation 

meets their needs 

 % of stakeholders that 

agree/disagree that the Regulation 

responds to the problems of the 

current aviation safety system 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which the problems and 

needs of the aviation system have 

changed since the inception of the 

Regulation  

 Stakeholders’ views on the extent to 

which their needs have changed 

since the inception of the Regulation, 

and, if so, whether the Regulation 

responds to these 

 Stakeholders’ views on the extent to 

which the Regulation responds to the 

problems of the current aviation 

safety system 

 Degree to which there is an 

alignment between scope and 

objectives set in the Regulation and 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.58, 59, 61) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.22, 30, 32, 34) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

the identified needs/problems of the 

aviation safety system  

10.2. To what extent are the 

objectives and scope 

which were identified at 

the time of adoption 

correspond to the 

current status of the 

aviation sector? This 

concerns e.g. market, 

political, social, 

environmental and legal 

developments 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Summary of relevant insights from 

EQ 5 

 Degree to which – since the adoption 

of the Regulation – new market, 

political, social, environmental and 

legal developments affecting the 

aviation sector can be identified  

 Degree to which the identified 

market, political, social, 

environmental and legal 

developments correspond to the 

objectives and scope of the 

Regulation 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the objectives and scope of the 

Regulation correspond to the current 

status of the aviation sector, taking 

into account any new developments 

 Degree to which there is an 

alignment between scope and 

objectives set in the Regulation and 

the identified needs/problems of the 

sector 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.60) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.22, 30, 32, 34) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 

 

11. Which issues that arose 

after the adoption of the 

Regulation require further 

attention in view of the 

objectives pursued? 

n/a Qualitative indicators: 

 Summary of relevant insights from 

EQ 5 

 Degree to which the Regulation 

needs to take into account given 

issues that arose after the adoption 

of the Regulation – as identified in 

the above questions - and how it 

should do this  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which the Regulation needs to take 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Analysis of the 

evaluation baseline (task 

5) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.62) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Baseline 

assessment 

 Data 

triangulation 
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approach 

into account given issues that arose 

after the adoption of the Regulation 

– as identified in the above questions 

- and how it should do this 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.30, 31, 33) 

Coherence     

12. Are the requirements and 

provisions set out in the 

Regulation coherent and 

consistent with one another? 

If not entirely, what are the 

differences, overlaps or 

inconsistencies? 

12.1. Are there any internal 

inconsistencies within 

the Regulation (and the 

implementing act)?  

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which inconsistencies (i.e. 

overlaps, contradictions, gaps) exist 

across the Regulation’s provisions  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which inconsistencies (i.e. overlaps, 

contradictions, gaps) exist across the 

Regulation’s provisions 

 Degree to which inconsistencies (i.e. 

overlaps, contradictions, gaps) exist 

between the Regulation and the 

Implementing Act  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which inconsistencies (i.e. overlaps, 

contradictions, gaps) exist between 

the Regulation and the Implementing 

Act  

 Legal analysis based on 

desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.63, 64) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities) 

 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

13. To what extent is the 

Regulation coherent and 

consistent with other EU 

regulatory instruments 

under the air internal 

transport acquis, such as 

Regulation (EU. 996/2010 

on the investigation and 

prevention of accidents and 

incidents in civil aviation, or 

the safety management and 

occurrence reporting 

requirements set out in the 

EASA Basic Regulation and 

its Implementing Rules? If 

13.1. Is there any duplication, 

contradiction or 

complementarity 

regarding the scope of 

application of the 

Regulation and other EU 

regulatory instruments 

under the air internal 

transport acquis? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are overlaps 

or duplications between the scope of 

application/objectives of the 

Regulation and that of other EU 

regulatory instruments under the air 

internal transport acquis (i.e. 

Regulation (EU) 996/2010 on the 

investigation and prevention of 

accidents and incidents in civil 

aviation; Regulation (EU) 

2018/1139; and the safety 

management and occurrence 

reporting requirements set out in the 

 Legal analysis as part of 

the desk research (task 

2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.65-68) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level, Competent 

Authorities, 

Organisations and 

individuals) 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (coherence) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

not entirely, what would be 

the differences, overlaps or 

contradictions or 

inconsistencies? 

EASA Basic Regulation and its 

Implementing Rules) 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are overlaps or 

duplications between the scope of 

application/objectives of the 

Regulation and that of other EU 

regulatory instruments under the air 

internal transport acquis 

 Degree to which there is evidence of 

contradictory or adverse effects 

across the instruments 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there is evidence of 

contradictory or adverse effects 

across the instruments 

14. To what extent is the 

Regulation coherent and 

consistent with the relevant 

EU legislation on safety, 

security, employment and 

social matters? Does a legal 

gap exist in these cases? 

14.1. Is there any duplication, 

contradiction or 

complementarity 

regarding the scope of 

application/objectives of 

the Regulation and other 

EU legislation on safety 

and security? Are there 

legal gaps? 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and 

neighbouring EU legislations on 

safety and security i.e: 

o Regulation (EU) No 996/2010 of 

the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 20 October 2010 on 

the investigation and prevention 

of accidents and incidents in civil 

aviation and repealing Directive 

94/56/EC, as lastly amended by 

Regulation 2018/1139 

o Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 of 

the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 10 March 2004 

laying down the framework for the 

creation of the single European 

sky (the framework Regulation) 

o Commission Implementing 

Regulation (EU) No 390/2013 of 3 

 Legal analysis as part of 

the desk research (task 

2); especially the other 

legislative texts, EASA 

Comment Response 

Document 2016-19, 

European Plan for 

Aviation Safety 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.69) with selected 

stakeholder groups (EU 

level) 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (coherence) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

May 2013 laying down a 

performance scheme for air 

navigation services and network 

functions 

o Regulation (EU) No 300/2008 of 

the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 11 March on 

common rules in the field of civil 

aviation security and repealing 

Regulation (EC) No 2320/2002 

o Commission Regulation (EC) No 

272/2009 of 2 April 2009 

supplementing the common basic 

standards on civil aviation security 

laid down in the Annex to 

Regulation (EC) No 300/2008 of 

the European Parliament and of 

the Council 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and 

neighbouring EU legislations on 

safety and security 

 Degree to which there are any legal 

gaps in Regulation 376/2014 

considering neighbouring EU 

legislations on safety and security 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and 

neighbouring EU legislations on 

safety and security 

 14.2. Is there any duplication, 

contradiction or 

complementarity 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

 Legal analysis as part of 

the desk research (task 

2) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 
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approach 

regarding the scope of 

application/objectives of 

the Regulation and other 

EU legislation on 

employment and social 

matters? Are there legal 

gaps? 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and other EU 

legislation on employment and social 

matters (i.e. Regulation (EU) 

2016/679 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 27 

April 2016 on the protection of 

natural persons with regard to the 

processing of personal data and on 

the free movement of such data, and 

repealing Directive 95/46/EC 

(General Data Protection 

Regulation)) 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and other EU 

legislation on employment and social 

matters  

 Degree to which there are any legal 

gaps in Regulation 376/2014 

considering other EU legislation on 

employment and social matters  

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there are overlaps, 

contradictions or duplications 

between the scope and objectives of 

Regulation 276/2014 and other EU 

legislation on employment and social 

matters  

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.70) with selected 

stakeholder groups (e.g. 

European Parliament, 

DG MOVE, other 

relevant DGs, 

EUROCONTROL, MS 

competent authorities) 

 Expert group meetings 

(task 3.1.5) 

 OPC (coherence) 

 Data 

triangulation 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

EU Added Value     

15. What is the added value 

resulting from EU 

intervention in regulating 

the occurrence reporting 

system? Could the same 

results be achieved at 

international, national or 

regional level without EU 

intervention? 

15.1. Is there evidence for 

added value resulting 

from EU intervention in 

regulating the 

occurrence system? 

 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders (per group) that 

agree/disagree that there is added 

value resulting from EU intervention 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there is evidence of 

volume, scope, role and/or process 

effects262 as a result of the 

Regulation, based on secondary 

sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which that there is added value 

resulting from EU intervention  

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.71) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.35-37) 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

15.2. To what extent could the 

same results be 

achieved at 

international, national or 

regional level without EU 

intervention? 

Quantitative indicators: 

 % of stakeholders (per group) that 

agree that the same results could 

have been achieved at another level 

Qualitative indicators: 

 Degree to which there is evidence 

that the same results be achieved at 

international, national or regional 

level without EU intervention, based 

on secondary sources 

 Stakeholders’ views on the degree to 

which there is evidence that the 

same results be achieved at 

international, national or regional 

level without EU intervention 

 Desk research (task 2) 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.72) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.37) 

 

 Descriptive 

statistical 

analysis 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 

 Data 

triangulation 

                                               
262 This categorisation of EU Added Value was proposed by the European Commission’s Discussion note of ESF Community Added Value. This note proposes the 

following analytical classification for added value effects: Volume effects, scope effects, role effects and process effects. 
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 Sub-questions Indicators Data sources Analytical 

approach 

16. What would be a 

consequence of stopping or 

withdrawing the existing EU 

intervention? 

n/a Qualitative indicators: 

 Stakeholders’ views on what the 

consequence of stopping or 

withdrawing the existing EU 

intervention would be 

 Targeted interviews 

(Q.73) with all 

stakeholder groups 

 Targeted online survey 

(Q.38) 

 OPC (added value) 

 Qualitative 

data analysis 



 

 

GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU 

In person  

  All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information 

centres. You can find the address of the centre nearest you at: 

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en  

 On the phone or by email  

  Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European 
Union. You can contact this service:  

  – by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these 

calls),  

  – at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or  

  – by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en  

  

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU 

 Online 

  Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is 

available on the Europa website at: https://europa.eu/european-
union/index_en  

EU publications  

  You can download or order free and priced EU publications from: 

https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free 

publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local 

information centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en ).  

EU law and related documents  

  For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in 

all the official language versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu  

Open data from the EU  

  The EU Open Data Portal ( http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en ) provides access to 
datasets from the EU. Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both 

commercial and non-commercial purposes.  
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