* European Aviation Safety Agency 9 Apr 2010

X

alh

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT (CRD)
TO NOTICE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT (NPA) 2008-178B

for an Agency Opinion on a Commission Regulation establishing the Implementing
Rules for the licensing of pilots

and

a draft Decision of the Executive Director of the European Aviation Safety Agency on
Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material on the licensing of pilots

“Implementing Rules for Pilot Licensing”

c.10 - Appendices

c.11 - AMC

R.F010-02 © European Aviation Safety Agency, 2010. All rights reserved. Proprietary document. Page 1 of 793



CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 1: Crediting of Theoretical Knowledge p. 72-73

comment
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comment

response

comment

response

216 comment by: CAA - The Netherlands

Appendix 1

(A) 2. CPL
One of the subjects is not fully described (see appendix 2 of JAR-FCL1.050):
e Aircraft Performance_and Flight Planning

(A) 3. ATPL
One of the subjects is not fully described (see appendix 3 of JAR-FCL1.050):
e Aircraft Performance_and Flight Planning

Noted

Item 032 of the syllabus only deals with performance.

338 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

Numbering error in paragraph 1.
1. LPL, PPL, BPL and SPL

1.1 For the issue of a LPL, the holder of a LPL in another category of aircraft
shall be fully credited with theoretical knowledge on the common subjects
established in FCL.120(a)(1).

44 1.2 Without prejudice to the paragraph above, for the issue of a LPL, PPL,
BPL or SPL, the holder of a licence in another category of aircraft shall pass
theoretical knowledge examinations to the appropriate level in the following
topics:

e Aircraft General Knowledge;

e Flight Performance and Planning;

e Operational Procedures and Principles of Flight.
332 1.3 For the issue of a PPL, BPL or SPL, the holder of a LPL in the same
category of aircraft shall be credited in full.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
The numbering will be made consistent.

697 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

Appendix 1: Crediting of theoretical knowledge
1.1.2 LPL, PPL, BPL and SPL

With regard to credit the common subjects, this shall only be possible
if the content of the subjects is similar for the issue of each licence
category.

Noted

It is intended that the theoretical knowledge instruction is at the same level for
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LPL and PPL for the common subjects.

698 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

Appendix 1 Crediting of theoretical knowledge
Proposal

e 1.1: FCL.120 (a)(1) lists "Navigation™ as specific subject, though
it is missing under this paragraph.

e 2.2: JAR-FCL divides subject "Flight Performance and Planning"
in 3 subchapters (31: Mass and Balance; 32: Performance; 33:
Flight Planning and Monitoring). It is desired to add the subjects
31 and 33 and also to be taken as exam topics.

Partially accepted

1.1: The Agency also agrees that the subject ‘Navigation’ has to be inserted.
Subject ‘Navigation’ will be added in Appendix 1 under the changed paragraph
1.2 as one of the topics for which an additional theoretical knowledge
examination will be required.

2.2: 31 and 33 should not be added. Indeed, in Subject ‘Flight performance
and planning’, topic ‘Performance’ is aircraft specific, and that is why this is the
one mentioned in this Appendix.

1045 comment by: CAA Belgium
1: Wrong numbering: 1.1 should be 1.2 and 1.1.2 should be 1.3

According FCL.120 (a)(1) topic NAVIGATION should be added.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing the comment.
The numbering will be made consistent.

The Agency also agrees that the subject ‘Navigation’ has to be inserted.
Subject ‘Navigation’ will be added in Appendix 1 under the changed paragraph
1.2 as one of the topics for which an additional theoretical knowledge
examination will be required.

2004 comment by: Nigel Roche

Neither the 2.3 nor 4.2 CPL or IR respectively take into account the full
commonality of the NPA-25 Learning objectives as per
http://www.jaa.nl/licensing/jar-fcl/jar-fcl_Aug2008_ frame.html. It is these that
the ATOs are having to work to as the presumed EASA syllabus Learning
objectives (Los), if EASA does not intend to use the NPA-25 LOs then this
observation like many others will be invalid.

If a review of the Instruments 022 (parent directory 224899) is carried out, it

will be seen that each line that is required by the IR is also required by the
CPL(A) & CPL(H).
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I therefore suggest:

1. That as 022 Instruments is common to both IR and CPL(A) & (H) it is
credited to holders of a CPL(A) or CPL(H) for an IR. (line 2.3)

2. That as 022 Instruments is common to both CPL(A) & (H) and the IR, it is
credited to holders of a CPL(A) or CPL(H) for an IR. (line 4.3)

I would further comment that as the learning objectives for CPL helicopter, CPL
aeroplanes and IR are identical throughout the subjects that passing the theory
for IR (A) should give the student a theory pass in IR (H)

I cannot comment on the CPL (As) or IR(As) as | have not seen the syllabus or
LOs.

Noted

Thank you for your comment.

The learning objectives will be added to the EASA system following the
rulemaking task FCL.002. It will then be possible to assess whether further
credits may be granted, as proposed in your comment.

2005 comment by: Nigel Roche

I would suggest that the way the initial order for the CPL(A), CPL(H) IR(A) and
IR(H) have been put into different sections as per below, the orders and the
detail has become disjointed and therefore items have been overlooked in the
compilation of this manual and if the authority can overlook such items it will
inevitable mean that the end user will also overlook items.

Aeroplanes
FCL.025, FCL.310, Appendix 1 (2), Appendix 3 (C) or (D) and AMC to Appendix
3 (C) or (D)

Helicopters
FCL.025, FCL.315, Appendix 1 (2), Appendix 3 (H) or (1) and AMC to Appendix
3H)or )

IR aeroplanes
FCL.025,FCL.615, Appendix 1 (4), Appendix 6 (A) for aeroplanes, AMC No 1 to
Appendix 6, AMC No 2 to Appendix 6

IR Helicopters

FCL.025, FCL.615, Appendix 1 (4), Appendix 6 (B) for helicopters and AMC No
1 to Appendix 6

My suggestion is that:

For each licence or rating all the orders, appendices and AMCs are compiled
together to ensure that every element has been covered.

Ideally each would make up a separate section referring to any appendices or
AMCs held within the section

If this is not acceptable then place appendices that are common towards the
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rear of the book and place the AMC that refer to them directly behind them,
cross reference all orders appendices and AMCs to each other.

Noted

Thank you for your comment.

The Agency has tried to assess the best way of presenting requirements which
are applicable to all categories of aircraft and those which relate to a specific
category. Each method has advantages and drawbacks.

However, specific handbooks will be derived in the future, thanks to a
dedicated electronic tool, to enable selecting requirements acccording to
specific criteria.

2561 comment by: CAA Belgium

§1.1

Replace "shall pass” by "shall have received theoretical instruction and shall
pass.”

Reason: see § 2.1, 3.1 of this appendix.

Accepted

The text will be amended accordingly.

2607 comment by: CAA Belgium
8 1.1
Comment;

a) The word “subjects” instead of “topics” should be used in this paragraph.
b) B) 5 subjects should be mentioned in this paragraph (see FCL 120 (a)(2)
where the 5 specific subjects concerning the different aircraft categories are
given).

Proposal: mention the 5 subjects as follows (as in FCL 120 (a)(2):

<Principles of flight

<Operational procedures

<Flight performance and planning

<Aircraft general knowledge

<Navigation.

Accepted

a)"Topics" will be replaced by "Subjects".
b)The lay-out will be reviewed for the said topics.

3148 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE

APPENDIX 1 crediting of theoretical knowledge
CPL (A) IR (A) integrated course

The aim of the CPL (A) IR (A) integrated course is to train pilots up to the
required proficiency level to operate single-pilot single-engine or multi-engine
aeroplanes in commercial air transportation and to obtain the CPL (A) IR .
Some theoretical subjects could be a common matter when passing CPL (A) IR
(A) and ATPL (A). Considering the arrival and increasingly important use of
new high-performance aeroplanes, such as HPA-type single-pilot aircraft, a
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holder of CPL (A) IR (A) and a holder of ATPL (A) more and more rub shoulders
with in the same airspace areas. A significant number of common skills are
now necessary to fly safely. An ATPL (A) applicant does not have to take VFR
and IFR Communication tests if he already owns a CPL (A) IR (A) (Appendix 1,
chapter 3.3 and 3.5). A refresher in some subjects (bridge course) during the
ATPL (A) exam would thus be sufficient, such as AIRLAW (010) and
METEOROLOGY (050) subjects. When comparing ATPL (A) and CPL (A) IR (A)
Learning Objectives, the number of differences that appear is very limited.
Distributing the few missing LO within CPL and IR teaching units (within an
integrated training) would then be sufficient. This could subsequently allow to
cut into ATPL courses volumes and into teaching durations and costs.

A appendix 1 after 4.2 could be added as follows:

5. CPL IR integrated course (A)

An applicant for an ATPL (A) having followed a CPL IR integrated course and
having passed the relevant theoretical examination for a CPL (A) and IR (A) is
credited towards the theoretical knowledge requirements in the following
subjects:

- AIR LAW

- HUMAN PERFORMANCE

- METEOROLOGY

- VFR communications

- IFR communications

The applicant could receive theoretical knowledge refreshers in these subjects
during the ATPL (A) course.

Noted

Learning objectives will be added as a result of the rulemaking task FCL.002. It
will then be possible to assess possible commonalities between the said
syllabuses.

3207 comment by: Susana Nogueira
According FCL 120(a)(1) topic NAVIGATION should be added
Accepted

The Agency also agrees that the subject ‘Navigation’ has to be inserted. The
Subject ‘Navigation’ will be added in Appendix 1 under the changed paragraph
1.2 as one of the topics for which an additional theoretical knowledge
examination will be required.

3665 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
72

e All Appendices should be categorised as AMC's
Suggestion:

Clarify legal standing of all Appendices and Annexes, and their proposed
relationship with recognised AMC's

Noted
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Taking into account the comments received, the Agency will change the status
of some of the proposed appendices to AMCs after assessing them.

However, in the case of this particular appendix, since credit towards
requirements is being established, it is necessary to leave it in the rule.

3760 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Appendix 1 A.1.

81.1.2

Justification :

According to FCL 035 (b)(4), Appendix 1 deals with crediting towards the
requirements for theoretical knowledge instruction and examination for a
licence in another category of aircraft. It is not the content of paragraph A 1
81.1.2.

Modification :
Transfer paragraph A1 8 1.1.2 from appendix 1 to the FCL 035(b).

Partially accepted

The paragraph you mention (now paragraph 1.3) deals with crediting of
theoretical knowledge instruction and examination. The text will be clarified
accordingly.

3817 comment by: OAA Oxford

All Appendices should be categorised as AMCs. Suggestion: Clarify legal
standing of all Appendices and Annexes and their proposed relationship with
recognised AMCs

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3665 above.

3879 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

APP1:
App. 1, A. 1.1 and A.1.1.2 appear to be mislabelled (we suggest 1.1, 1.2, 1.3)

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
The numbering will be made consistent.

4354 comment by: Baden-Wilirttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

Wording in the NPA
CREDITING OF THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE

Our proposal

Add:

A.1.2 For the issue of a LPL, the holder of a license for micro lights shall be
credited with theoretical knowledge required for this license. The competent
authority defines the extent to which the theoretical knowledge will be credited
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toward license applied for based on the national requirements for the micro
light license.

Issue with current wording
Holders of a national license for aircraft excluded by Annex 2 shall be credited
appropriately against theoretical knowledge required for the LPL

Rationale

The holder of a 3 axis controlled micro light already has received extensive
theoretical training. It is not justifiable that this is ignored for applicants of a
license based on this regulation. Since licensing for micro lights is regulated
national the local competent authority must define to which extent the
theoretical knowledge of a holder of a micro light license can be credited.

Noted

Annex Il aircraft are excluded from the scope of Community competence, and
therefore the Agency cannot regulate them in detail.

However, the provisions on crediting of flight time for the LPL and the PPL have
been amended in order to take these issues into account. Please see replies to
comments in Subparts B and C and the related amended text.

5310 comment by: AEA

Relevant text: Appendices 1 to 12

Comment:

The requirements in Appendices 1 to 12 are forming part of the implementing
rules. This doesn’t allow any innovation in training means or adaptation with
new training tools. Some items are incompatible with modern aircrafts (i.e. fly-
by-wire, glass cockpit ...).

Some new features are not taken into account in the theoretical knowledge or
in the skill tests (i.e. FMS)

Proposal:
Transfer the requirements of Appendices 1 to 12 into AMC and GM to Part FCL.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3665 above.

5529 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Delete text:

1.1 For the issue of a LPL, the holder of a LPL in another category of aircraft
shall be fully credited with theoretical knowledge on the common subjects
established in FCL.120(a)(1).
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o ft shatd tedin-full

Justification:

A person with a LPL sailplane, or balloon, has not received at all the theoretical
training needed for the issue of a PPL, even with that the proposed extra
training. Furthermore, it is not acceptable that a lower level license, with less
training, gives full credits to a higher license. ECA cannot agree on the transfer
of credits from LPL’s to JAR licenses. If paragraphs 1.1.1 & 1.1.2 stay, the rule
would allow students to bypass the PPL theoretical training by getting credits
from LPL. This is not an acceptable way forward.

Not accepted

It is intended that the theoretical knowledge instruction is at the same level for
LPL and PPL for the common subjects.

5669 comment by: Geschéftsfiihrer Luftsportverband RP

Die Vorschlage enthalten keinen Hinweis auf Anerkennung fir moderne
dreiachs gesteuerte Ultraleicht. Der Unterrichts- und Prufungsstoff ist der
gleiche wie beim LPL. Notfalls kbnnte man den Zusatz machen: wenn die UL-
Theorie-Prifung gemalf dem Ausbildungssyllabus des LPL erfolgt. (Die
moderen Ultraleicht-Prifungsfragen werden sich spéter sowieso den LPL-
Fragen anschlieRen). Daher sollte hier unter 1.1 noch ergénzt werden:

1.1. For the issue of a LPL, the holder of a LPL in another category of aircraft
or 3 axis microlight shall be fully credited....

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4354 above.

5876 comment by: EFLEVA
EFLEVA agrees with item 1.1.2 providing full crediting.
Noted

Thank you for your poisitive comment.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.
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Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.

In the case of this particular appendix, since credit towards requirements is
being established, it is necessary to leave it in the rule.

See also reply to comment No 3665 above.

6000 comment by: CTC Aviation Services Ltd

Comment ---The material contained in the Appendices 1 through 12 should be
under continuous constructive review, to address changes both of deletion and
addition, as technical knowledge and training experience develops.
Proposed Action ---- All Appendices should be in AMC material and their legal
status clarified to facilitate amendment in an appropriate timescale.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 3665 above.

6192 comment by: Icelandic CAA

Ref para. 1.1.2. This crediting shall only be possible in case LPL subject
contents ad examination is at the same level as for PPL.

Noted

It is intended that the theoretical knowledge instruction is at the same level for
LPL and PPL for the common subjects.

6266 comment by: Jonathan Coote
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The training syllabus and administration for gliding pilots is best left to the
British Gliding Association who have the appropriate experience and safety
record for the task. The existing approach of empowering experienced and
qualified instructors to certify the completion of training activities via logbook
endorsements is effective and proven; no additional administrative burdens
should be imposed to hamper this activity, or try to impose any particular
syllabus. The highest quality of training will result from allowing experienced
qualified instructors a full mandate to endorse students to criteria which they
themselves interpret; otherwise a tickbox approach could disempower
instructors from using their discretion to prevent a pilot who is deemed unsafe
from flying having completed a prescribed set of exercises adequately.

Noted

Thank you for your comment.

The decision to have harmonised rules for pilot licensing in Europe was taken
by the European Parliament and the Council and is reflected in the Basic
Regulation.

This NPA makes proposal regarding those common requirements.

The implementation of the rule stays within the Member States’ competence.

6620 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK
The LAA endorses item 1.1.2 providing full crediting.

Noted

Thank you for your feedback.

6799 comment by: CAA CZ

Appendix 1 A. 1.1
Second provision 1.1 should be corrected to 1.1.1.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
The numbering will be made consistent.

6800 comment by: CAA CZ

Appendix 1 A. 1.1.1
We recommend to put the subject Principles of Flight on a separate line, as in
2.2.

Partially accepted

The layout will be reviewed for the said topics.

6801 comment by: CAA CZ

Appendix 1 A. 2. a 3.

According to syllabus in Appendix 2 A. the subject 032 is only for airplaines, so
the 034 Performance - Helicopters should be added or Appendix 2 A should be
corrected.

"Aeroplanes" in the title of subject 032 should be removed and crosses in
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columns for helicopters should be added (Helicopter ATPL/IR , ATPL, CPL).
Accepted

Text will be changed to clarify this point.

6803 comment by: CAA CZ

Appendix 1 A. 3.2
According to syllabus in Appendix 2 A. the subject 081 is only for airplains, 081
to 080 should be changed, as in para 2.2.

Accepted
081 will be changed into 080.

7011 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 1

Page No: 72 & 73 of 647

Comment: Crediting of Theoretical Knowledge examinations — Is this the same
are bridging under JAR-FCL, currently candidates are required to complete a
Composite paper which is a mixture of subjects in one whole paper and other
subjects, under the new crediting for Theoretical Knowledge this is not the case
Justification: Clarification of this statement.

Noted

This appendix gives the technical requirements to be applied for the crediting
of theoretical knowledge. Examination procedures are set in the proposed
Authority Requirements (NPA 2008-22).

7330 comment by: ECOGAS
GENERAL COMMENT ON AMC's and APPENDICES

Issue: All Appendices should be categorised as AMC's
Suggestion: Clarify legal standing of all Appendices and Annexes, and their
proposed relationship with recognised AMC's

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 3665 above.

7495 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment No 3665 above.

7659 comment by: CAA Finland
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App 1 Al.1.2:
Comment: PPL and LPL, SPL and LPL(S), BPL and LPL(B) theoretical knowledge
training and exams must then be equal.

Noted

It is intended that the theoretical knowledge instruction is at the same level for
LPL and PPL for the common subjects.

7918 comment by: Atlantic Training Support

Clarify legal standing of all annexes and appendices and their proposed
relationship with recognised AMC's

Noted

Appendices are binding rules. AMCs are non binding.

8163 comment by: F Mortera

2. About the conditions, requirements, syllabus and tests for getting a
LPLB or a BPL and their “performance’ privileges

FCL.110.B “LPL Experience reqgs.”, (page 11)

FCL.210.B “Experience regs. And crediting”, (page 22)

AMC to FCL.115 and FCL.120 (Syllabus LPL B) (page 189) = AMC N° 3
to FCL.210.B and FCL.215.B “Syllabus BPL"”, (page 321)

AMC to FCL.110.B and FCL.210.B “Flight instruction”, (page 254)

AMC N° 2 to FCL.125.B and FCL.235 “Skill test”, (page 206)

AMC N° 1 to FCL.135.B and FCL.225.B “Extension of class and class and
group privs.”, (page 262)

AMC N° 2 to FCL.135.B and FCL.225.B () “Class extension”, (page
263)

AMC N° 3 to FCL.210.B and FCL.215.B (Syllabus BPL) page 321 = AMC
to FCL.115 and FCL.120 “Syl. LPL B” (page 189)

APPENDIX 1 /7 CREDITINGTK/A/Z 1

Probably I missed something but, except for the skill test for BPL, they seem
identical. Obviously their privileges are different, but considering that the
syllabus is the same for a new balloon pilot, getting their first licence, what
does make the difference to choose one or other licence? Is it just the price?

It looks reasonable to share same amounts of minimum training hours, exams
and processes according the responsibility of flying a balloon, but what is the
real difference if their programs are the same? Just the legal capability of use
balloons sized “139” or “141” and receive remuneration or not respectively? It
has not too much sense for me.

I’m not suggesting that the BPL requirements must be harder, but they could
be simplified for LPLB or reduced their privileges alternatively, to get the BPL
revaluation. For instance the LPLB can not fly in controlled air space (it should
not be necessary ATC liaison methods), over cities...

That is the only different here in Spain. As a private pilot (even with a radio
rate), we can not fly in CTR or TMA. Only when we are flying for authorized
Aerial Works Companies, making commercial flights, we can use the ATC
services.
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I think that differences must be established between both LPLB and BPL
licences not only in economical privileges, but also in their syllabus, training
and real performance capabilities.

Even considering carrying passengers as the main balloon commercial activity,
advertising and filming are also commercial flights (I understand sponsorship is
different to aerial advertising). And as far as | understand they soon will be
considered in this way in Europe.

In my experience, the best advertising flights or flights for images recording
are those with a little "65", where the pilot is alone in the basket or only with a
camera operator. The “risky” flights close the sea, in ATC areas, in very fast
winds, landings in small parks into the cities... can be done better with small
balloons without passengers.

These other flights, not CAT, have been (and still they are) the economical
support in most of the balloon companies that | know. In this case, the big
balloons are not only unnecessary, but rather they are not practical.

Establishing different performance capabilities (restrictions) will permit to have
a “light” licence, capable to offer a reasonable club / sponsor relationship and a
good platform to jump to a professional environment, without favouring
misunderstandings about capabilities or privileges between LPLB and BPL.

Noted

It is true that the content of the training syllabus of the LPL(B) and the BPL are
similar.

The Agency came to the conclusion that the requirements for the BPL were
already a minimum, and therefore could not be lowered for the LPL(S).

However, there is still a main difference between the two licences, i.e. the
medical certificate required, which justifies the existence of both.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 2: Theoretical knowledge syllabus for
the ATPL, CPL and IR

comment

response

467 comment by: London Metropolitan University

Appendix 2 should be removed from Part-FCL and made into an AMC.

All other TK syllabi for licences other than the ATPL, CPL and IR are as an AMC.
By placing the TK syllabus as an AMC it means that the syllabus can be
changed or amended relatively easily. If the ATPL/CPL/IR syllabus remains in
the Part-FCL any changes, additions or deletions would have to go through the
whole process to make them European Law which can take at least 3 years to
get approved and implemented.

If this is moved then references to Appendix 2 on pages 25 and 27 need to be
removed.

Accepted

After carefully reviewing the comments received, and taking into account the
fact that the main list of theoretical knowledge subjects is included in the rule,
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the Agency has decided to pass the detailed content of the syllabus in this
Appendix to AMC.

Consequently, the references to this Appendix in the main text of Part FCL will
be reviewed.

836 comment by: Heliswiss AG, Belp

The theoretical knowledge syllabus is the only syllabus in the regulation that is
in Part 1 and therefore unalterable. All other syllabi are in Part 2 (AMC's). To
be in line with all the other syllabi, this syllabus should be moved to Part 2 as
well. Regarding the importance, we do not share the view of the rulemakers -
the PPL syllabus is as important as the CPL syllabus. There you lay the basis of
your skills and knowledge.

Additionally, we feel that the theoretical knowledge syllabi are greatly
overrated and if you look at the scope and depth of the questions in the data
bank and the number of lessons, the theoretical knowledge part gains an
importance over the practical training that is not justified and disproportionate.
If students learn to pass the test and afterwards forget about 80% of what
they have learned (based on own experience and experience from students in
our flight school with CPL and ATPL knowledge) because they do not use it,
then there is a definite flaw in the system! The points in the syllabus are ok,
but the depth it gains through the compulsory number of lessons and the
questions asked is disproportionate.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.

Additionally, please note that the issue of depth of knowledge was assessed
and subsequently reflected in learning objectives developed within the JAA
framework. These Learning Objectives will be reviewed by the rulemaking task
FCL.002 and will be proposed as AMC material in the related NPA.

926 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE

the tables don't contain the detailed theoretical knowledge syllabus of the
following subjects :

- 010 airlaw and ATC procedures

- performance (helicopters)

- principles of flight (helicopters)

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

It is true that items:
e 010 Air law and ATC procedures;
e 034 Performance helicopters;
082 Principles of flight helicopters;

are missing from the syllabus. This was due to an editorial error when
transferring the content of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470. These
items will be added. The Agency has also conducted an editorial review of the
whole content of this Appendix to ensure that all the items included in the JARs
are mentioned.
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1046 comment by: CAA Belgium

AIR LAW appears to be missing in part A of this appendix.

Wrong indication f.i.
021 14 etc on helicopters appear to be obligatory items for aeroplane.
092:1FR communications seem to be obligatory for CPL and ATPL(H) !

PROPOSAL SET WG.

SUGGESTION: these appendixes should be very carefully reconsidered by
experts before publication.

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.
In regard to Air law, see reply to comment No 926 above.

As for items 021 and following, they were already mandatory for aeroplanes in
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470.

Also items 092 were mandatory for helicopters in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
2.470.

At this time, the Agency does not intend to change the theoretical knowledge
requirements as established in the latest amendments of JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency is planning a follow-up task (FCL.002), where the issue
of whether the items you mention should be reviewed may be discussed.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1099 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: The syllabus topics emergency equipment, doors/exits and fire
fighting are missing. It seems that they are important topics enough to be
included in the syllabus.

Proposal: Insert the above mentioned subjects in the correct syllabus.
Not accepted
These topics were not included in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470.

They are fundamentally related to operator training, and included in the
syllabus for that training in Part-OR.OPS.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1106 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: The entire subject of Air Law, syllabus subject 010 is missing.
Proposal: Insert the subject 010 in the syllabus.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

Page 16 of 793



comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

1405 comment by: Bristow Helicopters
Recommend that the TKI Syllabus for the professional licences and IR are in
the form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.
Justification:
With changes in aircraft technology and teaching methods, it is likley that this
material will require change. This can be managed more effectively via the
AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the full legal EU process of
change associated with the Rules and Appendices. Common standards and
transparency across all EU Member States should still be ensured by the
Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority approval, EASA
acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the Community.
Accepted
Please see reply to comment No 467 above.
1557 comment by: TAAPS
010 is missing; Items 021 14 to 021 17, 022 07, 071 03, are irrelevant to
aeroplanes
Partially accepted
For Air law, please see reply to comment No 926 above.
For the remaining items, please see reply to comment 1046 above. The same
reasoning presented for items 021 14 to 17 applies to items 021 07 and 071
03.
1623 comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus
Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

e The "X" is always in the main title;

e Sylllabus 010 Air Law and ATC procedures is missing;

e Title 020 00 00 00 is missing;

e Performance Helicopter is missing;

e 071 03 is limited to helicopters;

e Syllabus 082 Principles of flight helicopter is missing;
PROPOSAL

e Mark the relevant sub items with an "X" (not only the main title).

e Insert the chapter 010 Air Law.

e Insert the Title 020 "Aircraft General and System knowledge".

e Insert 034 "Performance Helicopter".

e 071 03 delete "helicopter™.
Insert 082 Principles of flight helicopter.
Partially accepted

The marking of the relevant subjects follows what was established in Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470.

For items 010, 034 and 082, please see reply to comment 926 above.

For item 071 03, please see reply to comment 1557 above.
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Title 020 did not exist in the latest amendments of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.470 and 2.470.

1775 comment by: REGA
STATEMENT

e The "X" is always in the main title;

e Sylllabus 010 Air Law and ATC procedures is missing;

e Title 020 00 00 00 is missing;

e Performance Helicopter is missing;

e 071 03 is limited to helicopters;

e Syllabus 082 Principles of flight helicopter is missing;
PROPOSAL

e Mark the relevant sub items with an "X" (not only the main title).

e Insert the chapter 010 Air Law.

e Insert the Title 020 "Aircraft General and System knowledge".

e Insert 034 "Performance Helicopter".

e 071 03 delete "helicopter™.

e Insert 082 Principles of flight helicopter.
Recommend that the TKI Syllabus for the professional licences and IR are in
the form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.
Justification:
With changes in aircraft technology and teaching methods, it is likely that this
material will require change. This can be managed more effectively via the
AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the full legal EU process of
change associated with the Rules and Appendices. Common standards and
transparency across all EU Member States should still be ensured by the
Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority approval, EASA
acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the Community.
Partially accepted
Please see replies to comments No 926 and 1623 above.
3666 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
Appendix 2

e Air Law and ATC procedures missing from theoretical knowledge list
Suggestion: Add Air Law and ATC procedures to list
Accepted
Please see reply to comment No 926 above.
3689 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Include Air Law.
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.
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3691 comment by: Susana Nogueira
For a suitably explanation to the students of all subjects contained in this
programme and to answer questions of the CQB, is neccesary to insert
Learning Objectives, as an AMC.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

It is intended to propose learning objectives in a future NPA, related to the
rulemaking task FCL.002.

3819 comment by: OAA Oxford
Air Law and ATC procedures missing from theoretical knowledge list.
Suggestion: add Air Law and ATC procedures to list

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

4373 comment by: DCA Malta
Include Air Law and Principles of Flight for Helicopters

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

4420 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
Recommend that the TKI Syllabus for the professional licences and IR are in
the form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology and teaching methods, it is likely that this
material will require change. This can be managed more effectively via the
AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the full legal EU process of
change associated with the Rules and Appendices. Common standards and
transparency across all EU Member States should still be ensured by the
Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority approval, EASA
acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the Community.
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.

4665 comment by: Héli-Union

Recommend that the TKI Syllabus for the professional licences and IR are in
the form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology and teaching methods, it is likely that this
material will require change. This can be managed more effectively via the
AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the full legal EU process of
change associated with the Rules and Appendices. Common standards and
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transparency across all EU Member States should still be ensured by the
Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority approval, EASA
acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the Community.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.

4884 comment by: HUTC

Recommend that the TKI Syllabus for the professional licences and IR are in
the form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology and teaching methods, it is likely that this
material will require change. This can be managed more effectively via the
AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the full legal EU process of
change associated with the Rules and Appendices. Common standards and
transparency across all EU Member States should still be ensured by the
Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority approval, EASA
acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the Community.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.

4969 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
Appendix 2

Comment
The entire subject of Air Law, syllabus subject 010 is missing.

Proposal
Insert the subject 010 in the syllabus.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

5374 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment: The syllabus topics emergency equipment, doors/exits and fire
fighting are missing. It seems that they are important topics enough to be
included in the syllabus.

Not accepted

Please see reply to comment No 1099 above.

5575 comment by: CTC Aviation Services Ltd

Comment ---"Air Law and ATC procedures"” has been omitted from the
theoretical knowledge syllabus for A. aeroplanes and helicopters.
Action -- add the item

Accepted
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Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
So as to address the above.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.
For the other Appendices, please see replies to relevant comments.

6063 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 2 — Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL
and IR

Page No*: 74 of 647

Comment: 010 Air Law & ATC Procedures, 034 Performance (Helicopters) and
082 Principles of Flight are missing.

Justification: Syllabus for these subjects in JAR-FCL 1 & 2

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.
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6760 comment by: Adventia, European College of Aeronautics

We should also like to point out that in Appendix 2 the syllabus of Air Law is
missing.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

6919 comment by: Roger B. Coote

The BGA training syllabus is adequate in all respects (except, perhaps cloud
flying) where additional training (+ endorsement) is needed.

Noted

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, that the
issue of qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC)
is currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task: FCL.008.

The comments received on the A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with
the issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC/cloud flying will be taken into
account by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which
will be submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make
your comments.

7067 comment by: CAA Norway

Appendix 2

The syllabi tables for ATPL, CPL and IR needs a thorough proof reading, as e.g.
the entire subject 010 Air Law is missing, also several other parts are missing,
such as 082 Principles of flight (Helicopters), etc etc.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 926 above.

/315 comment by: Hermann JACOBS

I consider the Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus (Appendix 2) for IR ratings, for a
non-commercial PPL applicant, as far too overloaded. This is obvious by having
ATPL, CPL, and IR more or less on the same required level. In my opinion, this
will lead to private pilots refraining from acquiring instrument flying skills which
would vastly improve flight safety. | recommend to separate a "IR only”
syllabus from the ATPL and CPL syllabus. There might be an IR rating that is in
between the level proposed here and the IMC rating for private pilots which is
today available in the UK.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 6919 above
Assessing the adequacy of the IR syllabus for non commercial pilots is also part
of the rulemaking task FCL.008.

7496 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
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into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 467 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 2: Theoretical knowledge syllabus for
the ATPL, CPL and IR - A. Aeroplanes and helicopters

p. 74-77

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

6 comment by: Gennaro Esposito

Sorry , my mistake.
Please see my suggestions in my second account.
MAny thanks.

Gennaro Esposito

Noted

7 comment by: Gennaro Esposito

Sorry, my mistake.

Please see my suggestions joined in tne second account
espgen@vodafone.it

Many thanks
Gennaro Esposito

Noted

99 comment by: Norbert Bbnig

In Appendix 2, Theoretical Knowledge for aeroplanes and helicopters, number
080 principles, of flight the entire chapter helicoper is missing.

Accepted

It is true that items:

010 Air law and ATC procedures;
034 Performance helicopters;
082 Principles of flight helicopters;

are missing from the syllabus. This was due to an editorial error when
transferring the content of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470. These
items will be added. The Agency has also conducted an editorial review of the
whole content of this Appendix to ensure that all the items included in the JARs
are mentioned.

320 comment by: CAA Belgium

1) subject AIR LAW is missing in the Appendix
2) wrong marking for AEROPLANE ATPL and CPL for items
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021 14 00 00

021 15 00 00

021 16 00 00

021 17 00 00

3) wrong marking for COMMUNICATIONS under 090 00 00 00
Should be differentiated under 091 00 00 00 and 092 00 00 00

CONCLUSION: THE APPENDIX SHOULD BE VERY CAREFULLY EXAMINED
BEFORE PUBLICATION.

Partially accepted

1) Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

2) Items 021 14 and following were already mandatory for aeroplanes in
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470.

3) The Agency does not understand your comment. The items are
differentiated.

468 comment by: London Metropolitan University

There is no syllabus for 010 Air Law or 034 helicopter performance or 082
helicopter principle of flight.
These need to be added.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

560 comment by: Peer Ketterle

In this area it seems to me that the IR is solely seen as a step up to higher
licence-levels. But, like in the USA it should be seen as a valid and appropriate
way to enhance the safety and planability of flights for the average PPL-A-
holder.

That means, that you should take care to minimize the effort needed to
obtainan IR-rating and please do not inflate it unneccesary. For example, a
PPL-1R-applicant doesn't need to know about turbines. If he is ever going to fly
a plane that is so equipped, he must earn a type rating and demonstrate
almost ATPL-knowledge for this goal. It is not right to put too much into the
IR-rating itself.

Please review this part and only include what is neccessary to fly a e.g. Cessna
172, IFR-equipped through IMC. everything else that may be needed, is
already tied to the requirements of the plane rating, high-performance or
complex-rating etc.

I'm a JAR_FCL-PPL(A) holder. | would have obtained an IR-rating, if it was as
affordable as it is in the USA. And | know a lot of other people who are in the
same situation: An IR-rating is very welcome for PPL-holders, but the costs are
prohibitive due to the unneccesary inflated curriculum. It enhances safety for
GA by a big margin, because it teaches basically the skills neccessary to
survive a flight into IMC, which is still one of the main risks when operating
light GA aircraft.
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Please review this item so that it promotes safety throughout all of Europes
GA, not only those who want to become commercial pilots anyway.

Noted

The adequacy of the IR syllabus for non-commercial pilots is part of the
rulemaking task FCL.008.

897 comment by: ERA

Appendix 2 Theoretical knowledge syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and IR

The explanation regarding the applicable items for each licence or rating being
marked with an ‘X' is confusing. It seems (according to the table and crosses)
that for an aeroplane licence, the study of items concerning helicopter (e.g.
021 14, 15, 16 and 17 and 071 03) is required. This is an example of a minor
change requiring European Parliamentary approval if this Appendix is not
transferred into an AMC

Noted

The marking of the relevant subjects follows what was established in Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470.

Items 021 14 to 17 and 071 03 were already mandatory for aeroplanes in
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470.

At this time, the Agency does not intend to change the theoretical knowledge
requirements as established in the latest amendments of JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency is planning a follow-up task (FCL.002) where the issue of
whether the items you mention should be reviewed may be discussed within
that task.

Please note also that after carefully reviewing the comments received, and
taking into account the fact that the main list of theoretical knowledge subjects
is included in the rule, the Agency has decided to pass the detailed content of
the syllabus in this Appendix to AMC.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1100 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: Syllabus for Principles of flight -Helicopter is missing.
Proposal: Insert the above mentioned subject in the syllabus.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1101 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: Syllabus for Performance Helicopter is missing.
Proposal: Insert the above mentioned subject in the syllabus.

Accepted
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Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

1304 comment by: Vincent Lambercy
As a PPL(A) with IR flying SEPs only, | always wondered why | had to learn
about turbines, hydraulics, ...
Noted
Please see reply to comment No 560 above.
1566 comment by: TAAPS
Should be an AMC
Accepted
After carefully reviewing the comments received, and taking into account the
fact that the main list of theoretical knowledge subjects is included in the rule,
the Agency has decided to pass the detailed content of the syllabus in this
Appendix to AMC.
Consequently, the references to this Appendix in the main text of Part FCL will
be reviewed.
1568 comment by: IAAPS
Appendix 2 should be removed from Part-FCL and made into an AMC.
All other TK syllabi for licences other than the ATPL, CPL and IR are as an AMC.
By placing the TK syllabus as an AMC it means that the syllabus can be
changed or amended relatively easily. If it remains in the Part-FCL any
changes, additions or deletions would have to go through the whole process to
make them European Law which can take at least 3 years to get approved and
implemented.
If this move is accepted then the reference to Appendix 2 on pages 25 and 27
needs to be removed.
Accepted
Please see reply to comment No 1566 above.

comment by: Bundespolizei-Fliegergruppe und

2278 Polizeihubschrauberstaffeln/ -fliegerstaffeln der Lénder

It seems like there are a few mistakes in this syllabus:
010 Air Law is missing completely!

021 14/15/16/17 - do future aeroplane pilots have to learn the helicopter
specified
systems?
022 06/07 - similar mistake like above
- helicopter performance is missing completely
- principles of flight helicopter is missing completely
092 - do future VFR-pilots have to learn IFR-communications?
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Partially accepted

In relation to Air law, please see reply to comment No 99 above.

For the other items, the marking of the relevant subjects follows what was
established in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470. These items were
already mandatory there.

At this time, the Agency does not intend to change the theoretical knowledge
requirements as established in the latest amendments of JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency is planning a follow-up task (FCL.002) where the issue of
whether the items you mention should be reviewed may be discussed within
that task.

3598 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union

This syllabus is absolutely useless.

See http://www.jaa.nl/licensing/jar-fcl.html
010 Air law is missing

034 Performance Helicopter is missing

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

3690 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Include Principles of flight and Performance for Helicopters
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

3717 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Appendix 2

See Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470
See Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.470

All subject 010 (Air law and ATC procedures) is missing in appendix 2
All subject 034 (performance helicopter) is missing in appendix 2

All subject 082 (principles of flight — helicopter) is missing in appendix
2

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

3880 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

APP2-A. Aeroplanes and helicopters:

The Subject 010 00 00 00 Air Law is missing.
The headline 020 000000 Aircraft General Knowledge is missing.
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The Subject 034 00 00 00 Performance Helicopters is missing.
The Subject 082 00 00 00 Principles of Flight Helicopters is missing.
The Subject 021 00 00 00 is not applicable for IR!

Partially accepted

Please see replies to comments No 99 and 2278 above.

5546 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
Chapter "AIR LAW AND ATC PROCEDURES" missing.

This chapter was in JAR FCL Appendix 1 to JAR FCL 1.470 or NPA 2008-17b
App. 2 B. (As)

This must be a lost text when transferring the text from the old JAR’s, but it's
clear that this subject cannot be deleted from the theoretical knowledge.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

5569 comment by: Dr Gennaro Esposito

Good day;
In the Appendix 2 (Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL,CPL and IR) i
don't see the the plan of subject " AIRLAW".

I see "Airlaw and ATC Procedures" in B. Airship ,
but not in ""A. Aeroplanes and helicopters®.

I should like to propose some suggestions concerning the Theoretical
knowledge instructions for the subject "AIRLAW and ATC PROCEDURES"-
Appendix 2 " A.Aeroplanes and helicopters™

| hope EASA experts will take into account the following suggestions:
1. AIRLAW (Part)

It is advisable to add a new chapter titled:
" European Community Air Transport Legislation™.

The scope and the substantial elements of :

a) Regulation (EC) No. 1008/2008 on common rules for the operation of air
services in the Community;

b) Regulation (EC) No0.785/2004 "on insurance requirements for air carriers
and aircraft operator”;

c) Regulation (EC) No0.2027/97 on "Air carrier liability in the event of
accident”;

d) Regulation (EC) No0.889/2002 "Amending Council Regulation (EC) No
2027/97 on air carrier liability in the event of accidents";

e) Regulation(EC) N0.261/2004 "establishing common rules on compensation,
assistance to passengers in the event of denied boarding and cancellation of
long delays of flights";

e)The EU-US Air Transport Agreement (Open Sky).

Decision 2007/339/EC signed on 30 April 2007 "on application of the Air
Transport Agreement between the European Community and its Member
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States, and the United States of America" ;
e) other Community Regulations, if necessary.

- As far as the "_International private Law" is concerned (ref. current JAA
FCL Syllabus of theoretical knowledge instructions"), it is advisable to erase the
Varsaw Convention and all following Protocols, because the Warsaw system
has been completely substituted by the Montreal Convention of 1999 applicable
in all EU member States (approved on behalf of the European Community by
Council Decision of 5 April 2001 - see also Reg. EC 889/02).

- About " The authority of PIC (measures and actions to be taken on board)
is ok the study of Tokyo,Haye and Montreal Conventions, but it is advisable to
add all rules concerning the powers and obligations of the pilot in command
listed into EU OPS1 (nhow Community law) Annex3 to Regulation CE n.
3922/91 as amended by Regulation CE n. 859/2008 August 20-2008).

2. ATC PROCEDURES (PART)

1) About topics relating to ICAO Doc 8168" Aircraft Operations" :

a) It is noted that the Doc 8168 contains SARPS mainly addressed to member
States and their Aircraft Operators and not to pilots.

So it advisable to erase from the syllabus "the construction of omni-directional,
straight and turning instrumemt departures".

My opinion is that pilots need to know:

a) the scope of SIDs; b) how to execute it; C) ICAO denomination.

b) The following topics :

-Accuracy of fixes;

-Fixes formed by intersections;

-Intersection fix tolerance factors, and

-Other fixes tollerance,

they have nothing to deal with the subject "Air Law"
(General navigation?).

¢) And also:

i. Area navigation (RNAV) approach procedures based on VOR/DME;

ii. Use of FMS / RNAV equipment to follow conventional non-precision approach
procedures,

which should be introduced into:" Radio Navigation" .

Many topics (ATC Procedures Part) of the current JAA FCL 1 Plan (see
Amendment JAA LO 19/06/2008) are into EU-OPS1. So this topics have to be
referred to the Community law, and not more to ICAO DOCs.

At last, the introductory of all topics needs to be respected.
This here introductory function has not been respected in the current JAA plan.

Thank you very much for your attention;
Dr Gennaro Esposito

Air Traffic Controller retired -

Forli* -Italy

Teacher for the subjects:

Airlaw/ATC Procedures and
Communications.
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Partially accepted

In regard to Air law, please see reply to comment No 99 above.

As for your other suggestions, at this time the Agency does not intend to
change the theoretical knowledge requirements as established in the latest
amendments of JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency is planning a follow-up task (FCL.002) where the issue of
whether the items you mention should be reviewed may be discussed within
that task.

5733 comment by: Civil Aviation Training Europe
AirLaw is missing in section A. Aeroplanes and Helicopters!
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for

consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.
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Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 1566 above.

6205 comment by: Icelandic CAA

e Many items seem to be missing in the syllabus e.g. air law.

e Table is apparently not completed and should be compared more closely to
the existing syllabus provided by JAR-FCL.

e Reference to learning objectives is not in place.

e Consider replacing this section into AMC section for easier future
amendments.

Partially accepted

Please see replies to comments No 99 and 1566 above.

The Agency has conducted an editorial review of the whole content of this
Appendix to ensure that all the items included in the JARs are mentioned.

As for the learning objectives, as defined within the JAA framework, the
Agency plans to introduce them as AMC through the rulemaking task FCL.002.

6804 comment by: CAA CZ
The subject 010 Air Law is missing in the syllabus. Should be completed.
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

6805 comment by: CAA CZ

The subject 034 Performance — Helicopters is missing in the theoretical
knowledge syllabus so it should be added or "— Airplanes” should be removed
from the title of subject 032 "— Airplanes". Crosses in columns for helicopters
should be added. (Helicopter ATPL/IR , ATPL, CPL).

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

6806 comment by: CAA CZ

The subject 082 Principle of Flight — Helicopters is missing in the
theoretical knowledge so it should be added or "— Airplanes" should be
removed from the title of subject 081 "— Airplanes". Crosses in columns for
helicopters should be added. (Helicopter ATPL/IR , ATPL, CPL).

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

7287 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Please take a look at
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http://www.jaa.nl/licensing/jar-fcl.html

010 Air law is missing
034 Performance Helicopter is missing in the Agency's proposal.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

7333 comment by: ECOGAS

Issue: Air Law and ATC procedures missing from theoretical knowledge list
Suggestion: Add Air Law and ATC procedures to the theoretical knowledge list

Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

7660 comment by: CAA Finland

App 2 A: 010 Air law missing (obviously just a printing error).

Remark: As long as national authorities may issue a difference to ICAO,
national aviation regulations / law shall be included in 010.

033/034 helicopter performance missing (obviously just a printing error).

082 Principles of flight / helicopters missing (obviously just a printing error).
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 99 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 2: Theoretical knowledge syllabus for

the ATPL, CPL and IR - B. Airships p. 77-81

comment | 3881 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
APP2-B. Airships:
The lines 030 00 00 00 Flight Performance an Planning and 031 00 OO0
00 Mass and Balance- Airships are located at the wrong position. They
should be replaced in front of 031 01 00 00 Purpose of Mass and Balance
considerations.
031 01 00 00 Purpose of Mass and Balance considerations should be
written in regular font-weight.
Layout and the “philosophy “ of assembling the x-es should be aligned with
APP2A.

response | Accepted
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Editorial accepted.
The text will be changed as proposed, and layout will be aligned.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Partially accepted

After carefully reviewing the comments received, and taking into account the
fact that the main list of theoretical knowledge subjects is included in the rule,
the Agency has decided to pass the detailed content of the syllabus in this
Appendix to AMC.

Consequently, the references to this Appendix in the main text of Part FCL will
be reviewed.

For the other Appendices, please see the related comments.

5999 comment by: CFAC, ZHAW

4 Syllabus for Theoretical Knowledge / Repetition of requirements

a) Starting position
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Paragraph 20ff of NPA 17 a explains nicely the efforts that have been made by
its writers in order to avoid repetitions of similar or even identical
requirements. However, in spite of these efforts, NPA 17 (EASA-FCL) has
become a big volume with quite a lot of repetitions.

This is especially the case with the syllabi for theoretical knowledge. Not only
are they listed in different formats, they also lack a common underlying
philosophy:

Presentation of theoretical knowledge requirements:

as Implementing Regulation in JAR-FCL format

Page 74 - 83

APPENDIX 2 THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE SYLLABUS FOR THE ATPL, CPL AND
IR

010 is missing, this may be an editorial mistake

A. Aeroplanes and helicopters

B. Airships

as AMC in ICAO Annex 1 Edition 10 format

Page 189 - 196

SUBPART B LEISURE PILOT LICENCE — LPL

AMC to FCL.115 and FCL.120

SYLLABUS OF THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE FOR THE LEISURE PILOT LICENCE

splitted in COMMON SUBJECTS and ADDITIONAL SUBJECTS FOR EACH
CATEGORY

as AMC in JAR-FCL format

Page 269 - 316

SUBPART C PRIVATE PILOT LICENCE (PPL), SAILPLANE PILOT LICENCE (SPL)
and BALLOON PILOT LICENCE (BPL)

AMC No 1 to FCL.210 and FCL.215

Syllabus of theoretical knowledge for the private pilot licence — aeroplanes

and helicopters

Page 317-320
AMC No 2 to FCL.210 and FCL.215
Syllabus of theoretical knowledge for the private pilot licence — airships

These requirements are edited in different formats and therefore they are not
ready for publication.

b) Considerations

The description of the specific standards required for most courses is based on
common theoretical knowledge and does not need to be repeated in the
description of the courses for the individual categories.

Therefore there is no need to repeat the common theoretical knowledge in
every single category. Instead it is sufficient to merely state the differences
between them is sufficient

c) Proposal

In view of the above the requirements for all types of theoretical knowledge
have to be reviewed.
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For this a Working group has to be established with members with different
background (Science, Education, Authorities, Training etc.) should participate

For the purpose of licensing the requirements for theoretical knowledge have
to be subdivided in

General knowledge, relevant for all Categories

Special knowledge for Categories

Knowledge relevant for a Type Rating. This kind of knowledge has to be
mentioned with general remarks, but not detailed.

(see Attachment )

Accepted

After carefully reviewing the comments received, and taking into account the
fact that the main list of theoretical knowledge subjects is included in the rule,
the Agency has decided to pass the detailed content of the syllabus in this
Appendix to AMC.

Consequently, the references to this Appendix in the main text of Part FCL will
be reviewed.

It is true that items:

010 Air law and ATC procedures;
034 Performance helicopters;

082 Principles of flight helicopters;

are missing from the syllabus. This was due to an editorial error when
transferring the content of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 and 2.470. These
items will be added. The Agency has also conducted an editorial review of the
whole content of this Appendix to ensure that all the items included in the JARs
are mentioned.

Additionally, please note that the Agency is planning a follow-up task where all
questions related to Theoretical Knowledge will be reviewed: FCL.002.

6495 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment: Subject Air Law is missing

Proposed Text: Add subject Air Law
Accepted

Please see reply to comment No 5999 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR p. 82
comment | 469 comment by: London Metropolitan University
See comment on FCL.515
There is no mention of ATPL modular course and needs to be addressed.
response | Partially accepted
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The ATPL modular course (as included in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.285 and
Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 2.285) was included in the proposal, in paragraphs
FCL.515.A and FCL.515.H, and the respective AMCs.

To improve consistency and clarity, the Agency will transfer this text to
Appendix I11.

1049 comment by: CAA Belgium

A.3: additional training must be foreseen in case the applicant has to extend
the 36-months period.

A.10 in fine: why should we credit if the IR training is part of an integrated
ATPL course ?

Partially accepted

A.3:

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in 8 3 to Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(1).
Based on your comment, and others received on the same issue, it seems that
it is not an essential safety element that the course is completed in 36 months.
Therefore, the Agency will delete paragraph A.3 and include in the AMC to
Appendix 3 A. the text of JAR-FCL mentioned above, including the mention that
the period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in the ATPL(H) integrated courses, for reasons
of consistency.

A.10: The credit is for students who have already completed the basic
instrument flight module outside of the ATPL integrated course.

1406 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

Recommend that the Syllabi for the professional licences and IR are in the
form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology, and teaching
methods, it is likley that this material will require change. This can be managed
more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the
full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and Appendices.
Common standards and transparency across all EU Member States should still
be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority
approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the
Community.

Noted

The detailed syllabi for theoretical knowledge instruction have been transferred
to AMC. Please see replies to comments on Appendix 2.

As for the flight training syllabi and skill test contents, included in Appendix 9,
the Agency considers that for the moment they should remain in the rule.

As for Appendix 3, it does not contain syllabi, but general rules on how the
training courses for commercial licences should be organised. It is the Agency’s
opinion that at this time it should remain included in the rule; however, it is
possible that certain elements which are identified as non-essential based on
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the comments received will be transferred to AMC.

1912 comment by: Nigel Roche

Please note although this is appendix 3 when using adobe navigator for
NPA2008-17b it is shown as being appendix 2 please see attached screen print
and look at the greyed box on the navigator column.

Noted

1981 comment by: Nigel Roche

APPENDIX 3
TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

This appendix describes the requirements for the different types of training
courses for the issue of a CPL, ATPL and IR.

The title and introduction are misleading, there is no reference in this appendix
to an a IR modular course. This is given under APPENDIX 6 MODULAR
TRAINING COURSES FOR THE INSTRUMENT RATING A. IR(A) - Modular
flying training course and B. IR(H) - Modular flying training course

I would recommend correcting the title and introduction to the following:

APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF FOLLOWING LICENCES
ATPL(A), ATPL(H), ATPL(H)/IR , CPL/IR(A), CPL/IR(H),CPL/IR(AS),
CPL (A), CPL(H) and CPL(As)

This appendix describes the requirements for the different types of training
courses for the issue of a
ATPL, CPL/IR and CPL. As listed below

. ATP integrated course - aeroplanes

. CPL/IR integrated course aeroplanes
. CPL integrated course aeroplanes

. CPL modular course aeroplanes
ATP/IR integrated course helicopters
. ATP integrated course Helicopters

. CPL/IR integrated course - Helicopters
. CPL integrated course Helicopters
CPL modular course Helicopters

. CPL/IR integrated course - Airships

. CPL integrated course airships

. CPL modular course airships

Another observation

FXe=TIO@MMUOm>

This list was made up of titles copied from the NPA2008-17b, please note that
in some titles there is a - other are without, some have the category of aircraft
given with upper case others lower case.

I would suggest that one standard is accepted and applied throughout the
manual.

response | Accepted
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The text will be reviewed for editorial consistency.

3208 comment by: Susana Nogueira

General remark

There are some differences with App 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160.

It might useful to reconsider compliance for some items:

1) Introduce posible extensi”lon of thetraining period if aditional training is
performwed.

2) There is no knowledge evaluation of the applicant befores entry to the
training.

3) Definitién of an hour of training (= 60 minutes).

Partially accepted

1) Please see reply to comment No 1049 above.

2) The requirement for the ATO to evaluate the knowledge of the applicant for
the course is included in OR.ATO.145 (see NPA 2008-22c). The Agency will
nevertheless include a provision in the AMC to Appendix 3 to clarify this point.

3) The Agency considers that there is no need to establish that an hour
comprises 60 minutes. This is a universal standard. However, since the Agency
has received several comments on this issue, a general paragraph will be
added to the AMC to clarify that whenever there is a reference to a certain
amount of hours of training this means a full hour, not including any breaks.

4424 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

Recommend that the Syllabi for the professional licences and IR are in the
form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology, and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be managed
more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the
full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and Appendices.
Common standards and transparency across all EU Member States should still
be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority
approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the
Community.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1406 above.

4666 comment by: Héli-Union

Recommend that the Syllabi for the professional licences and IR are in the
form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology, and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be managed
more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the
full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and Appendices.
Common standards and transparency across all EU Member States should still
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be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority
approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the
Community.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1406 above.

4885 comment by: HUTC

Recommend that the Syllabi for the professional licences and IR are in the
form of an AMC rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology, and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be managed
more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather than the
full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and Appendices.
Common standards and transparency across all EU Member States should still
be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires National Authority
approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's throughout the
Community.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1406 above.

5150 comment by: CAE
Complete Appendix 3 (starting page 82)

Propose an increase in the number of creditable hours for flight training
devices for all licenses and ratings as the FSTD technology has significantly
improved since these numbers were derived.

Noted

Thank you for your comment. At this time the Agency does not intend to
deviate from the credits that were established in JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking programme a task that will
deal with the introduction of the amendments to the ICAO manual on FSTDs.
This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency and will re-assess the
crediting provisions.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.
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Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9
changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1406 above.

5994

comment by: CFAC, ZHAW

Maximum time for courses

a) Starting point

In NPA 17 b EASA-FCL maximum times are defined for courses for higher
licences

EASA-FCL Page 82 of 647

APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

Maximum times for a licence course

A ATP integrated course — aeroplanes

3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months.

B. CPL/IR integrated course aeroplanes

3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 30
months.

C. CPL integrated course aeroplanes

3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 24
months.

b) Considerations

When licence courses are combined with academic studies e.g. for a Bachelor

Page 40 of 793



response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

of Science in Aviation or a Master Degree, then the maximum time for a course
as defined in EASA-FCL Appendix 5 may be too short. As the time necessary
for the completion of the studies does vary depending on the kind of studies,
no general time limit can be defined for these courses.

In this case the maximum time should be agreed between the University/FTO
and the supervising Authority.

c¢) Proposal for change

APPENDIX 3
TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

A ATP integrated course — aeroplanes
3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months or a period agreed with the Approval of the Course.

B. CPL/IR integrated course - aeroplanes
3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 30
months or a period agreed with the Approval of the Course.

D. CPL integrated course - aeroplanes
3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 24
months or a period agreed with the Approval of the Course.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1049 above.

6067 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3

Page No: 82 of 647

Comment: The title of the Appendix indicates that it covers the training course
for the issue of an IR but there is no mention of the IR course other than as
part of another integrated course. The Appendix 6 (page 109) contains details
of the IR course and therefore the title of Appendix 3 should be changed.
Justification: The title of Appendix 3 is misleading

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change the title to read “TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL AND
AN ATPL”

Accepted

The title will be changed accordingly.

6073 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 A/B/C/D

Page No*: 82-86

Comment: The Basic Instrument Module (BIM) and the Modular CPL allow 5
hours instrument time to be conducted in a BITD. However, the use of a BITD
is specifically excluded from the integrated CPL, CPL/IR and ATPL even though
the total instrument time required is similar or the same. Thus, although the
course standard on a Basic Instrument Module should be consistent, some
BIMs will be worth more than others when being credited to integrated
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courses.

Justification: If the BITD truly generates an inferior product then its use
should not be allowed at all; if it is adequate for the modular CPL then its use
on the integrated courses should be allowed.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Remove the ‘no BITD’ restriction from integrated courses.

Not accepted

After carefully assessing your input, the Agency has decided to keep the text
as proposed in the NPA.

6439 comment by: DCAA

Appendix 3 General comment:
Specify requirement for instructors conducting SPIC.

MCC should be deleted from ATP integrated course and be combined in the
applicants first multi-pilot type rating.

Not accepted

In relation to your first comment, they will be intructors with privileges to
conduct training for the IR, as determined in Subpart J.

In relation to your second comment, the intention of the ATP integrated course
is to have a package ready for the first type rating. Therefore, if the first type
rating is a multi-pilot one, the integrated course needs to have MCC. This was
already the case in JAR-FCL.

6954 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 — Training Courses for the issue of a CPL, ATPL and IR
Page No*: 82 to 86 of 647

Comment:

A. ATP integrated course — aeroplanes

paragraph 3 - does not state if the Authority can extend the course beyond 36
months;

C. CPL(A) integrated course

paragraph 7 - states 350 hours theoretical knowledge instruction, JAR-FCL
states 300 hours

D. CPL(A) Modular Course

paragraph 7 states 250 hours theoretical knowledge instruction, JAR-FCL
states 200 hours;

Paragraph 13 — does not mention 10 hours instrument instruction and 5 hours
night flight time as per JAR-FCL 1.155 (¢) (3) & (4)

Justification: Consistency with current requirements.
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Proposed Text: (if applicable)
Existing requirements as per App 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a) (1), (2), (3),

4).
response | Partially accepted

8 A.3 — Please see reply to comment No 1049 above.

& C.7 — As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had
agreed with the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals.
The text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(3) had been amended by
this NPA from 300 to 350 hours.

8 D.7 — As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had
agreed with the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals.
The text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(4) had been amended by
this NPA from 200 to 250 hours.

8 D.13 — Accepted. Text has been amended accordingly.

comment | 7497 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

response | Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1406 above.

comment | 7664 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3:
Based on comments from training organization there are some mistakes in this
appendix and should be checked. | do not have the details.

response | Noted

Please see replies to related comments.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - A. ATP integrated course — aeroplanes p. 82-83

comment | 163 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority

ATP integrated course

Skill Test

It is not entirely clear that the VFR skill test must be taken with a duly
authorised examiner on completion of the VFR training phase of the ATP
integrated course i.e. not at the end of the course. (NFC)

Is ATP an accepted abbreviation for ATPL, both are used quite liberally within
these Appendices. John swan 1.9.2008

response | Noted
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The qualification of the examiner must comply with FCL.1005.FE(a)(1) which
follows paragraph JAR-FCL 1.435(a).

ATP can be used only for ATP integrated course.

ATPL is related to the Air Transport Pilot License.

699 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

Appendix 3
A. ATP integrated course- aeroplane; Para 10 (b)
B. CPL/IR integrated course - aeroplane, Para 9 (b)

Clarification for course duration and
SPIC-time as it is not defined in FCL.010

Proposals

Provision to extend course duration, with extra training if needed,
should be foreseen. This applies for all courses.

Take wording for SPIC as stated in JAR-FCL 1.001 "Definitions and
Abbreviations™ .

Noted

1. The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the
safety relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165.
Based on several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not
an essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete paragraph A.3 and include in the AMC
to Appendix 3 A. the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

2. Referring to Appendix 3 A. Para 10(b) extra SPIC time is possible, but only
up to 20 hours instrument flight time can be counted as pilot-in-command
flight time. Definition for SPIC has been incluuded in FCL.010. Please see
replies to comments on this segment.

823 comment by: OAA Oxford

A.3 - The option to extend the course beyond the 36 month maximum
currently available under Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165 (a) (1) (3) has
been removed. Recommendation: re-instate

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 699 above.

900 comment by: ERA

Appendix 3 Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR
Section A 10(b) in Appendix 3 to IR-FCL. Puts forward the condition that "the

instrument flight time as SPIC shall only be counted as pilot-in-command flight
time up to maximum of 20 hours." This is not in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL. ERA
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members would like to understand the reason for now including it in the IR-
FCL.

Noted

After carefully reviewing your input and the text of JAR-FCL, the Agency has
decided to keep the text as proposed in the NPA. The reason is that at least 50
hours need to be flown solo.

1062 comment by: CAA Belgium

General remark for all training courses. There are some differences with app.1
to JAR-FCL 1.160. It might be useful to reconsider compliance for some items:

1) introduce possible extension of the training period if additional training is
performed: A.3, B.3, C.3, E.3, etc

2) no transfer foreseen: A.6

3) there is no knowledge evaluation of the applicant before admission to the
training

4) definition of an hour of instruction (= 60 minutes) has been deleted.

Partially accepted

1) Please see reply to comment 699 above.

2) Text of paragraph 6 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(1) will be
included in FCL.515 as a general requirement applicable for all training
courses.

3) The requirement for the ATO to evaluate the knowledge of the applicant for
the course is included in OR.ATO.145 (see NPA 2008-22c). The Agency
nevertheless includes the provision for the applicant to have sufficient
knowledge of mathematics, physics and English in order to facilitate the
understanding of the content of the course in the AMC to Appendix 3.

4) Appendix 3 A.7, B.7 and C.7:

The Agency considers that there is no need to establish that an hour comprises
60 minutes. This is a universal standard. However, since the Agency has
received several comments on this issue, a general paragraph will be added to
the AMC to clarify that whenever there is a reference to a certain amount of
hours of training this means a full hour, not including any breaks.

1558 comment by: TAAPS

"An applicant may be admitted to training either as an ab initio entrant, or as a
holder of a PPL(A) or PPL(H) issued in accordance with ICAO annex 1". And : "
the course shall comprise : (a) theoretical instruction to the ATPL(A)
knowledge level"

Is an applicant holding an ATPL theory certificate elligible ? The first sentence
does not address this issue, the second suggests a negative answer. We think
he/she should be eligible. It has been a usable practise without any negative
effect on safety.

Noted
The Agency follows in Appendix 3 closely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165
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(a)(1) paragraphs 4 and 8, and does not intend to change it at this point.
However, please note that holders of an ATPL are eligible and covered, since
they hold the privileges of a PPL.

1559 comment by: IAAPS

Should be an AMC, for added flexibility. At least the parts "theoretical
knowledge" and "flying training”. All numerical values are arbitrary, conflicting
with competence based concepts. As an example, will FNPT2 never give VFR
credits?

Noted

The detailed syllabi for the theoretical knowledge instruction have been
transferred to AMC. Please see replies to comments on Appendix 2.

As for the flight training syllabi and skill test contents, included in Appendix 9,
the Agency considers that for the moment they should remain in the rule.

As for Appendix 3, it does not contain syllabi, but general rules on how the
training courses for commercial licences should be organised. It is the Agency’s
opinion that at this time it should remain included in the rule; however, it is
possible that certain elements that are identified as non-essential based on the
comments received will be transferred to AMC.

In relation to the issue of credits given by FSTDs, at this time the Agency does
not intend to deviate from the credits that were established in JAR-FCL.
However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking programme a task that will
deal with the introduction of the amendments to the ICAO manual on FSTDs.
This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency and will re-assess the
crediting provisions.

1569 comment by: TAAPS

See comment on FCL.515
There is no mention of ATPL modular course and needs to be addressed.

Noted

The ATP modular course (as included in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.285 and
Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 2.285) was included in the proposal, in paragraphs
FCL.515.A and FCL.515.H, and the respective AMCs.

To improve consistency and clarity, the Agency will transfer this text to
Appendix 3.

1909 comment by: Nigel Roche

GENERAL

Item 6

An applicant failing or unable to complete the entire ATP(A) course...
Should read ATPL(A)

THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE
Item 7

An ATP(A) theoretical....
Should read ATPL(A)
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Not accepted

Please see reply to comment No 163 above.

4829 comment by: Flght Training Europe

Page 82, Appendix 3. A. ATP Integrated Course — Aeroplanes. 10 (b)

The wording of SPIC allowance (“up to a maximum of 20 hours”) significantly
changes the current JAR-FCL rules, is more restrictive and contradicts other
sections of Part FCL: Sub-para 10 (e) states at least 20 hours SPIC instrument
time. Page 584, AMC to Appendix 3 A. ATP integrated course — aeroplanes,
Phase 4 (b) states 35 hours instrument time flown as SPIC).

Change para 10 (b) to agree with JAR-FCL and read:

(b) 70 hours as pilot-in-command, including VFR flight and
instrument flight time as student pilot-in-command (SPIC). The
instrument flight time as SPIC shall be at least 20 hours.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 900 above.

4963 comment by: Chris Gowers

Page 83, para 10(d) Last sentence. Delete “full stop”.

Unnecessary requirement. Touch and go landings are demanding enough to
meet the training requirement and facilitate ease of completion of this
requirement at training organisations.

Not accepted

It is correct that touch and go landings are demanding.
It is also important to demonstrate that the pilot is able to perform full stop
landings within a certain distance (e.g. on short runways).

5556 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Delete and add text :

GENERAL

3 The applicant shall complete the course within—a—maxdmum—period—of-36
moenths a period of 12 to 36 months. Special arrangements may be made with
the approval of the Authority to extend the course beyond 36 months where
additional flying training or ground instruction is provided by the ATO.

Justification:

The proposed text deviates from current JARS. The original intention of this
requirement is to state that 12 months is the minimum time to complete the
course, and to allow for extensive periods, if required by the amount of
training. Why precluding a better training, if agreed by the two parts, ATO and
the student? The previous wording in JAR. is prefered and it allows an ATO to
give extra training.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 699 above.
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5727 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

Section A 10(b) in Appendix 3 to IR-FCL. Puts forward the condition that "the
instrument flight time as SPIC shall only be counted as pilot-in-command flight
time up to maximum of 20 hours." This is not in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL.

No assessment is made demonstrating this would improve safety.
An assessment should be provided or this appendix be suppressed or changed.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 900 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal. Please see reply to comment
No 1559 above.

Rules may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future rulemaking
task. The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals
where changes or amendments might be appropriate.
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6064 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

A . ATP integrated course — aeroplanes 10 (e) (3) (ii)

Page No*: 82

Comment: This should include FTD level 2

Justification: FTD level 2 is a cockpit specific device with all systems fully
functional and is therefore somewhere between FNPT Il and FS

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

40 hours may be instrument ground time in a FNPT IlI, FTD 2 or flight
simulator, of which up to 10 hours may be conducted in a FNPT 1.

Accepted

The Agency follows your proposal. Paragraph A.10(e)(3)(ii), as welll as
B.9(e)(ii), C.9(e) and D.9 of Appendix 3 will be amended accordingly by adding
FTD 2.

6351 comment by: Axel Schwarz
The structure of the ATP integrated course forces students into performing
some of the training on MEP-aeroplanes through the requirements for multi-
engine training and the multi-engine IR skill test. Since these aeroplanes are
not normally what graduates of an ATP integrated course aim for and since
only little can be learned from these aeroplanes (usually DA42, PA34 etc.)
which is relevant for the future carreer of a typical ATP-integrated student, this
procedure seems somewhat outdated.

I suggest allowing candidates to perform all multi-engine training on a FSTD
(FNPT 11 or higher), take the multi-engine IR skill test on the FSTD and only
take the CPL skill test on a single-engine aeroplane. Thus candidates could
obtain a multi-engine instrument rating (required for beginning the training on
a multi-engine (usually multi-pilot) turbine aeroplane) while only holding a
single-engine class or type rating in their licence.

Noted

Thank you for your suggestion, but the Agency followed closely Appendix 1 to
JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(1) and has no intention of changing those
requiremetns in the way you are suggesting at this time, without a dedicated
assessment.

6357 comment by: Axel Schwarz

A. The requirement 10 (b) and (c) with 50 hours X-country PIC-time and 20
hours SPIC time for the required 70 hours total PIC time leaves no space for
the initial solo flights (usually non X-country) in Phase 2 and the required 5
solo night flights (usually only traffic patterns).

The requirement for PIC X-country flying should therefore be reduced to 35
hours (see also AMC to Appendix 3 A).

B. The same applies to the CPL/IR integrated course paragraph 9 (b) and (c)
(compare with AMC to Appendix 3 B).

C. In contrast to the above, there would be plenty of room in the CPL (VFR)
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integrated course for X-country flights. The requirement of paragraph 9 (c¢)
could easily be lifted to 50 hours since there is no SPIC-time in this course.

AMC to Appendix 3 A: Phase 4 b. should be revised to only 20 hours SPIC in
accordance with Appendix 3 A

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 900 above.

6440 comment by: DCAA
Definition of Lower Licence needed.
Noted

The Agency follows closely JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the text from
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(1) paragraph 5 using the same
expression. It means a licence with fewer privileges than the ATPL.

6441 comment by: DCAA

Appendix 3 Flying Training A
(d) Clarify if night time should be VFR or IFR.

Noted
This is VFR night.

6756 comment by: Adventia, European College of Aeronautics

Adventia, European Aviation College, Spanish certified FTO (Reg. Number
EO011) presents the following comments to the NPA N° 2008-17B,

- As far as Appendix 3.A, is concerned, this organization considers this
regulation a minimum requirements system. Therefore, the establishment of a
maximum training period (36 months), eliminating / obviating the possibility of
an extension with the approval of the Authority, may work to the detriment of
quality training of professional pilots.

It is commonly known that one of the main targets of the European Aviation
Safety Agency is promoting the highest common standards of air transport
safety. Adventia believes that the best contribution that a Training
Organization can make to achieve it, is to train a versatile professional, who
can offer their future employers not only their ability to fly, but also a good
technical knowledge. This way these pilots will be able to attain the binomial
safety-economy.

Adventia and the University of Salamanca, with the backing of the Spanish
Official Association of Civil Aviation Pilots, has developed a degree which covers
an increase in the number of theoretical hours of JAR subjects and other
subjects that include, flight safety, mathematics, physics and business and
administration studies, according to the European Space for Higher Education
that establishes four-year degrees.

The elimination of the pre-entry requirement of sufficient knowledge of

Page 50 of 793



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Mathematics, Physics and English therefore proves the need of including these
subjects in the integrated ATPL course.

Noted

Please see replies to comments No 699 and 1062 above.

7080 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 3 A5 (¢)

Page No: 82 of 647

Comment: The crew are required to complete training in MCC and this should
be included as part of NTS training to prepare the pilot for multi-crew flying.
Justification: Consistency of training input.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

(c ) training in NTS and in multi-crew co-operation for the operation of multi-
pilot aeroplanes.

Not accepted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

7081 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 3 A 11

Page No: 82 of 647

Comment: The ATP courses for helicopters require the Skill Test to have an
MCC (and thus NTS) element. This should appear in the ATP (aeroplane)
course also.

Justification: Consistency

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

“..on a multi-engine aeroplane and shall comply with the requirements of NTS
and MCC training”.

Not accepted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

7199 comment by: OAA Oxford

A.4 - Crediting under JAR was at the discretion of the FTO. This paragraph
states that hours shall be credited. Recommendation: re-instate

Noted

The Agency considers that in this case crediting for hours flown should not be
left to the discretion of the training organisation; this does not ensure enough
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legal certainty for the pilot.

7334 comment by: ECOGAS

Current wording:

"3. The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months"

Issue: The option to extend the course beyond the 36 month limitcurrently
available under Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 and 1.165 (a)(1)(3) has been
removed.

Suggestion: Reinstate duration extension option from JAR'’s
Noted

Please see reply to comment No 699 above.

7335 comment by: ECOGAS

Current wording:
"4. In the case of a PPL(A) or PPL(H) entrant, 50% of the hours flown prior to
the course shall be credited, upto a maximum of 40 hours flying experience"

Issue: Under JAR, crediting for prior experience was at the discretion of the
FTO.

Suggestion: Reinstate JAR accreditiation discretion previously enjoyed by FTO's
Noted

Please see reply to comment No 7199 above.

7665 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 A para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 699 above.

7923 comment by: Atlantic Training Support
Appendix 3(A) Reinstate duration extension from RAR's
Noted

Please see reply to comment No 699 above.

7933 comment by: Atlantic Training Support

Page 52 of 793



response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Appendix 3(A) Reinstate JAR accreditation previously held by FTO's
Noted

The Agency cannot understand the purpose or issue behind your comment.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - B. CPL/IR integrated course - aeroplanes p. 83-84

comment | 164 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority
CPL/IR,
Skill Tests
It is not entirely clear that there are two seperate skill tests,
1) the VFR CPL Skill Test, after the VFR training phases
2) the IR Skill Test on completion of the entire course

response | Noted
The Agency acknowledges your comment. Please note that already under the
provisions of JAR-FCL the pilot was required to make two skill tests. One for
the CPL under VFR conditions and one for the IR. As the Agency closely
followed the provisions of JAR-FCL, it does not consider any clarification
necessary.

comment | 218 comment by: CAA - The Netherlands
Appendix 3
(B)(3) Only the maximum period is mentioned of 30 months, not the minimum
of 9 months. See appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(2). It is a
difference, maybe inaccurate?
Point 6 of appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(2) describes the change of
an applicant towards another FTO. This item is not mentioned in this appendix
3 of NPA 2008-17b. What is the general EASA-policy of changing the FTO
during the training course? Is the policy "not allowed" because it is not
described, or is the policy "up to the authority" with the result of all different
national options?

response | Noted

1. The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the
safety relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165.
Based on several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not
an essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete paragraph A.3 and include in the AMC
to Appendix 3 A. the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

2. It is allowed. Text of paragraph 6 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 &
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1.165(a)(1) will be included in FCL.515 as a general requirement applicable for
all training courses.

905 comment by: ERA

Appendix 3 Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR

Section B 9(b) in Appendix 3 to IR-FCL. puts forward the condition that "the
instrument flight time as SPIC shall only be counted as pilot-in-command flight
time up to maximum of 20 hours." This is not in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL. ERA
members would like to understand the reason for now including it in the IR-
FCL.

Noted

After carefully assessing your input, the Agency has decided to maintain the
text of the proposal. The reason for it is that at least 50 hours need to be flown
solo.

1047 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE

The LPL is a new licence. Some of the requirements for LPL do not meet the
ICAO standards. the proposals of the NPA define 20 hours of flight training for
the basic LPL(A) whereas ICAO annex 1 is asking for not less than 40 hours of
flight time .(for the LPL : it's the same problem).

For a CPL/IR integrated course aeroplanes : “In the case of a PPL (A) or PPL
(H) entrant , 50% of the hour flown prior to the course shall be credited, up to
a maximum of :

40 hours flying experience, *

Why not to introduce the same rule with the LPL?

The proposal is: “In the case of a LPL (A) or (H) entrant, 50% of the hours
flown prior to the course shall be credited, up to a maximum of 30 hours flying
experience”.

Noted

After carefully assessing your input, the Agency has decided that at this time
credit should not be given in the case of LAPL holders.

A credit mechanism is established between the LAPL and the PPL. LPL holders
can acquire a PPL, and then be entitled to the credit foreseen in Appendix 3 for
the PPL.

1053 comment by: CAA Belgium

B.3 Additional training must be foreseen in case the applicant has to extend
the 30 months-period

B.9 in fine: why should we credit if the IR training is part on an integrated
CPL/IR course ?

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 218 above.
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comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1078 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:
It seems that the text in the "CPL integrated course - aeroplane” and in "CPL
modular course - aeroplane" is missing in "CPL/IR integrated course -
aeroplane".

In Appendix 4, B, 1, "Skill test for CPL", at page 97, there is a requirement
that the skill test shall be taken in an aeroplane certified for at least four
persons and that the aeroplane shall have a variable pitch propeller and
retractable landing gear.

Proposal:

Add "5 hours to be carried out in an aeroplane certificated for the carriage of at
least four persons that has a variable pitch propeller and retractable landing
gear" in "CPL/IR integrated course - aeroplane”.

Accepted

Text will be amended as proposed.

3139 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE

due to the overall improvement of synthetic training devices, why not
introducing VFR ground time into the flying training?

The French Air Force has one over a year of experience using high-quality
synthetic trainers and can guaranty the quality of its instruction as long as the
"train in the simulator, practice in the air” principle is applied.

"FLYING TRAINING" can be rewritten as follows:

(a) 80 hours of dual instruction, of which up to 5 hours may be VFR
ground time in a FNPT Il, 2 of which are to be in VFR cross-country
simulated flight, and up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time;

Noted

Thank you for your proposal, but it is not within the scope of this NPA to
introduce new credits like this. Anyway, considering the result of the new ICAO
doc. 9625 3rd edition within a future rulemaking task, your proposal will be
welcomed at that time.

4830 comment by: Flght Training Europe

Page 84, Appendix 3. B. CPL/IR Integrated Course — Aeroplanes. 9 (b)

The wording of SPIC allowance (“up to a maximum of 20 hours”) significantly
changes the current rules, is more restrictive and contradicts other sections of
Part FCL: Sub-para 9 (e) states at least 20 hours SPIC instrument time. Page
587, AMC to Appendix 3 B. CPL/IR integrated course — aeroplanes, Phase 4 (b)
states 50 hours instrument time flown as SPIC)/

Change para 9 (b) to agree with JAR-FCL and read:

(b) 70 hours as pilot-in-command, including VFR flight and

instrument flight time as student pilot-in-command (SPIC). The
instrument flight time as SPIC shall be at least 20 hours
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Noted

Please see reply to comment No 905 above.

5016 comment by: Chris Gowers

Page 84, para 9(d) Last sentence. Delete “full stop”.

Unnecessary requirement. Touch and go landings are demanding enough to
meet the training requirement and facilitate ease of completion of this
requirement at training organisations.

ICAO only specifies "landings"
Not accepted

It is correct that touch and go landings are demanding.
It is also important to demonstrate that the pilot is able to perform full stop
landings within a certain distance (e.g. on short runways).

5728 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

Section B 9(b) in Appendix 3 to IR-FCL. puts forward the condition that "the
instrument flight time as SPIC shall only be counted as pilot-in-command flight
time up to maximum of 20 hours." This is not in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL.

No assessment is made demonstrating this would improve safety.

An assessment should be provided or this appendix be suppressed or changed.
Noted

Please see reply to comment No 905 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
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aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6075 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

B. CPL/IR integrated course aeroplanes 9 (e) (2) (ii)

Page No*: 84

Comment: This should include FTD level 2

Justification: FTD level 2 is a cockpit specific device with all systems fully
functional and is therefore somewhere between FNPT Il and FS

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

40 hours may be instrument ground time in a FNPT IlI, FTD 2 or flight
simulator, of which up to 10 hours may be conducted in a FNPT 1.

Accepted

The Agency follows your proposal.

The sections B.9(e)(ii), C.9(e) and D.9 of Appendix 3 will be amended
accordingly by adding FTD 2.

See response to comment No 6064

6357 comment by: Axel Schwarz

A. The requirement 10 (b) and (c) with 50 hours X-country PIC-time and 20
hours SPIC time for the required 70 hours total PIC time leaves no space for
the initial solo flights (usually non X-country) in Phase 2 and the required 5
solo night flights (usually only traffic patterns).

The requirement for PIC X-country flying should therefore be reduced to 35
hours (see also AMC to Appendix 3 A).

B. The same applies to the CPL/IR integrated course paragraph 9 (b) and (c)
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(compare with AMC to Appendix 3 B).

C. In contrast to the above, there would be plenty of room in the CPL (VFR)
integrated course for X-country flights. The requirement of paragraph 9 (c¢)
could easily be lifted to 50 hours since there is no SPIC-time in this course.

AMC to Appendix 3 A: Phase 4 b. should be revised to only 20 hours SPIC in
accordance with Appendix 3 A

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The proposed text was taken over from Appendix 1 JAR-FCL 1.160 &
1.165(a)(1). Your proposal does not represent a surplus in safety and will
therefore not be taken into consideration when drafting the final text.

7669 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 B para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 30
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 218 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a
CPL, an ATPL and an IR - C. CPL integrated course - aeroplanes

p. 84-85

comment

response

907 comment by: ERA

Appendix 3 Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR

Section C 7 in Appendix 3 to IR-FCL request that the theorical knowledge
course shall comprise at least 350 hours of instruction. In Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL the requested hours are either 300 hours or 200 hours where the applicant
already holds a PPL. ERA members request that this range of hours are
maintained [i.e. 200 hours in case applicant already holds PPL). There seems
no justification to jump from 200 hours to 350 hours for applicants already
holding a PPL . The length of instruction should be less not more than the
original extended 300 hours of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL.

Not accepted

As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had agreed with
the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals.

The text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(3) had been amended by
this NPA from 300 to 350 hours.

The text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(4) had been amended by
this NPA from 200 to 250 hours.
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1056 comment by: CAA Belgium

C.7 The number of 350 hours is different from JAR-FCL (300 hrs or 200 hrs if
applicant has a PPL) altough the program is similar

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 907 above.

5017 comment by: Chris Gowers

Page 85, para 9(d) Last sentence. Delete “full stop”.

Unnecessary requirement. Touch and go landings are demanding enough to
meet the training requirement and facilitate ease of completion of this
requirement at training organisations.

Not accepted

It is correct that touch and go landings are demanding.
It is also important to demonstrate that the pilot is able to perform full stop
landings within a certain distance (e.g. on short runways).

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
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consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6052 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

FLYING TRAINING
9

() 5 hours to be carried out in an aeroplane certificated for the
carriage of at least 4 persons that has a variable pitch propeller and an engine
200 hp or more.

Any new single-engine piston aeroplane does not have retractable landing
gear. More important than retractable landing gear is aeroplanes performance
and TOW, so the requirement of the retractable landing gear should be
replaced by engine power or minimum TOW or stalling speed.

Not accepted

After carefully assessing your input, the Agency has decided to keep the text of
its proposal (which follows the text of JAR-FCL) unchanged.

6076 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

C. CPL integrated course aeroplanes 9 (e)

Page No*: 85

Comment: This should include FTD level 2

Justification: FTD level 2 is a cockpit specific device with all systems fully
functional and is therefore somewhere between FNPT Il and FS

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

10 hours of instrument flight instruction, of which up to 5 hours may be
instrument ground time in a FNPT I, or FNPT II, FTD 2 or flight simulator.

Noted

The Agency follows your proposal.

The sections B.9(e)(ii), C.9(e) and D.9 of Appendix 3 will be amended
accordingly by adding FTD 2.
See response to comment No 6064

6357 comment by: Axel Schwarz
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A. The requirement 10 (b) and (c) with 50 hours X-country PIC-time and 20
hours SPIC time for the required 70 hours total PIC time leaves no space for
the initial solo flights (usually non X-country) in Phase 2 and the required 5
solo night flights (usually only traffic patterns).

The requirement for PIC X-country flying should therefore be reduced to 35
hours (see also AMC to Appendix 3 A).

B. The same applies to the CPL/IR integrated course paragraph 9 (b) and (c)
(compare with AMC to Appendix 3 B).

C. In contrast to the above, there would be plenty of room in the CPL (VFR)
integrated course for X-country flights. The requirement of paragraph 9 (c¢)
could easily be lifted to 50 hours since there is no SPIC-time in this course.

AMC to Appendix 3 A: Phase 4 b. should be revised to only 20 hours SPIC in
accordance with Appendix 3 A

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The proposed text was taken over from Appendix 1 JAR-FCL 1.160 &
1.165(a)(1). Your proposal does not represent a surplus in safety and will
therefore not be taken into consideration when drafting the final text.

7391 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR
C. CPL integrated course — aeroplanes

FLYING TRAINING

9

(f) 5 hours to be carried out in an aeroplane certificated for the carriage
of at least 4 persons that has a variable pitch propeller and an engine 200 hp
or more.

Hardly any new single-engine piston aeroplanes (especially European built) do
not have retractable landing gear. More important than retractable landing
gear is aeroplanes performance and TOW, so the requirement of the
retractable landing gear should be replaced by engine power or minimum TOW
or stalling speed.

Not accepted

Please see response to comment No 6052 above

7670 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 C para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:
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3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 24
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete paragraph A.3 and include in the AMC
to Appendix 3 A. the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - D. CPL modular course - aeroplanes p. 85-86

comment | 165 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority
CPL Modular Course
3(b) where a multi-engine or type rated aeroplane is to be used for the CPL
Skill Test - It is not entirely clear if the prerequisites for the course include the
sucessful completion of the multiengine or type rating skill test - i.e. before the
commencment of the CPL course

response | Noted
Only the prerequisites for the ME type rating need to have been complied with.
The text of paragraph 3(b) remains unchanged, and a reference to a certain
amount of flight in ME aeroplanes has been added to paragraph 12.

comment | 339 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

Numbering error
Skill test should be numbered 14

EXPERIENCE

13 The applicant for a CPL(A) shall have completed at least 200 hours flight
time, including 100 hours as pilot in command, of which 20 hours of
crosscountry flight as pilot in command, which shall include a VFR crosscountry
flight of at least 540 km (300 NM), in the course of which full stop landings at
two aerodromes different from the aerodrome of departure shall be made.

Hours as pilot in command of other categories of aircraft may count towards
the 200 hours flight time, in the following cases:

(a) 30 hours in helicopter, if the applicant holds a PPL(H); or

(b) 100 hours in helicopters, if the applicant holds a CPL(H); or

(c) 30 hours in touring motor gliders or gliders.

(d) 30 hours in airships, if the applicant holds a PPL(AS);

(e) 60 hours in airships, if the applicant holds a CPL(As);

SKILL TEST
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33 14 On completion of the flying training and relevant experience
requirements the applicant shall take the CPL(A) skill test on either a single-
engine or a multi-engine aeroplane

Accepted

The numbering has been corrected.

908 comment by: ERA

Appendix 3 Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR

Section D 7 Appendix 3 to IR-FCL requres that the theorical knowledge course
shall comprise at least 250 hours of instruction. The Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
currently request 200 hours. ERA members would like to understand the
reason for the increase of 50 hours both here and in Section C 7 ? There is no
reports that the current hours demanded have proved inadequate in meeting
the level required.

Noted

As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had agreed with
the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals. The text of
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165(a)(4) had been amended by this NPA
from 200 to 250 hours.

1057 comment by: CAA Belgium

D.7 The number of 250 hrs of instruction is different from JAR-FCL (200 hrs)
altough the program is similar.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 908 above.

2016 comment by: Swiss Pilot School Asociation

Proposal:

1 The aim of the CPL(A) modular course is to train PPL(A) holders to the level
of proficiency necessary for the issue of a CPL(A).

2 Before commencing a CPL(A) modular course an applicant shall be the holder
of a PPL(A) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

3 Before commencing the flight training the applicant shall:

(a) have completed 150 hours flight time,

(b) have complied with the prerequisites for the issue of a class or type rating
for multiengine aeroplanes if a multiengine aeroplane is to be used on the skKill
test.

Advantage: It is allowed to do the CPL-training on a SEP aircraft. It doesn’t
make sense to train all the MEP items before beginning of the CPL-training.
More efficient is a parallel training to be ready with both items (MEP and CPL)
before the skill test.

More time and cost efficient training

Noted

Thank you for your comment, but the Agency cannot identify what it is the
change you are proposing. The text seems to be just a copy of the text of the
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NPA.

2614 comment by: CAA Belgium
810

Add: Hours done in a BITD shall not be credited.

Reason: is also valid for 8A,B and C of this appendix.

Not accepted

After carefully reviewing the input received on this issue, the Agency has
decided to keep the exclusion of credit for hours done in a BITD.

3290 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Part FCL . Appendix 3

D. CPL modular course-aeroplanes

Editorial

To add the title: GENERAL, after the header and before 81 ... this will be
consistent with other courses see i.e. "C. CPL integrated course Aeroplane”
Accepted

The title GENERAL will be added for consistency

3589 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union
Proposal:

1 The aim of the CPL(A) modular course is to train PPL(A) holders to the level
of proficiency necessary for the issue of a CPL(A).

2 Before commencing a CPL(A) modular course an applicant shall be the holder
of a PPL(A) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

3 Before commencing the flight training the applicant shall:

(a) have completed 150 hours flight time,

(b) have complied with the prerequisites for the issue of a class or type rating
for multiengine aeroplanes if a multiengine aeroplane is to be used on the sKill
test.

Advantage:

It is allowed to do the CPL-training on a SEP aircraft. It doesn’t make sense to
train all the MEP items before beginning of the CPL-training. More efficient is a
parallel training to be ready with both items (MEP and CPL) before the skill
test.

More time and cost efficient training

Noted

See response to comment No 2016 above

3692 comment by: Susana Nogueira
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D. Paragraph 13
Transfer to Subparte D as a requirement.

Not accepted

The Agency does not agree with your proposal. Items included in Appendices
are requirements and have the same status as other paragraphs in Part-FCL.

3882 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
Appendix 3:

In Part D, No 14 is mislabelled as No 13.

The helicopter skill test requirements for the instrument part at the end of the
ATP/IR integrated course according to APP.3, Part E, No. 11 and the CPL/IR
integrated course according to APP.3, Part G, No. 10, differ. There is no
explanation given for these differences. Since the aim of an ATP/IR integrated
course is the ability to fly commercially on multi pilot and multiengine
helicopters, how come the IR-skill test can be done on single-engine
helicopters? Is this really intended?

Furthermore, the requirement stated in APP.3, Part G, No. 10 appears to be in
contradiction with FCL.720.H (c) (1), which requires the passing of a ATPL(H)
theoretical knowledge examination in order to operate an multiengine
helicopter. In the CPL/IR integrated helicopter course there is no requirement
to have theoretical knowledge instruction ATP and to pass ATPL theoretical
knowledge examination, nevertheless the IR-skill test for the CPL/IR shall be
done on a multiengine helicopter.

EASA is highly recommended to thoroughly reconsider the feasibility of higher
IR requirements on a CPL/IR course compared to the requirements on a
ATP/IR course.

Accepted
The paragraph-number for SKILL TEST will be corrected from 13 to 14.

The text related to the skill test in the ATP/IR integrated and CPL/IR integrated
courses has been amended taking into account your comment. It should be
mentioned that the comment is right with identifying the inconsistency
between the helicopter to be used for the ATP/IR and for the CPL/IR skill test.
These proposals were based on the appropriate Appendices in JAR-FCL 2 (e.g.
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(3)) where you will find exactly the
same requirements. The Agency decided to align these requirements and to
require also a multi-engine IFR certificated helicopter to be used for the ATP/IR
skill test.

5018 comment by: Chris Gowers

Page 86, para 11(b) Last sentence. Delete “full stop”.
Unnecessary requirement. Touch and go landings are demanding enough to

meet the training requirement and facilitate ease of completion of this
requirement at training organisations.
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ICAO only specifies landings.
Not accepted

It is correct that touch and go landings are demanding.
It is also important to demonstrate that the pilot is able to perform full stop
landings within a certain distance (e.g. on short runways).

5458 comment by: CAA Belgium
In Part D, No 14 is mislabelled as No 13.

The helicopter skill test requirements for the instrument part at the end of the
ATP/IR integrated course according to APP.3, Part E, No. 11 and the CPL/IR
integrated course according to APP.3, Part G, No. 10, differ. There is no
explanation given for these differences. Since the aim of an ATP/IR integrated
course is the ability to fly commercially on multi pilot and multiengine
helicopters, how come the IR-skill test can be done on single-engine
helicopters? Is this really intended?

Furthermore, the requirement stated in APP.3, Part G, No. 10 appears to be in
contradiction with FCL.720.H (c) (1), which requires the passing of a ATPL(H)
theoretical knowledge examination in order to operate an multiengine
helicopter. In the CPL/IR integrated helicopter course there is no requirement
to have theoretical knowledge instruction ATP and to pass ATPL theoretical
knowledge examination, nevertheless the IR-skill test for the CPL/IR shall be
done on a multiengine helicopter.

EASA is highly recommended to thoroughly reconsider the feasibility of higher
IR requirements on a CPL/IR course compared to the requirements on a
ATP/IR course.

Accepted

Please see response to comment No 3882 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
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may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6057 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

D. CPL modular course — aeroplanes
FLYING TRAINING

12 At least 5 hours to be carried out in an aeroplane certificated for the
carriage of at least 4 persons that has a variable pitch propeller and an engine
200 hp or more.

Any new single-engine piston aeroplane does not have retractable landing
gear. More important than retractable landing gear is aeroplanes performance
and TOW, so the requirement of the retractable landing gear should be
replaced by engine power or minimum TOW or stalling speed

Not accepted

After carefully considering your input, the Agency has decided not to amend
the text of the proposal, and stay with the text coming from JAR-FCL.

6058 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

EXPERIENCE

13 The applicant for a CPL(A) shall have completed at least 200 hours
flight time, including maximum 35 hours instrument ground time (if the
applicant has an instrument rating), 100 hours as pilot in
command,.....................
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Not accepted

The Agency has amended the text of paragraph 13 to be in line with JAR-FCL.
Your proposal represents a change in relation to JAR-FCL, for which you give
no justification.

6077 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

D. CPL modular course aeroplanes 9

Page No*: 86

Comment: This should include FTD level 2

Justification: FTD level 2 is a cockpit specific device with all systems fully
functional and is therefore somewhere between FNPT Il and FS

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Applicants without an instrument rating shall be given at least 25 hours dual
flight instruction, including 10 hours of instrument instruction of which up to 5
hours may be instrument ground time in a BITD or a FNPT | or Il, a FTD 2 or a
flight simulator.

Accepted

The Agency follows your proposal.

The sections B.9(e)(ii), C.9(e) and D.9 of Appendix 3 will be amended
accordingly by adding FTD 2.

6078 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 D Paragraph13(c)/1 Paragraphl1(c)/L
Paragraphl11(c)

Page No: 86/93/96

Comment: The word ‘gliders’ is undefined in EASA.FCL
Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change ‘gliders’ to ‘sailplanes or powered sailplanes’

Partially accepted

The term ‘gliders’ will be changed to ‘sailplanes’.

6367 comment by: Axel Schwarz

Paragraph 12: The CPL course should prepare students for commercial
operations. Since the number of propeller-driven aeroplanes in commercial
operations is constantly decreasing | suggest to also accept any aeroplane
requiring a type-rating as a "complex aeroplane" for the CPL-training instead of
allowing only "aeorplanes certificated for the carriage of at least 4 persons and
having a variable pitch propeller and retractable landing gear".

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 6057 above.

6526 comment by: Austro Control GmbH
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Comment: Editorial Change
Proposed Text: Skill Test 13 should become 14.

response | Accepted

The paragraph-number for SKILL TEST will be corrected from 13 to 14

comment | 7291 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland
We propose:

1 The aim of the CPL(A) modular course is to train PPL(A) holders to the level
of proficiency necessary for the issue of a CPL(A).

2 Before commencing a CPL(A) modular course an applicant shall be the holder
of a PPL(A) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

3 Before commencing the flight training the applicant shall:

(a) have completed 150 hours flight time,

(b) have complied with the prerequisites for the issue of a class or type rating
for multiengine aeroplanes if a multiengine aeroplane is to be used on the skill
test.

Advantages:

1) It is allowed to do the CPL-training on a SEP aircraft. It doesn't make sense
to train all the MEP items before beginning of the CPL-training. More efficient is
a parallel training to be ready with both items (MEP and CPL) before the skill
test.

More time and cost efficient training

response | Noted

See response to comment No 2016 above

comment | 7395 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

D. CPL modular course — aeroplanes
FLYING TRAINING

12 At least 5 hours to be carried out in an aeroplane certificated for the
carriage of at least 4 persons that has a variable pitch propeller and an engine
200 hp or more.

Hardly any new single-engine piston aeroplanes (especially European built) do
not have retractable landing gear. More important than retractable landing
gear is aeroplanes performance and TOW, so the requirement of the
retractable landing gear should be replaced by engine power or minimum TOW
or stalling speed.

response | Noted
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Please see response to comment No 6057 above

7401 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

EXPERIENCE

13 The applicant for a CPL(A) shall have completed at least 200 hours
flight time, including maximum of 35 hours instrument ground time (if
the applicant has an instrument rating and ground time has been part
of his/her instrument training course), 100 hours as pilot in
command,.............c.oee...

If FNPT time can be used towards an IR rating, it makes no sense if it cannot
be used towards a CPL license.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 6058 above.

7672 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 D para 5:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

5 The course of theoretical knowledge shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training. The flight instruction and skill
test shall be completed within the period of validity of the pass in the
theoretical examinations. An expired theoretical may be renewed by
passing the examination again.

Partially accepted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 1.160 & 1.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, similarly to what has been done for the integrated course, the
Agency will delete paragraph D.5 and include in the AMC to Appendix D.5.,
including provision for the extension fo the duration of the training, as
proposed.

The same change will be made in all the modular courses, for reasons of
consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a
CPL, an ATPL and an IR - E. ATP/IR integrated course - helicopters

p. 86-88

comment

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1624 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

E. General (1): The aim in this paragraph is to train pilots as a co-pilot on
multi-pilot, multi-engine helicopter. This should be the aim of the CPL or MPL
course.
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PROPOSAL
E. General (1): replace co-pilot with pilot-in command.

Not accepted

MPL does not exist for helicopter.

At the end of the ATP integrated course the graduate will obtain a CPL/IR,
which will allow him/her to operate in multi-pilot operation in CAT as co-pilot.
Only after complying with the experience and skill test requirements for the
ATPL will the pilot be able to operate as PIC in CAT. This is consistent with
what was established in JAR-FCL 1 and 2.

1776 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT
There are different numberings of the paragraphs.

1@ 10
1@ 0@

PROPOSAL
Check the appendix for a consistent numbering.

Accepted

Numbering system will be changed.

1779 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT

E. General (1): The aim in this paragraph is to train pilots as a co-pilot on
multi-pilot, multi-engine helicopter. This should be the aim of the CPL or MPL
course.

PROPOSAL
E. General (1): replace co-pilot with pilot-in command.

Not accepted

MPL does not exist for helicopter. See response to comment No 1624 above.

3245 comment by: john daly

Why can't 40 hours FNPT Il be included in the IR phase of the integrated
CPL(H)/IR as it is for the modular IR(H)? This seems to be anomolous.

Not accepted

At this time the Agency does not intend to deviate from the credits that were
established in JAR-FCL. However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking
programme a task that will deal with the introduction of the amendments to
the ICAO manual on FSTDs. This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency
and will re-assess the crediting provisions.

3294 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Page 71 of 793



response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Part FCL .
Appendix 3
E. ATP/IR Integrated course —Helicopters

To be consistent with the aim of an ATPL(H)/IR. (See GENERAL (1) )

SKILL TESTS

11 On completion of the related flying training the applicant shall take the
CPL(H) skill test on a multi-engine helicopter and the instrument rating skill
test on a IFR certificated multi engine er-a-single-engine helicopter and shall
comply with the requirements for MCC training.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The provisions for the skill test were taken from JAR FCL 2 (Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(1)). JAR-FCL required a skill test for the IR part on either a
multi-engine or a single-engine helicopter. For the skill test CPL/IR the JAR
requirements asked for an instrument rating skill test on an IFR-certificated
multi-engine helicopter.

The Agency carefully evaluated your comment and decided to align the two
requirements. Following your proposal the Agency will change the text for the
ATP/IR skill test to read: ‘...the instrument rating skill test on an IFR
certificated multi-engine helicopter’ in order to solve this inconsistency
between the ATP/IR and the CPL/IR.

5655 comment by: Bristow Academy

E paragraph 4
F paragraph 4
G Paragraph 4
H Paragraph 4
Delete "...or PPL(A) issued..." and "...or PPL(A) entrant....”

JAR-FCL2 allows no credit for PPL(A) holders. | suspect JAR-FCL1 allows credit
for PPL(A) and (H) holders and this has been carried over to this NPA without
consideration.

However, if the working group considered there should be a credit towards a
ATPL(H) or CPL(H) I suggest a smaller credit should be allowed for PPL(A)
holders.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue of crediting
for flight time in another aircraft category. You are right when stating that JAR-
FCL 2 does not accept any crediting for flight time on aeroplanes but JAR-FCL 1
does so.

However, as it was decided to stay as close as possible with JAR-FCL and
based on the fact that alternative requirements for crediting (‘smaller credit’
for PPL(A) holders) would need a further assessment the Agency decided to go
back to JAR-FCL and to delete the possibility to receive credit for the flight time
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on aeroplanes. The Agency is aware that this will lead to an inconsistency
between these requirements and the requirements for the courses for the
ATP/CPL aeroplanes but decided not to delete the crediting possibilities for
these courses for flight time on helicopters in order to stay with the
requirements in JAR-FCL 1. This issue might be reviewed again during a future
rulemaking task.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this maybe reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.
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6083 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph:

APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

E . ATP/IR integrated course — helicopters 10 (a) (2) (ii)

Page No*: 87

Comment: Reference to FTD1 should be removed

Justification: FTD level 1 is a systems trainer only e.g. FMS and is not
therefore suitable for teaching/ training instrument procedures or techniques.
Accepted

Thank you for sending your proposal.

The Agency reviewed carefully the issue raised by you. The proposal to accept
also instrument training on an FTD 1 was transferred from JAR FCL (Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(1)).

Based on your input it was discussed again with the experts and the Agency
decided to accept your proposal. The text will be amended and the reference to
FTD 1 will be deleted.

6963 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 — Training Courses for the issue of a CPL, ATPL and IR
Page No*: 86 to 92 of 647
Comment: E. ATP/IR Integrated Course — helicopters

paragraph 3 - does not state if the Authority can extend the course beyond 36
months;

F. ATP Integrated Course — helicopters

paragraph 3 - does not state if the Authority can extend the course beyond 36
months;

paragraph 7 — states 650 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction, JAR-FCL
states 550 hours

G. CPL/IR Integrated Course — helicopters

10 hours dual cross-country requirement missing (App 1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 &
2.165(a) (3) paragraph 12 (c) refers

H. CPL Integrated Course — Helicopters

paragraph 7 — states 350 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction, JAR-FCL
states 300 hours

I. CPL modular course — helicopters

paragraph 6 — states 250 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction, JAR-FCL
states 200 hours

Justification: Consistency with current requirements.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Existing requirements as per App 1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165(a) (1), (2), (3),
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(4) & (5).
Partially accepted

3.E. paragraph 3 and 3.F, paragraph 3:

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete these paragraphs and will include in the
AMC to Appendix 3 the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

3.F, paragraph 7, 3.H, paragraph 7, 3.1 paragraph 6:

As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had agreed with
the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals. The text of the
Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165 had been amended by this NPA, and the
differences in the hours that you mention were introduced.

3.G, paragraph 9(c):

The Agency when drafting the proposed requirements for the flight training for
the CPL/IR course transferred the JAR requirements (see Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 2.150 2.165(a)(3)). The decision not to include the dual cross-country
training was based on a numbering error (separate item (d) missing in the JAR
Appendix). Based on your input the issue was checked again and the Agency
agrees as the additional 10 hours dual cross-country training are also
mentioned as one element for the CPL integrated course (mentioned as
separate item in this Appendix).

The text will be changed accordingly and 10 hours dual cross-country flying will
be added.

7674 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 E para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 6963.

7685 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 E para 10(a)(3) and (f):
MCC mentioned twice. Logical place ref aeroplanes is (a)(3).

Accepted

In 3.E and 3.F the following will be deleted:
3.E paragraph 10 (f)
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and 3.F paragraph 10 (f)

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - F. ATP integrated course - helicopters p. 88-89
comment | 1072 comment by: CAA Belgium
F.7 : number of instruction 650 hrs is different from JAR-FCL (550 hrs). Any
explanation ?
F.10:
10 hrs MCC training are mentioned under (a)(iii) as well as under(f).
Idem for 10 hrs basic instrument: (a)(ii) as well as (e).
This is confusing.
response | Noted
F.7
As indicated in the explanatory note to this NPA, the Agency had agreed with
the JAA to include the text of draft NPA FCL-34 in its proposals. The text of the
Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165 had been amended by this NPA, and the
differences in the hours that you mention were introduced.
F.10
Paragraphs 10 (e) and (f) will be deleted.
comment 1625 comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus
Flugrettungsverein
STATEMENT
e F. General (1): The aim in this paragraph is to train pilots as a co-pilot
on multi-pilot, multi-engine helicopter. This should be the aim of the
CPL or MPL course.
e F. General (6): ...unable to complete the entire ATP(A).... seems to be
a typing error.
PROPOSAL
e F. General (1): replace co-pilot with pilot-in command.
F. General (6): replace ATP(A) with ATP(H).
response | Partially accepted
1st proposal: not accepted
MPL does not exist for helicopter.
At the end of the ATP integrated course the graduate will obtain a CPL/IR,
which will allow him/her to operate in multi-pilot operation in CAT as co-pilot.
Only after complying with the experience and skill test requirements for the
ATPL will the pilot be able to operate as PIC in CAT. This is consistent with
what was established in JAR-FCL 1 and 2.
2nd proposal: accepted
ATP(A) will be replaced by ATP(H)
comment | 1777 comment by: REGA
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STATEMENT
e F. General (1): The aim in this paragraph is to train pilots as a co-pilot
on multi-pilot, multi-engine helicopter. This should be the aim of the
CPL or MPL course.
e F. General (6): ...unable to complete the entire ATP(A).... seems to be
a typing error.

PROPOSAL
e F. General (1): replace co-pilot with pilot-in command.
F. General (6): replace ATP(A) with ATP(H).

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 1625 above.

3293 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Part FCL .
Appendix 3
F. ATP

Editorial
6 An applicant failing or unable to complete the entire ATP(H) A} course may
apply to the Authority

Accepted
ATP(A) will be replaced by ATP(H)

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.
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Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this maybe reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6086 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

F . ATP integrated course — helicopters 10 (a) (ii)

Page No*: 89

Comment: Reference to FTD1 should be removed

Justification: FTD level 1 is a systems trainer only e.g. FMS and is not
therefore suitable for teaching/ training instrument procedures or techniques.

Accepted

Thank you for sending your proposal.

The Agency reviewed carefully the issue raised by you. The proposal to accept
also instrument training on an FTD 1 was transferred from JAR FCL (Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(2)).

Based on your input it was discussed again with the experts and the Agency
decided to accept your proposal. The text will be amended and the reference to
FTD 1 will be deleted.

7082 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 3 E & F para 11

Page No: 88 & 89 of 647

Comment: The Skill Test should have an element of NTS testing as well as
MCC testing.

Justification: Consistency

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

“...helicopter and shall comply with the requirements of NTS and MCC training”

Not accepted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
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solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

comment | 7675 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 F para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 36
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

response | Noted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete these paragraphs and include in the
AMC to Appendix 3 the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

comment | 7686 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 F para 10(a)(iii) and (f):
MCC mentioned twice. Logical place ref aeroplanes is (a)(iii).

Numbering system in 10(a) differs from other; normally number-letter-
number-and then (i), (ii)...

response | Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment No 1072 above.
Numbering system will be corrected.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - G. CPL/IR integrated course - helicopters p- 89-90

comment | 1901 comment by: French Army AVN. FTO

Each year from 2001, the French Army Aviation FTO has been rating more
than 100 helicopter pilots, of the 3 French services and the French
Gendarmerie. It estimates being experienced enough to consider that
the present solo / SPIC ratio and the helicopter / simulated flight ratio
is completely satisfactory.

First of all, the French Army Aviation FTO requests to maintain the solo / SPIC
ratio at the same level as the present one, according to the FCL2 (15 hours of
solo + 20 hours of SPIC).

Indeed, if we bring the dual instruction sessions down, we estimate to dim the
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level of our pilots' skill, which can be directly detrimental to the flight

safety.

Second, the French Army Aviation FTO requests to maintain the simulation rate
at the level of the FCL2 rate (25 hours of visual instruction + 30 hours of
instrument instruction).

Having rated, from 2001, more than 100 CPL(H) + 55 IR (H) each year,
we have inserted since 2005, on FNPT3, 35 hours of simulated flight during the
CPL phase, plus 30 hours on FNPT2 / FFS during the instrument flight phase.
With that expertise (4500 hours each year, and an estimate 9600 hours
for the year 2009 on FNPT3 + 4200 hours on FNPT2 and FFS), we are
completely satisfied about our pilot's level : all the students that have taken
the CPL /IR exam, have been qualified. We have invested a great amount of
money to acquire 6 FNPT3 (which will be upgraded to meet the FTD standards)
for the visual instruction, plus 2 FNPT2 for the IR(H) instruction, plus one FFS
for the IR(H) and type rating instructions. We firmly request that the
simulation ratio is not reduced.

Then, we suggest this ratio, of a "CPL/IR integrated”, to be equal to the total of
the CPL integrated and modular IR(H) ones : 70 hours on FNPT2/3 (30 hours
of visual instruction + 40 of instrument instruction).

Noted

Your comment refers to CPL(H) Integrated Course of JAR-FCL 2 Amendment 4.
Our NPA is in line with JAR-FCL 2 Amendment 6, as it was described in the
Explanatory Note.

In addition, regarding your proposals for the simulation ratio, at this time the
Agency does not intend to deviate from what was established in JAR-FCL.
However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking programme a task that will
deal with the introduction of the amendments to the ICAO manual on FSTDs.
This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency and will re-assess the
crediting provisions.

2411 comment by: French Army AVN. FTO

For the SPIC / SOLO ratio, the French Army Aviation FTO, motivate its requests
with the NPA 22F safety report ( 2.3.2 FCL safety level in Europe, page 16 to
32):

1. Unauthorized airspace penetration (page 26): “a total of almost 1500
incidents/year...of which 100 occurred with helicopters”. The helicopters
pilots are down numbered and this confirms our request of maintaining
the present solo/spic ratio.

2. piloting skill:

“78% of the accidents recorded regards helicopters below 2.250 Kg MTOM”
(page 18),

“47% of helicopter accidents occurred during recreational flights” (page 19),
“as a conclusion, ... four of the top categories can be linked mainly to piloting
skill (loss of control in flight, loss of control on the ground, abnormal runway
contact, controlled flight into terrain), at least 50% of the accidents for this
group of aircraft are due to FCL causal factors” (page 23).

As a consequence, we request, once more, to maintain the ratio of dual flight,
existing in the present CPL /IR integrated course with the objective of
maintaining or increasing the level of the safety flight level.

Noted
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See response to comment No 1901 above

2467 comment by: Rod Wood

The helicopter IR must be issued on a multi engined helicopter yet there is no
allowance in the integrated course to cover the VFR element of a twin
conversion.5 hrs VFR conversion plus LST should be included.

Noted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the text
from Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165(a)(3). At this time, the Agency
does not intend to change the text in this regard. This could eventually be the
subject of a future rulemaking task.

3244 comment by: john daly

Why can't 40 hours FNPT Il be included in the IR phase of the integrated
CPL(H)/IR as it is for the modular IR(H)? This seems to be anomolous.

Noted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the text
from Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165(a)(3). It agrees that there is a
certain inconsistency between the requirements for the modular IR(H) course
and the requirement here in Appendix 3 At this time the Agency does not
intend to deviate from the credits that were established in JAR-FCL.

However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking programme a task that will
deal with the introduction of the amendments to the ICAO manual on FSTDs.
This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency and will re-assess the
crediting provisions.

3527 comment by: Rod Wood
Para 9(a)(ii)(1) Delete "20", insert "40"

In order to have commonality with the Flying Training allowance of the Modular
IR(H), the instrument instruction allowed in a FNPT 1l should be 40 hours.

Noted

See response to comment No 3244 above

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.
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Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6087 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

G. CPL/IR integrated course — Helicopters 9 (a) (ii) (2)

Page No*: 90

Comment: Reference to FTD1 should be removed

Justification: FTD level 1 is a systems trainer only e.g. FMS and is not
therefore suitable for teaching/ training instrument procedures or techniques.

Accepted

Thank you for sending your proposal.

The Agency reviewed carefully the issue raised by you. The proposal to accept
also instrument training on an FTD 1 was transferred from JAR FCL (Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(3)).

Based on your input it was discussed again with the experts and the Agency
decided to accept your proposal. The text will be amended and the reference to
FTD 1 deleted.
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7467 comment by: Bristow Academy

1. Suggest a change to Para 2:

2) ool in two continuous courses of training, which need not be
concurrent, as arranged.......

The reason for the suggestion is it may not be possible to sequence the IR
course to continuously follow the CPL course as Bristow Academy operates
from more than one campus.

2. Suggest a change to Para 3:
A ...... complete the course within a period of 30 36 months

The reason for the change is the ATPL/IR course is 36 months and the only
item missing from the CPL/IR is the 15 hours of MCC.

3. Comment:

No additional flying has been included to allow for the 8 hours normally needed
for the ME type rating. This is not a problem as some of the hours allocated
may be used for this activity.

4. Suggest a change to para 10

(10) ....shall take the CPL(H) skill test either on a multi engine or a single
engine helicopter, but may be tested having flown up to 5 hours less
than the required syllabus hours for that test, subject to meeting all of
the other Ilicence issue requirements and the instrument rating
........... multi engine helicopter. The balance of hours must be flown on
the course prior to licence application.

This change is an extract from the CAA Flight Examiners Handbook.
Noted

1. Not accepted.
The integrated course must be continuous even if it is divided into two parts.

2. Not accepted. The 30 months include 500 hrs theory + 180 hrs flying time
instead of 750 hrs theory + 195 hrs flying time

However, please note that as a result of the comments received, the Agency
has transfered the reference to the duration of the training courses to AMC.

3.Noted.

4. Not accepted. The Agency intends to follow the requirements of JAR-FCL.
Your proposal seems to be based on a national exemption.

7676 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 G para 3:

The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 30
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Page 83 of 793



response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Noted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete these paragraphs and include in the
AMC to Appendix 3 the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - H. CPL integrated course - helicopters p. 90-91
comment | 1075 comment by: CAA Belgium
H.7 : same remark as for the other training courses: the number of hours
(350) is different from JAR-FCL (300). Any explanation ?
response | Noted
Please see replies to other comments on the same issue.
As described in the Explanatory Note, the number of hours is based on the
accepted NPA FCL 34, which changed the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 &
2.165.
comment | 1902 comment by: French Army AVN. FTO

Each year from 2001, the French Army Aviation FTO has been rating more
than 100 helicopter pilots, of the 3 French services and the French
Gendarmerie. It estimates being experienced enough to consider that
the present solo / SPIC ratio and the helicopter / simulated flight ratio
is completely satisfactory.

First of all, the French Army Aviation FTO requests to maintain the solo / SPIC
ratio at the same level as the present one, according to the FCL2 (15 hours of
solo + 20 hours of SPIC).

Indeed, if we bring the dual instruction sessions down, we estimate to dim the
level of our pilots' skill, which can be directly detrimental to the flight
safety.

Second, the French Army Aviation FTO requests to maintain the simulation rate
at the level of the FCL2 rate (30 hours of visual instruction + 5 hours on basic
instrument instruction).

Having rated, from 2001, more than 100 CPL(H) each year, we have inserted
since 2005, on FNPT3, 35 hours of simulated flight. With that expertise (4500
hours each year, and an estimate 9600 hours for the year 2009) we are
completely satisfied about our pilot's level : all the students that have taken
the CPL exam, have been qualified. We have invested a great amount of
money to acquire 6 FNPT3 (which will be upgraded to meet the FTD standards)
for the visual instruction. We firmly request that the simulation ratio
should not be reduced.
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Noted

Your comment refers to JAR-FCL 2 Amendment 4. The Agency’s NPA is in line
with JAR-FCL 2 Amendment 6, as it was described in the Explanatory Note.

In addition, regarding your proposals for the simulation ratio, at this time the
Agency does not intend to deviate from what was established in JAR-FCL.
However, the Agency already has in its rulemaking programme a task that will
deal with the introduction of the amendments to the ICAO manual on FSTDs.
This task will also review Part-FCL for consistency and will re-assess the
crediting provisions.

2412 comment by: French Army AVN. FTO

For the SPIC / SOLO ratio, the French Army Aviation FTO, motivate its requests
with the NPA 22F safety report ( 2.3.2 FCL safety level in Europe, page 16 to
32):

1. Unauthorized airspace penetration (page 26): “a total of almost 1500
incidents/year...of which 100 occurred with helicopters”. The helicopters
pilots are down numbered and this confirms our request of maintaining
the present solo/spic ratio.

2. piloting skill:

“78% of the accidents recorded regards helicopters below 2.250 Kg MTOM”
(page 18),

“47% of helicopter accidents occurred during recreational flights” (page
19),

“as a conclusion, ... four of the top categories can be linked mainly to

piloting skill (loss of control in flight, loss of control on the ground,

abnormal runway contact, controlled flight into terrain), at least 50% of the

accidents for this group of aircraft are due to FCL causal factors” (page 23).
As a consequence, we request, once more, to maintain the ratio of dual flight,
existing in the present CPL integrated course with the objective of maintaining
or increasing the level of the safety flight level.

Noted

See response to comment No 1902 above

3291 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Part FCL . Appendix 3
H. CPL integrated course —Helicopter

Editorial
To add the title: GENERAL, after the header and before 81 ... this will be
consistent with other courses see i.e. "C. CPL integrated course Aeroplane"

Accepted

The title GENERAL will be added after the header and before paragraph 1 for
the chapters D, | and L for the modular courses

5664 comment by: Bristow Academy

1. Para 9 (a) (ii) states:
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" up to 10 hours may be instrument instruction, and........
Para 9 (f) states:
" 10 hours of instrument dual instruction time, including.....

What is the difference between "instrument instruction” and "instrument dual
instruction time"? One of these two statements needs removing to make
sense.

2.Suggest a change to para 10

(10) ....shall take the CPL(H) skill test but may be tested having flown up
to 5 hours less than the required syllabus hours for that test, subject
to meeting all of the other licence issue requirements. The balance of
hours must be flown on the course prior to licence application.

This change is an extract from the CAA Flight Examiners Handbook.
Noted

1. The Agency checked again the issue raised concerning the required
instrument instruction. JAR-FCL 2 had the same requirements in its Appendix 1
to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(4) and the Agency transferred the number of hours
specified into the future regulations. As both training items mentioned are
partially different (the requirement in (9)(f) allowing IR dual instruction also on
aeroplanes and the one in (9)(a)(ii) allowing some training on an FTD or FNPT)
the Agency decided to keep the requirement as it is. You are right that a
certain amount of instrument training (5 hours dual instrument training on a
helicopter) can be used to fulfil both requirements.

2. Not accepted. The Agency intends to follow the requirements of JAR-FCL.
Your proposal seems to be based on a national exemption.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
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type, class or generation.
e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6088 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: APPENDIX 3

TRAINING COURSES FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL, AN ATPL AND AN IR

H. CPL integrated course Helicopters 9 (a) (ii)

Page No*: 90

Comment: Reference to FTD1 should be removed

Justification: FTD level 1 is a systems trainer only e.g. FMS and is not
therefore suitable for teaching/ training instrument procedures or techniques.

Accepted

Thank you for sending your proposal.

The Agency reviewed carefully the issue raised by you. The proposal to accept
also instrument training on an FTD 1 was transferred from JAR FCL (Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 2.160 2.165(a)(4)).

Based on your input it was discussed again with the experts and the Agency
decided to accept your proposal. The text will be amended and the reference to
FTD 1 will be deleted.

7678 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 H para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 24

months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.
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Noted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete these paragraphs and include in the
AMC to Appendix 3 the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a
CPL, an ATPL and an IR - I. CPL modular course - helicopters

p. 92-93

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

263 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority

CPL(H) modular course paragraph 2(b) requires 155 hours helicopter flight
time for course entry. There are no credits given for other categories. Yet
paragraph 11 gives credits for other categories. These credits for other
categories should be included in 2(b) otherwise the two paragraphs conflict.
John Swan 1.9.2008

Noted

The Agency sees no reason why this should be moved to Subpart D.
Requirements in Appendix 3 do not lose any binding character. They still
belong to Subpart D.

1084 comment by: CAA Belgium
11. Experience should not be mentioned here but should go to subpart D.
Not accepted

Please see reply to comment No 263 above.

2469 comment by: Rod Wood

Para 5 (a) After ...... level: add "The theoretical knowledge may be undertaken
whilst achieving the 155 hours flight time and a pass in all subjects must be
achieved before commencement of para (b);

At present para 2 reads as though 155 flight hours must be achieved before
commencing the ground school.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment No 3414 below.

3209 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Experience should go to subpart D

Noted
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See response to comment No 263 above.

3414 comment by: NACA
Section 1 - (2)

This paragraph should be changed i.a.w. appendix 3-section D (2 and 3) i.e. :

2(a) Before commencing a CPL(H) modular course an applicant shall be the
holder of a PPL(H) issued i.a.w. ICAO Annexl1.

(b) Before commencing the flight training the applicant shall have completed
155 hours flight time as a pilot in helicopters, including 50 hours as PIC of
which 10 hours shall be cross-croutry.

(c) Have complied with FCL.725 ... etc

Section | — (8)

Why the 5 hour difference in required flying hours between a CPL(A) and
CPL(H)? We suggest to amend this.

Section I — (11)

Credit towards the required 185 for a CPL(H) is 50 hours if the applicant holds
a CPL(A).

In reverse however credit towards the required 200 hours for a CPL(A) is 100
hours if the applicant holds a CPL(H).

What is the reason for this extremely large difference in hours while the rest of
the credits is more or less inline with each other?

Partially accepted

1(2)

The Agency agrees with your proposal and will allow that the 155 hours flight
time might be completed during the ‘ground school’. This is in line now with
the requirements for the CPL modular course aeroplanes. The text will be
aligned with the wording used for the aeroplane section.

1 (8) and (11)
The reason for both the differences is that the helicopter handling
characteristics are more demanding. This difference in coming from JAR-FCL.

3786 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Part FCL Appendix 3
Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR

- 1. CPL modular course - helicopters

Experience requirements should not be mentioned here but should go to
subpart D, as for the other licences’ experience requirements.

Not accepted

The Agency sees no reason why these requirements should not be included in
an Appendix. Please note that the status of Appendices is the same as for the
Subparts.

Page 89 of 793



comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

5649 comment by: Bristow Academy

Para 3 Add:
If the flying training course is interrupted, the approval of the Authority shall
be obtained before proceeding.

The rationale for this comment is a candidate who has to terminate the course
for unexpected reasons will get no credit for time already completed. Under
JAR's the Authority can give dispensation for the course to proceed "at the
discretion of the HT"

Not accepted

The Agency does not see a need to consider this special case.

This may be solved via the approval of the training organisation, covered by
the Safety Management System (SMS) of the ATO, or even be handled through
article 14 of the BR.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted
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Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

6079 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 D Paragraph13(c)/l Paragraphl1(c)/L
Paragraphl11(c)

Page No: 86/93/96

Comment: The word ‘gliders’ is undefined in EASA.FCL
Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change ‘gliders’ to ‘sailplanes or powered sailplanes’

Partially accepted

The expression ‘gliders’ will be changed to ‘sailplanes’

7679 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 | para 4:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

4The course of theoretical knowledge shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training. The flight instruction and skill
test shall be completed within the period of validity of the pass in the
theoretical examinations. An expired theoretical may be renewed by
passing the examination again.

Noted

The Agency’s proposal was based on its understanding of what were the safety
relevant requirements in the Appendices to JAR-FCL 2.160 & 2.165. Based on
several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not an
essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete these paragraphs and include in the
AMC to Appendix 3 the related text of JAR-FCL, including the mention that the
period may be extended if additional training is provided.

The same change will be made in all the integrated courses, for reasons of
consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a
CPL, an ATPL and an IR - J. CPL/IR integrated course — Airships

p. 93-94

comment

1082 comment by: CAA Belgium
J.8: is there a CQB for airship ?
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J.9: are there any airship FS/FTD or FNPTII certified within EU ?
Noted

J.8: No, for the moment the CQB only covers aeroplanes and helicopters. This
may change in the future.

J.9: Not yet.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.
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7680 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 J para 3:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 30
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

Based on several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not
an essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete this paragraph and include it in the AMC
to Appendix 3, including the mention that the period may be extended if
additional training is provided.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a
CPL, an ATPL and an IR - K. CPL integrated course - Airships

p. 94-95

comment

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
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so as to address the above.
Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.

7681 comment by: CAA Finland

App 3 K para 3:

The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

3 The applicant shall complete the course within a maximum period of 24
months or the approved training organization shall give additional
training and give a certificate specifying that training.

Noted

Based on several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not
an essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete this paragraph and include it in the AMC
to Appendix 3, including the mention that the period may be extended if
additional training is provided.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 3: Training courses for the issue of a

CPL, an ATPL and an IR - L. CPL modular course - Airships p. 95-96
comment | 1085 comment by: CAA Belgium
L.11 Experience should not be mentioned here but should go to subpart D.
response | Not accepted
The Agency sees no reason why this should be transferred to Subpart D.
Please note that an Appendix has the same binding status as the Subpart.
comment | 3210 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Experience should go to subpart D
response | Noted
See response to comment No 1085
comment | 3292 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Part FCL . Appendix 3
L. CPL modular course- Airship
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Editorial
To add the title: GENERAL, after the header and before 81 ... this will be
consistent with other courses see i.e. "C. CPL integrated course Aeroplane"

Accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
The Agency agrees and will change the text accordingly.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Thank you for your comment and the proposal.

Please see reply to your same comment on other sections of Appendix 3, and
note that at this time the Agency has decided to leave the majority of this
Appendix in the rule, and only pass to AMC specific points, based on the
comments received.

However, this may be reviewed and amended as appropriate in a future
rulemaking task. Within this NPA the Agency follows closely JAR-FCL.

The Agency appreciates your willingness to provide detailed proposals where
changes or amendments might be appropriate.
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6081 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 3 D Paragraph13(c)/l Paragraphl1(c)/L Paragraphl1(c)
Page No: 86/93/96

Comment: The word ‘gliders’ is undefined in EASA.FCL

Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change ‘gliders’ to ‘sailplanes or powered sailplanes’

response | Accepted
The expression ‘gliders’ will be changed to ‘sailplanes’.

comment | 7682 comment by: CAA Finland
App 3 L para 4:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:
5 The course of theoretical knowledge shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training. The flight instruction and skill
test shall be completed within the period of validity of the pass in the
theoretical examinations. An expired theoretical may be renewed by
passing the examination again.

response | Noted
Based on several comments received on the same issue, it seems that it is not
an essential safety element that the course is completed within a certain time
limit. Therefore, the Agency will delete this paragraph and include it in the AMC
to Appendix 3, including the mention that the period may be extended if
additional training is provided.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 4: Skill test for the issue of a CPL p. 97
comment comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:
e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
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transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

response | Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for pilot licences, the Agency considers that
it is necessary that the content of skill tests/proficiency checks remains in the
rule.

comment | 7498 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

response | Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 5913.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 4: Skill test for the issue of a CPL - A.

General p. 97

comment | 1091 comment by: CAA Belgium

1. ...."shall have received instruction..."
Question: how much ? All of it ? Should be clarified.

3. "Further training may be required..."
Required by whom ? The examiner ? The competent authority ?
How much training ? What kind of training ?

response | Noted
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The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The phrase ....'shall have received instruction...” in paragraph 1 of Appendix 4
is exactly the same as in paragraph 1 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and JAR-
FCL 2.170.

The phrase .... ‘Further training may be required...” in paragraph 3 of Appendix
4 is exactly the same as in paragraph 4 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and
JAR-FCL 2.170.

The Agency is of the opinion that this does not need further explanation based
on the fact that the examiner will suggest further training, the ATO will further
evaluate the situation and define some training items and finally the competent
authority will be informed through the examiner.

1913 comment by: Nigel Roche

As appendix 4 covers both single engine and multi-engine CPL skills test
requirements | would suggest that para 2 reflected this throughout. In the first
line "all the relevant sections” is used subsequently” all sections” is used.

I would suggest inserting relevant as shown below

2 An applicant shall pass all the relevant sections of the skill test. If any item in
a section is failed, that section is failed. Failure in more than one section will
require the applicant to take the entire test again. An applicant failing only one
section shall only repeat the failed section. Failure in any section of the retest,
including those sections that have been passed on a previous attempt, will
require the applicant to take the entire test again. All relevant sections of the
skill test shall be completed within six months. Failure to achieve a pass in all
relevant sections of the test in two attempts will require further training.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be changed accordingly.

3211 comment by: Susana Nogueira

3 Further training may be required...
By whom?

How much training?

What kind of training?.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1091.

4831 comment by: Flght Training Europe
Page 97, Appendix 4. Skill Test for the Issue of a CPL. 5.

Para 5 infers that the applicant can repeat any part of the test even when he
has failed it. Change first sentence of para 5 to read:
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5. At the discretion of the examiner any manoeuvre or procedure
of the test may be repeated once by the applicant.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be changed back to the JAR-FCL wording as in paragraph 7,
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and JAR-FCL 2.170.

5315 comment by: Chris Gowers

Para 2. Change to, “Failure to achieve a pass in all sections of the test in two
attempts will require further mandatory training as directed by the flight
examiner.”

There was no indication of who decides on the further training.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1091.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for

consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.
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Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for pilot licences, the Agency considers that
it is necessary that the content of skill tests/proficiency checks remains in the
rule.

6442 comment by: DCAA

Appendix 4 A item 5 When ever that text appears for skill test the text should
be replaced by the text in JAR-FCL App. 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170 ITEM 7.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4831.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 4: Skill test for the issue of a CPL - B.

Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — aeroplanes p. 97-100
comment | 91 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN
APPENDIX 4
SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL (section 6)
Take away from the skill test the one engine go-around with multiengine
airplanes (leave it only to do with simulator). In normal life it is a procedure
that |1 cannot see relevant. In real one engine condition after approach we are
coming to land not going around. If we are going around with one engine, we
are very near to damage the engine (90%). Why we do that? Only that the
rules insist to do so! (I never did that with multiengine airplanes, when | was
examiner more than 1000 times. | did it only with simulator, because
responsible was mine, not insurance companies). For piloting the airplane
correct in these situations | see that the engine failure after takeoff is enough
and also the most difficult situation.
The same with IR Skill Test. The same in Appendix 9.
TERMINOLOGY!!!
There is PF = Pilot Flying
You use PNF = Pilot Not Flying
It should be MP = Monitoring Pilot
TRY TO UNDERSTAND THIS PSYKOLOGY FAKTUM; In the cockpit there is
not pilot, who is not flying, the other pilot there is monitoring, so please call
him Monitoring Pilot (MP).
response | Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.
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The requirements in section 6 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 6, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

The Agency sees no reason to change this requirement.

As for the terminology issue, PNF was already used in JAR-FCL, and it widely
known and accepted. Also here, the Agency sees no need to change at this
time.

219 comment by: CAA - The Netherlands

Appendix 4
B.5 Content of the test. Section 1.c.
Start engine, taxiing and take-off

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in section 1 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 1, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

1914 comment by: Nigel Roche

Height
normal flight =100 feet
with simulated engine failure £150 feet

I would suggest inserting (multi engine) after =150 feet
to read:

Height
normal flight =100 feet
with simulated engine failure 150 feet (multi engine)

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in paragraph 4 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
paragraph, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

1915 comment by: Nigel Roche
Insert (multi engine) after items b,c and d
Not accepted

Please see the reply above to your comment No 1914.
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1941 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alfred Ultsch

1) An important area of knowledge and skill to be demonstrated is missing
I1) too restrictive principles required

Proof:

1) Annex Il 1.b1. (xi) of the Basic Regulations

call for the knowledge of " non-technical skills, including the recognition and
management of threats and errors."

Proposal:

Add to B.3.

“- Integrate non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”
Replace in C.5

“threat and error management”

By “non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”

See my comment on FCL.920

“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety” is to be defined in the
Definitions section as: Cooperation, Leadership & Managerial Skills, Situation
Awareness, and Decision Making including crew resource management, the
promotion of a culture of safety and the recognition and management of
threats and errors

see

Flin, R.; Goeters, K.-M.; HOrmann, H.-J.; Martin, L. (1998): A Generic
Structure of Non-Technical Skills for Training and Assessment; 23rd
Conference of the European Association for Aviation Psychology, Wien, 14.-18.
September 1998

Noted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

2559 comment by: CAA Belgium

A) The following items of the skill test form should be followed by a “*” in
order to allow them to be performed

in a FS,FTD2/3 or FNPTII :

Section 2: item ¢

Section 2: item e (iv)

Section 5: all items

Section 6: all items

Reason: was allowed by §14 of App 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170

B) Should also be checked for helicopter and As skill test forms.

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

In paragraph 5 of Appendix 4B is stated that items in Section 2 paragraphs c
and e(iv), and the whole of Section 5 and 6 may be performed in an FNPT Il or
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a flight simulator.

In paragraph 5 of Appendix 4C is stated that items in Section 4 may be
performed in an FNPT(H) or a flight simulator (H).

In paragraph 5 of Appendix 4D is stated that items in Section 5 and 6 may be
performed in an FNPT(As) or a flight simulator (As).

comment | 3289 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Part FCL Appendix 4 B 5

We think more realistic to perform the turns in a aircraft , as well as the items
of section 5 notably the forced landings.

B

5 Items in section 2 paragraphs e-and e(iv), and whole of sections 5-andg 6 may
be performed in an FNPT Il or a flight simulator .

response | Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 2559.

The items which may be performed in an FNPT Il or a flight simulator are
exactly the same items as mentioned in paragraph 14, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.170.

comment comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation
4069 .
Authority

The Non-technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence
and rating are well defined, however, the proposed Non-technical testing
standards lack clarity and formal defininition e.g. the use of terms such as
‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In addition, application of the proposed criteria is
susceptible to subjectivity, bias and abuse because of a lack of common
understanding and the requirement for standardised interpretation.

Proposal: Replace

3 The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
— exercise good judgement and airmanship;
with

4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

-operate the aircraft safely, efficiently and apply to the required
standard, Non-technical Skills (NTS) such as Teamwork, Situation
Awareness and Threat and Error Management etc’

response | Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL, closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The text of paragraph 3 of Appendix 4B is exactly the same as in paragraph
12, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170.
Please see also reply to comment 1941 above.

comment | 5808 comment by: ENAC TLP
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The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS and TEM avoiding the use of
terms such as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to
subjectivity, bias and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common
understanding.

Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.

Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be demonstrated
during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and related Flight test
tolerances

APPENDIX 4 SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL

B. Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — Aeroplanes
3

page 97

To be modified as follows (italics)

The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

- asitis;

- asitis;

- apply NTS and TEM as needed to exercise good airmanship;
- asitis;

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4069.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.
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Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until the time competency based
standards may be developed for pilot licences, the Agency considers that it is
necessary that the content of skill tests/proficiency checks remains in the rule.

6061 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

APPENDIX 4
SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL
B. Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — aeroplanes

1 The aeroplane used for the skill test shall meet the requirements for
training aeroplanes, and shall be certificated for the carriage of at least four
persons, have a variable pitch propeller and an engine 200 hp or more.

Any new single-engine piston aeroplane does not have retractable landing
gear. More important than retractable landing gear is aeroplanes performance
and TOW, so the requirement of the retractable landing gear should be
replaced by engine power or minimum TOW or stalling speed.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment. When drafting the text the Agency
followed closely the provisions of JAR-FCL and will not change the text in the
proposed way right now.
The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting
editorial/formatting changes to the tables included in Appendices to Part-FCL
(namely Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12). These requests were assessed with a view
to decide whether these changes could be done at this stage of the process.
The Agency has concluded that at this time it will be very difficult to make the
changes requested in a consistent manner, while ensuring the necessary
quality.
Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:
= To leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was
included in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA
forms, but as mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national
authorities and training organisations to develop their own check lists
for forms.
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= In the meantime, to develop report forms to be used by examiners
when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations), to be included
as AMC to this paragraph. These report forms will be based on the
content of the AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this
NPA.

= To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is
already included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start
shortly after the FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task
is to deal with editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the
related AMC/GM some material coming from the JAA that could not be
included directly in FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the
development of this task the Agency will look into the several
Appendices to Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can be
used directly as forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The comments
received on this NPA will be taken into account for that work.

6090 comment by: UK CAA

Appendix 4 B Paragraph 1

Page No: 97

Comment: The requirement for the CPL skill test to be carried out in a
propeller driven aeroplane is outdated.

Justification: With the advent of VLJs there is no reason to exclude these
from CPL training.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change ‘have a variable pitch propeller’ to ‘have a variable pitch propeller or
be turbojet powered’

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment. Please refer to the response given to
comment No 6061 above.

6092 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 4 B Paragraph 5

Page No: 98

Comment: The ‘control of the aeroplane by external visual reference’ does not
apply to Section 2 Item e.

Justification: Clarification - Section 2 Item e requires flight by reference
solely to instruments.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Add ‘except where otherwise stated in the test schedule’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in section 2 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 2, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

6094 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: Appendix 4 B Paragraph 5
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Page No: 99

Comment: Amend test profile Item 3g to include use of DME and raw GPS
Justification: DME and GPS (with some constraints) should be allowed as a
navigation aid

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend ‘NDB or VOR’ to ‘NDB, VOR, DME or raw GPS’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in section 3 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 3, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

6095 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 4 B Paragraph 5

Page No: 99

Comment: A touch and go is required on the LPL and PPL skill test but not on
the CPL. Consider adding ‘touch and go’ as a test item in Section 4.
Justification: Test item included in tests for lower level licences.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in section 4 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 4, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

6096 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Appendix 4 B Paragraph 5

Page No: 99

Comment: Amend test profile Item 5c¢ to exclude ME aeroplanes
Justification: Forced landings not required for ME aeroplanes
Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Add ‘(single-engine only)’ to item 5c

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirements in section 5 of Appendix 4B are exactly the same as in
section 5, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170.

6443 comment by: DCAA
App. 4 item B item 2 Controlled aerodrome should be deleted.

Not accepted
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The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirement concerning the controlled aerodrome in paragraph 2 of
Appendix 4B is exactly the same as in paragraph 7, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.170.

6576 comment by: TAOPA Europe

Why is an aircraft with retractable gear required for CPL courses? Most modern
aircraft don” t have it and are complex enough, like a Cirrus SR22, Cessna 182
or 350, etc. It will be a problem to find enough old Piper Arrows for this
purpose!

It is proposed to rewrite the requirement into: "Aircraft with retractable gear
OR more than 200 hp.”

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 6061.

7084 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 4 B3, C3 & D3

Page No: 97, 100 & 103 of 647

Comment: The competency of “exercise good judgement and airmanship” is
too loose and is open to subjectivity, bias, and abuse (because of the lack of
common understanding with a standardised interpretation). This will
undermine the confidence in the licensing rules and assessment process.
Justification: Consistency across licence skill tests.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

“- apply non-technical skills correctly for the conduct of the test”.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4069.

7405 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

APPENDIX 4
SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL
B. Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — aeroplanes

1 The aeroplane used for the skill test shall meet the requirements for
training aeroplanes, and shall be certificated for the carriage of at least four
persons, have a variable pitch propeller and an engine 200 hp or more.

Hardly any new single-engine piston aeroplanes (especially European built) do
not have retractable landing gear. More important than retractable landing
gear is aeroplanes performance and TOW, so the requirement of the
retractable landing gear should be replaced by engine power or minimum TOW
or stalling speed.
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response | Not accepted

Please see the reply above to your same comment No 6061.

comment | 7687 comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:

Not OK [OK

l.a

1.b

1.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK [OK

2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK [OK

3.a

3.b

3.c

And

So

On
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Examiners signature

response | Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting editorial/formatting
changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included in the Appendices and
AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12). These requests were
assessed with a view to decide whether these changes could be done at this
stage of the process. The Agency has concluded that at this time it will be very
difficult to make the changes requested in a consistent manner, while ensuring
the necessary quality.

Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:

To leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was included
in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA forms, but as
mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national authorities and
training organisations to develop their own check lists for forms.

In the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.

To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is already
included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly after the
FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to deal with
editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related AMC/GM some
material coming from the JAA that could not be included directly in
FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the development of this
task the Agency will look into the several Appendices and AMC material to
Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can be used directly as
forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The comments received on this
NPA will be taken into account for that work.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 4: Skill test for the issue of a CPL -

C. Content of the skill test for the issue of the CPL - Helicopters p. 100-102

comment | 700 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
Appendix 4 Skill Test for the issue of a CPL
C. Content of Skill-Test
For safety reason since too high risk item:
Proposal:

Table Section 2, lettre o:
Autorotative landing: to be deleted.

response | Not accepted
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The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The requirement o in section 2 of Appendix 4C is exactly the same as in section
2, Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

1942 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alfred Ultsch

1) An important area of knowledge and skill to be demonstrated is missing
I1) too restrictive principles required

Proof:

1) Annex Il 1.b1. (xi) of the Basic Regulations

call for the knowledge of " non-technical skills, including the recognition and
management of threats and errors."

Proposal:

Add to C.3.

“- Integrate non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”
Replace in C.5

“threat and error management”

By

“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”

See my comment on FCL.920

“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety” is to be defined in the
Definitions section as: Cooperation, Leadership & Managerial Skills, Situation
Awareness, and Decision Making including crew resource management, the
promotion of a culture of safety and the recognition and management of
threats and errors

see

Flin, R.; Goeters, K.-M.; HOrmann, H.-J.; Martin, L. (1998): A Generic
Structure of Non-Technical Skills for Training and Assessment; 23rd
Conference of the European Association for Aviation Psychology, Wien, 14.-18.
September 1998

Noted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

3663 comment by: SHA Guido Brun

Statement: numerous helicopters have been bent and destroyed by instructors
during autorotation training. The autorotative landing offers very little
improvement in safety compared to the power recovered autorotation. Some
manufacturers even caution: autorotative landings not recommended in their
pilots manuals (e.c. Eurocopter on certain types).

Proposal: replace all "autorotative landing” requirements with "power
recovered autorotation or autorotative landing”
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Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 700.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

4077 Authority

The Non-technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence
and rating are well defined, however, the proposed Non-technical testing
standards lack clarity and formal defininition e.g. the use of terms such as
‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In addition, application of the proposed criteria is
susceptible to subjectivity, bias and abuse because of a lack of common
understanding and the requirement for standardised interpretation.

Proposal: Replace
3 The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

— exercise good judgement and airmanship;
with

4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

@ ....

®) ...

(c) operate the aircraft safely, efficiently and apply to the required
standard, Non-technical Skills (NTS) such as Teamwork, Situation
Awareness and Threat and Error Management etc’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The text of paragraph 3 of Appendix 4C is exactly the same as in paragraph
12, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.170.
Please see also reply to comment 1942 above.

5810 comment by: ENAC TLP

The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS and TEM avoiding the use of
terms such as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to
subjectivity, bias and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common
understanding.

Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.

Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be demonstrated
during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and related Flight test
tolerances

APPENDIX 4 SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL
C. Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — Helicopters

)
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page 100
To be modified as follows (italics)
The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
-asitis;
- asitis;
- apply NTS and TEM as needed to exercise good airmanship;
-asitis;
as it is.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4077.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.
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In the case of this particular Appendix, and until the time competency based
standards may be developed for pilot licences, the Agency considers that it is
necessary that the content of skill tests/proficiency checks remains in the rule.

7085 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 4 B3, C3 & D3

Page No: 97, 100 & 103 of 647

Comment: The competency of “exercise good judgement and airmanship” is
too loose and is open to subjectivity, bias, and abuse (because of the lack of
common understanding with a standardised interpretation). This will
undermine the confidence in the licensing rules and assessment process.
Justification: Consistency across licence skill tests.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

“- apply non-technical skills correctly for the conduct of the test”.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4077.

7690 comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:

Not OK [OK

l.a

1.b

1l.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature

Not OK

OK

2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

On
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Examiners signature

Not OK [OK

3.a

3.b

3.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature

Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting editorial/formatting
changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included in the Appendices and
AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12). These requests were
assessed with a view to decide whether these changes could be done at this
stage of the process. The Agency has concluded that at this time it will be very
difficult to make the changes requested in a consistent manner, while ensuring
the necessary quality.

Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:

To

To

leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was included
in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA forms, but as
mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national authorities and
training organisations to develop their own check lists for forms.

the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.

include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is already
included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly after the
FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to deal with
editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related AMC/GM some
material coming from the JAA that could not be included directly in
FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the development of this
task the Agency will look into the several Appendices and AMC material to
Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can be used directly as
forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The comments received on this
NPA will be taken into account for that work.
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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 4: SKill test for the issue of a CPL -

D. Content of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — airships p. 102-105
comment | 1943 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alfred Ultsch
1) An important area of knowledge and skill to be demonstrated is missing
I1) too restrictive principles required
Proof:
1) Annex Il 1.b1. (xi) of the Basic Regulations
call for the knowledge of
" non-technical skills, including the recognition and management of threats and
errors."
Proposal:
Add to D.3.
“- Integrate non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”
Replace in D.5
“threat and error management”
By
“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”
See my comment on FCL.920
“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety” is to be defined in the
Definitions section as: Cooperation, Leadership & Managerial Skills, Situation
Awareness, and Decision Making including crew resource management, the
promotion of a culture of safety and the recognition and management of
threats and errors
see
Flin, R.; Goeters, K.-M.; HOrmann, H.-J.; Martin, L. (1998): A Generic
Structure of Non-Technical Skills for Training and Assessment; 23rd
Conference of the European Association for Aviation Psychology, Wien, 14.-18.
September 1998
response | Noted
The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.
We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.
comment comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

4075 Authority
The Non-technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence
and rating are well defined, however, the proposed Non-technical testing
standards lack clarity and formal defininition e.g. the use of terms such as
‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In addition, application of the proposed criteria is
susceptible to subjectivity, bias and abuse because of a lack of common
understanding and the requirement for standardised interpretation.

Proposal: Replace
3 The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
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— exercise good judgement and airmanship;
with

4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

@) ...
®) ...

(c) operate the aircraft safely, efficiently and apply to the required
standard, Non-technical Skills (NTS) such as Teamwork, Situation
Awareness and Threat and Error Management etc’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 4 Skill test for the issue of a CPL closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.170 and paragraph JAR-FCL 2.170 and their Appendix 1
and 2 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and Appendix 1 and 2 to JAR-FCL 2.170.

The text of paragraph 3 of Appendix 4D is exactly the same as in paragraph
12, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.170 and JAR-FCL 2.170.

Please see also reply to comment 1943 above.

5812 comment by: ENAC TLP

The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS and TEM avoiding the use of
terms such as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to
subjectivity, bias and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common
understanding.
Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.
Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be
demonstrated during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and related
Flight test tolerances

APPENDIX 4 SKILL TEST FOR THE ISSUE OF A CPL
D. Contents of the skill test for the issue of a CPL — Airships
3
page 103
To be modified as follows (italics)
The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
-asitis;
- asitis;
- apply NTS and TEM as needed to exercise good airmanship;
- asitis;
as it is.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4075.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

2913 Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,
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IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group
Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until the time competency based
standards may be developed for pilot licences, the Agency considers that it is
necessary that the content of skill tests/proficiency checks remains in the rule.

7086 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 4 B3, C3 & D3

Page No: 97, 100 & 103 of 647

Comment: The competency of “exercise good judgement and airmanship” is
too loose and is open to subjectivity, bias, and abuse (because of the lack of
common understanding with a standardised interpretation). This will
undermine the confidence in the licensing rules and assessment process.
Justification: Consistency across licence skill tests.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)
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Amend to read;
“- apply non-technical skills correctly for the conduct of the test”.

response | Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 4075.

comment | 7691 comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:

Not OK |OK

l.a

1.b

1l.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK [OK

2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK [OK

3.a

3.b

3.c
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So

On

Examiners signature

Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting editorial/formatting
changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included in the Appendices and
AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12). These requests were
assessed with a view to decide whether these changes could be done at this
stage of the process. The Agency has concluded that at this time it will be very
difficult to make the changes requested in a consistent manner, while ensuring
the necessary quality.

Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:

To

To

leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was included
in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA forms, but as
mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national authorities and
training organisations to develop their own check lists for forms.

the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.

include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is already
included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly after the
FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to deal with
editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related AMC/GM some
material coming from the JAA that could not be included directly in
FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the development of this
task the Agency will look into the several Appendices and AMC material to
Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can be used directly as
forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The comments received on this
NPA will be taken into account for that work.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 5: Integrated MPL training course p. 106-108

comment | 446

comment by: CityJet

Cityjet believe that the requirement for 12 take-offs and landings is excessive.
At the moment, we train pilots with very low hours to proficiency. This can be
achieved within the current requirement of 6 take-offs and landings. Even
allowing for the fact that the MPL candidate will have lower aircraft hours, we
believe that a competent pilot will reach proficiency after 6 take offs and
landings. Stipulating a minimum of 12 will mean unnecessary aircraft use with
all the associated costs and emisions which the TRTO will be liable for.

response | Noted
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The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The requirement in paragraph 11 of Appendix 5 is the same requirement as in
paragraph 14, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

At this moment, while the MPL licence is still new and going through the first
stages of implementation, the Agency does not intend to change any of the
requirements coming from JAR-FCL 1.

702 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

Appendix 5 Integrated MPL Training Course
General
Wording too restrictive; up till now, also PPL-Holders are accepted.

Proposal
Paragraph 4: Delete: Only ab-initio applicants

Not accepted

This requirement is coming from paragraph 4 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520
& 1.525.

At this moment, while the MPL licence is still new and going through the first
stages of implementation, the Agency does not intend to change any of the
requirements coming from JAR-FCL 1.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1079 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:

This text should be deleted and replaced by a reference to an approved BITD,
FNPT or a FTD in accordance with FSTD definitions. What the text tries to
describe is more or less just a BITD or an FTD.

Proposal: a) Phase 1 - Core flying skills.

E-training and part tasking devices in accordance with a FSTD as defined by
Part OR and approved by the Authority.
Delete the rest of the text.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The requirement concerning flying training in paragraph 8 (a) of Appendix 5 is
exactly the same requirement as in paragraph 11 (a), Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.520 & 1.525.

However, please note that the Agency is reviewing all references to specific

categories of FSTDs. For more details please see the Explanatory Note to this
CRD.
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1112 comment by: CAA Belgium

Item 6: for which lower licence a skill test could be taken after failing an MPL
training course ?
Does such a training meets requirements for PPL ? CPL ? IR ?

Noted

This requirement is coming from paragraph 4 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520
& 1.525.

The text was, however, slightly changed. The text will be amended to better
reflect the text of JAR-FCL

Which licence will depend on the credits, this will be given by the Authority.

1560 comment by: TAAPS

As the MPL holder only qualifies for multi pilot operations, the hierarchy
between PPL/CPL and MPL is undetermined. FCL.405.A (b) confirms this. Lower
license should be replaced by another license.

Not accepted

Please see reply to comment No 702 above.

1561 comment by: TAAPS

page 106 - 108
Should be an AMC, for added flexibility; especially true for such a new course.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as the feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to
leave the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, while the MPL licence is still new and
going through the first stages of implementation, the Agency considers that it
is necessary that the text remains at Appendix level.

1562 comment by: TAAPS

Any license holder should be admissable toMPL but there should not be given
any credits for the flying hours from previous training.

Noted

Please see reply to comment No 702 above.

1564 comment by: TAAPS

Why to mention "that represent a generic etc...". Besides, why mentionning
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"generic"?: Can a FNPTII MCC be anything else? Is a type specific FNPT 11 MCC
acceptable? Replace the word generic by any.

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The requirement concerning the simulated flight in paragraph 14 (b) of
Appendix 5 is exactly the same requirement as in paragraph 17 (b), Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

However, please note that the Agency is reviewing all references to specific
categories of FSTDs. For more details please see the Explanatory Note to this
CRD.

1944 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alfred Ultsch

In “COMPETENCY UNITS 13~
1) Usage of undefined terms
2) important area of skill and knowledge missing

Proof

Ad1l ) there is no definition of “human performance principles” throughout the
NPA

Ad2) TEM is a special technique not accepted by all. More modern and general
accepted techniques exist (see my comments on TEM, error and error
management)

- Annex Il 1.b1. (xi) of the Basic Regulations

call for the knowledge of " non-technical skills, including the recognition and
management of threats and errors."

- 8§(16) of the Basic Regulations principles claim for a "promotion of a "culture
of safety""

Proposal: Exchange

"13 The applicant shall demonstrate competency in the following 9 competency
units:

1. apply human performance principles, including principles of threat and error
management;"

By

13 The applicant shall demonstrate competency in the following 10
competency units:

1. apply knowledge of human performance and limitations

2. apply non-technical skills with regard to flight safety

3. renumber the rest of the competency units...
Where
“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety” is to be defined in the
Definitions section as: Cooperation, Leadership & Managerial Skills, Situation
Awareness, and Decision Making including crew resource management, the
promotion of a culture of safety and the recognition and management of
threats and errors
see
Flin, R.; Goeters, K.-M.; HOrmann, H.-J.; Martin, L. (1998): A Generic
Structure of Non-Technical Skills for Training and Assessment; 23rd
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Conference of the European Association for Aviation Psychology, Wien, 14.-18.
September 1998

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The competency requirements concerning the competency units in paragraph
13 (b) of Appendix 5 are exactly the same requirements as in paragraph 16,
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

2298 comment by: Henk van den Berg

in paragraph 2 it says:

“"Approval for an MPL training course shall only be given to an approved
training organisation that is part of a commercial air transport operator
certificated in accordance with Part-MS and Part-OPS or having a specific
arrangement with such an operator. The licence shall be restricted to that
specific operator until completion of the airline operator’s conversion course.”

This requirement to do MPL training with a specific airline operator, including
the line training may well prove to be too steep a hurdle. Airlines do not
normally plan two years ahead with their pilot requirements. At best a small
portion of the airline community may consider MPL attractive enough to adapt
their planning, but many will not be able to. This means there will always be a
relatively large number of pilots who still are training along the lines of ATPL —
MCC — Type Rating — OCC. Also an airline may disappear, e.g. due to
bankruptcy or merger, in the period a candidate is going through the MPL
course. In our opinion this all makes it less attractive for candidates and
airlines to embark on the MPL training method. This again may well lead to a
lost opportunity as we consider MPL a well founded professional method to
educate and train a person to become an airline pilot, rather than a “glorified
private pilot” who goes through bridge training to divert to the profession of air
transport pilot.

We suggest to conduct the MPL course, up to and including the type rating by
means of aeroplane operational procedures laid down in an Operations Manual
(OM-B) by the ATO and approved by the authority for this purpose. This can be
any airline standard to be considered generic. The final steps are the OCC and
line flying under supervision. For this a difference course can be developed
familiarising the candidate with the procedures of the airline, which may
involve an extended briefing and one simulator session. The big advantage is
that now any airline flying the specific aeroplane type for which the type rating
course has been completed can in principle accommodate the candidate.

This approach would make it much easier and more attractive for airlines to
accommodate candidates and in our expectation will quickly lead to a much
wider spread of application of the MPL course. And this in turn will give the
training community a much quicker way to develop, evaluate and mature the
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MPL curriculum to the stage where it far exceeds the effectivity of the present
ATPL route.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The approval for a MPL(A) training course in paragraph 2 of Appendix 5 is the
same as in paragraph 2 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525, with that
difference that the reference to the approved training organisation is brought
in line with the new structure of rulemaking of the Agency.

3883 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
APP5:

Integrated MPL Training Course Number 14 (c):

The meaning of “equivalent standard to level B” should be clarified by the
example

(e.g. FNPT Il + MCC + FTD 2)

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The requirement concerning the simulated flight in paragraph 14 (c) of
Appendix 5 is exactly the same requirement as in paragraph 17 (c), Appendix
1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

However, please note that the Agency is reviewing all references to specific
categories of FSTDs. For more details please see the Explanatory Note to this
CRD.

3983 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Appendix 5 §2

Go back to the previous wording as set in Appendix to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525
82. The arrangement has to be approved also, it is more than a simple
arrangement, because the operator is involved in the training process through
the feed back of information on training objectives.

2. Approval for an MPL training course shall only be given to an approved
training organisation that is part of a commercial air transport operator
certificated in accordance with Part MS and Part OPS or having a specific
approved arrangement with such an operator. The licence shall be restricted
to that specific operator until completion of the airline operator’s conversion
course,

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment. The Agency does not consider the
proposed change in the text to be necessary as such a specific arrangement
would be approved through the management system of the ATO and this will
be enough. Please also refer to the reply to comment No 2298 above.
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4357 comment by: DCA Malta
Delete paragraph 4
Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 702.

4784 comment by: CAA Belgium
Delete paragraph 4
Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 702.

4834 comment by: Flght Training Europe

Page 106, Appendix 5. Integrated MPL Training Course. 3.

Wording infers ALL training must be conducted at ONE approved training
organisation. This does not cater for an FTO and an airline’s TRTO conducting
the training at 2 establishments. Change para 3 to read:

3. An applicant wishing to undertake an MPL integrated course
shall complete all the instructional stages in one continuous
course of training under the supervision of the organisation
approved to conduct the training.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 5 Integrated MPL training course closely
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.515 and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525.

The requirement in paragraph 3 of Appendix 5 is the same as in paragraph 3 of
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.520 & 1.525, with the difference that the reference to
the approved training organisation is brought in line with the new structure of
rulemaking of the Agency.

This means: to complete all the instructional stages in one continuous course
of training.

This does not mean that the training organisation cannot subcontract part of

the training, in accordance with the general requirements in Part-OR.GEN.

4837 comment by: Flght Training Europe

Page 107, Appendix 5. Integrated MPL Training Course. 11.

By stating “at least 12 take-offs and landings to ensure competency” we are
moving away from competency philosophy. The MPL course training should be
equal to or better than the training in current use. And, currently, airlines
generally use between 6 and 8 landings to ensure the pilot can safely operate
the aircraft and they are then signed off. By placing a figure of at least 12 the
Agency is potentially burdening airlines with an unrealistic figure which will in
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the future be difficult to reduce and therefore become a significant financial
restriction for airlines wishing to go down the MPL route.

Furthermore, PANS-TRNG, Chapter 3, para 3.3.5 states:

3.3.5 The Licensing Authority may accept a reduction, from twelve to
six, of the number of take-offs and landings required for the
advanced phase of training, provided that.

a) the approved training organisation has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Licensing Authority that it does not
negatively affect the acquisition of the required skill by the
student; and

b) a process is in place to ensure that corrective action can be
made if in-training or post-training evaluation indicates a
need to do so.

Change would be to add a paragraph after paragraph 11 to read:

12. The Licensing Authority may accept a reduction, from
twelve to six, of the number of take-offs and landings
required for the advanced phase of training, provided
that.

a) the approved training organisation has demonstrated
to the satisfaction of the Licensing Authority that it
does not negatively affect the acquisition of the
required skill by the student; and

b) a process is in place to ensure that corrective action
can be made if in-training or post-training evaluation
indicates a need to do so.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 446.

5005 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: add at the end of paragraph 7, the following:

7 An approved MPL theoretical knowledge course shall comprise at least 750
hours of instruction. Additionally to the 750 hours, the theoretical knowledge
instruction for the type rating shall be in accordance with Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 1.261(a) or new reference AMC 1 and 2 to FCL.725 (a).

Justification:

The type rating training is not included in the 750 hours, so the text must
reflect that this type rating theoretical knowledge is in addition to the 750
hours (as in JAR). ECA recommends to include the underlined text, as stated in
the old point 9 of the appendix.

Partially accepted

This paragraph will be changed to the following:

‘An approved MPL theoretical knowledge course shall comprise at least 750
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hours of instruction for the ATPL(A) knowledge level, as well as the hours
required for theoretical knowledge instruction for the relevant type rating, in
accordance with Subpart H.’

5166 comment by: CAE

Appendix 5 “Integrated MPL Training Course” 14 (c) “Phase 3 - Intermediate”
(page 107)

The common understanding of the ICAO FSTD standard for MPL phase 3 —
Intermediate is that a level B device could be one way to meet the minimum
requirement. We believe the intent from ICAO is that a lower level device
(lower than level B) could also satisfy the requirement.

As work on the training programs for MPL are still in the beta test phase,
defining the training device required for MPL phase 3 seems premature,
specifically when that definition conflicts with ICAO. Several MPL training
programs currently use a device for MPL phase 3 not at the level B qualification
standard. These programs are not substandard as they augment phase 3 with
additional in-aircraft training time.

Change: “qualified to an equivalent standard to level B,....” to “qualified to an
equivalent standard acceptable to the authority, ....”

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 3883.

5343 comment by: Chris Gowers

para 11. delet "12" insert "6"

12 take offs and landings more than necessary. Competency means just that
and if the pilot is competent after 6, which is all that is required on a current
type rating course, what is the need to complete more?

Six landings should be adequate for the pilot to be able to demonstrate
unassisted safe approaches and landings, as that is the current requirement for
a type rating.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 446.

5348 comment by: Flybe Ltd

Para 11 of Appx 5: Integrated MPL training course quotes a requirement from
ICAO Doc 9868, PANS TRG, 3.3.4 to require 12 take-offs and landings.

PANS TRG 3.3.5 allows a licensing authority to accept a reduction in that figure
if, based on satisfactory training data, sufficient levels of skill can be
demonstrated. This was never incorporated into JAR-OPS, EU-OPS and
therefore not the EASA NPA.

It is crucial that, if MPL is to survive, that the costs can be maintained at
present levels. There should be a mechanism to accommodate the correct use
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of clear data to support the original ICAO guidelines.
Propose amended Para 11 as follows:

11

The training course shall include at least 12 takeoffs and landings to ensure
competency. These takeoffs and landings shall be performed under the
supervision of an instructor in an aeroplane for which the type rating shall be
issued.

The Licensing Authority may accept a reduction, from twelve to six, of the
number of take-offs and landings required for the advanced phase of training,
provided that:

a) the approved training organisation has demonstrated to the satisfaction of
the Licensing Authority that it does not negatively affect the acquisition of the
required skill by the student; and

b) a process is in place to ensure that corrective action can be made if in-
training or post-training evaluation indicates a need to do so.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 446.

5460 CAA Belgium

Integrated MPL Training Course Number 14 (c):

The meaning of “equivalent standard to level B” should be clarified by the
example

(e.g. FNPT Il + MCC + FTD 2)

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 3883.

5562 ECA- European Cockpit Association

Add paragraphs:

(3)The general approach is to use the existing ATP(A) integrated
training course as a reference and to implement progressively the MPL
integrated training course and specifically the transfer from actual
flight to simulated flight.

(4)This transfer should be organised in a way that is similar to the

approach used for ETOPS. Successive evolutions of the training
syllabus introduce progressively a higher level of simulated flight and
a reduction of actual flight. Change from one version to the next
should only take place after enough experience has been gained and

once its results, including those of airline operator conversion courses,
have been analysed and taken into account.

Renumber_rest of paragraphs and delete from page 602 GM to
Appendix 5

Justification: point 1. ¢ and d of the JAR regulation should be kept in the
rule.This is a fundamental point in the MPL implementation. It is ICAO
wording, and reflects something the NAA’'s must take into account prior to the
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approval of any MPL program.
Not accepted

In the Agency’s view, the text is clearly not rulemaking material: it provides
general guidance on the course; it does not contain any essential safety
elements; it does not create any rights or obligations for applicants, authorities
or ATOs.

Therefore, the Agency considers that the text should remain in guidance
material.

5814 comment by: ENAC TLP

The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS avoiding the use of terms such
as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to subjectivity, bias
and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common understanding.
Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.

Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be demonstrated
during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and related Flight test
tolerances

APPENDIX 5 INTEGRATED MPL TRAINING COURSE

COMPETENCY UNITS

page 107

To be modified as follows (italics)

13. The applicant shall demonstrate competency in the following 9 competency

units:
- 1. apply human performance principles including TEM, CRM and NTS
-2.to9. asitis

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1944.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
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challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:
Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related

AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1561.
This is also our reply to your same comment No 5913 on all the different
appendices.

6949 comment by: CAA CZ

Item 4 should be cancelled. Integrated course MPL can enter everyone who
fulfills other entrance requirements and just previous experience was not
accepted.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment No 702.

7087 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL Appendix 5 para 13

Page No: 107 of 647

Comment: The competency of “apply human performance principles, including
threat and error management” is too loose and is open to subjectivity, bias,
and abuse (because of the lack of common understanding with a standardised
interpretation). This will undermine the confidence in the licensing rules and
assessment process.

Justification: Standardisation

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

“ — 1. apply human performance and non-technical skills principles (which will
include TEM)”

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1944.

7499 comment by: British Airways
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In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

response | Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment No 1561.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 6: Modular training courses for the

instrument rating p. 109

comment | 925 comment by: Rory OCONOR

There should be a section on training for cloud flying in sailplanes and powered
sailplanes.

The instructional training elements should be very limited and only cover some
of the basic safety issues.

Becoming a competant cloud-flying glider pilot requires
a) an understanding of these basic safety issues
b) many hours of practice mainly solo.

Cloud flying /IMC practice in gliders does not have to be dual to be safe. It is
analgous to basic glider training.

Basic glider training:

learn handling techniques, safety and landing
go solo [FCL limit]

develop experience

initial cross-country training

start cross-country experience

silver badge

initial competition experience ...

Cloud flying:
understand basic issues
develop experience stepwise

It is relatively easy in a glider with lots of fluffy cumulus to:
thermal up to cloud base

fly on instruments

enter cloud (for 5 sec, 10 secs, 30secs, 2mins, 5mins+)
decide to quit

fly straight

exit cloud

repeat

Most cloud flying in gliders is done at an angle of bank of 30-45 degrees rather
than O degrees, and is a very different issue to flying IMC in SEP.

As both a cloud-flying glider pilot and having an IMC rating, | think that these
are very different skills.
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Most sailplane cloudflying development will be gained when flying solo and
there should not be a requirement for complete proficiency demonstrable to an
instructor before being allowed to attempt cloud-flying.

Conclusion: Glider pilots should be able to fly in cloud.
Noted

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart |, number 48 (page 29), of NPA 2008-17a, that the issue of
qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

The comments received on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the
issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC/cloud flying will be taken into account
by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which will be
submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make your
comments.

1407 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

Recommend that the Syllabus for the Modular IR are in the form of an AMC
rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology and teaching
methods, it is likley that this material will require change. This can be
managed more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather
than the full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and
Appendices. Common standards and transparency across all EU Member
States should still be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires
National Authority approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative
AMC's throughout the Community.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
number of training hours and the content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs
to remain in the rule.

2053 comment by: Edward Bellamy

1. (a) The Basic Instrument Flight Module seems pointless considering it has no
privileges attached it.

6. 150 hours of compulsory ground instruction may not be necessary for all

students, some of which may already be familiar with some of the material;
students should be allowed to attempt the exams with less ground instruction
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if their instructor certifies that their knowledge meets the required level.

7 & 8. It may be possible that some students come to training with previous
experience of instrument flying above that in the PPL(A) syllabus (for example
holders of the UK IMC Rating) and therefore may not need a full 50 or 55
hours to achieve the required competence level for the IR(A). In view of this
students should be given credit for previous instrument flying experience and
not need to complete the full course before attempting the IR(A) skills test.

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The Basic Instrument Flight Module in paragraph 1 (a), A. IR(A) — Modular
flying training course, Appendix 6, is exactly the same as under paragraph 1
(a), Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205.

The 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions under paragraph 6, A.
IR(A) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is already 50 hours less
then the 200 hours under the JAA system in paragraph 6, Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205. In NPA FCL-34 it was already proposed to
reduce the hours from 200 to 150 hours.

Concerning your comments on paragraph 7 and paragraph 8, A. IR(A) —
Modular flying training course, Appendix 6: the requirements are exactly the
same as under paragraph 9 and paragraph 10, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205
and JAR-FCL 2.205.

3076 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

The requirements for an IR licence are to stringed compared with the FAR" s
insofar as 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions in an FTO is
required. The main objective should be, that a student shows his knowledge at
the examination and not how long and where he has received instruction.

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions under paragraph 6, A.
IR(A) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is already 50 hours less
then the 200 hours under the JAA system in paragraph 6, Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205. In NPA FCL 34 it was already proposed to
reduce the hours from 200 to 150 hours.

4425 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

Recommend that the Syllabus for the Modular IR are in the form of an AMC
rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be
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managed more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather
than the full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and
Appendices. Common standards and transparency across all EU Member States
should still be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires National
Authority approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative AMC's
throughout the Community.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1407.

4667 comment by: Héli-Union

Recommend that the Syllabus for the Modular IR are in the form of an AMC
rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be
managed more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather
than the full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and
Appendices. Common standards and transparency across all EU Member
States should still be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires
National Authority approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative
AMC's throughout the Community.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1407.

4886 comment by: HUTC

Recommend that the Syllabus for the Modular IR are in the form of an AMC
rather than an Appendix to the rule.

Justification:

With changes in aircraft technology, training device technology and teaching
methods, it is likely that this material will require change. This can be
managed more effectively via the AMC and Alternative AMC procedure, rather
than the full legal EU process of change associated with the Rules and
Appendices. Common standards and transparency across all EU Member
States should still be ensured by the Alternative AMC process, which requires
National Authority approval, EASA acceptance and publication of alternative
AMC's throughout the Community.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1407.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.
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Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1407.

6089 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

If the IR(A)-course is performed combined it should be possible to perform all
those items included in Basic Instrument Flight Module in FSTD. It is useless to
spend aeroplane hours to practis basic instrument flight and radio navigation,
those items are better to perform in FSTD and reserve aircaft hour for real IFR
teraining (for practising approaches and airway flying). We have done this way
before and it woks fine.

That possibility should be stated in the text.

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The Basic Instrument Flight Module in paragraph 1 (a), A. IR(A) — Modular
flying training course, Appendix 6, is exactly the same as under paragraph 1
(a), Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205. This means 5 hours of
the total 10 hours of instrument time under instruction can be instrument
ground time in a BITD, FNPT 1 or Il, or a flight simulator.

The Agency sees no reason at this time to change the requirements that were
included in JAR-FCL.
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6994 comment by: AOPA Germany

Appendix 6, A. IR(A) General 1 (a) Basic Instrument Flight Module
Taking into account the high realism and training effect of these devices we
recommend to allow also the use of FTDs for building instrument ground time.

Appendix 6, A. IR(A) Flying Training 7

Taking into account the high realism and training effect of these devices we
recommend that 20 hours of FNPT | or flight simulator instrument ground time
may be replaced by 30 hours in a BITD.

Noted

Please see the replies above to comment 2053 and comment 6089.

7500 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1407.

7875 comment by: Ulrich Ablassmeier

Theoretical knowledge:

A theoretical course should not be mandatory. It is not important how a
student gets the knowledge but that he has the knowledge. This is tested in
the examination.

At many flight schools there are no courses. They sell special and very
expensive books which are acknowledged as coures for self study. If the
course is not mandatory cheaper books would do for self study. This would
reduce cost and the student is free to learn as he likes.

Noted

The Agency has the opinion that the theoretical knowledge course should be
mandatory.

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

8215 comment by: Klagenfurter Flugsport Club

Die Erfordernisse fur eine IR Lizenz ware nach unserer Meinung nicht in einer
streng vorgegebenen Stundenanzahl in einer FTO zu erbringen, sondern das
Erreichen des Ausbildungszieles fiir einen Schiuler sollte anhand der abgelegten
Prafung nachzuweisen sein.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 7875.
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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 6: Modular training courses for the 109-110
instrument rating - A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course P-

comment | 352 comment by: Colm Farrell

The minimum hours requirement is not appropriate in a modern world, and is

out of step with modern professional best practice.

A canidate should be able to take the skill test and pass, whenever they can
demonstrate that they have reached the required standard. Each person learns
at different speeds, and some may be competent well before these minimum
hours, while others may never be competent despite many further hours

training.

If a canidate is capable of passing the test, then they should not be required to
meet a minimium hour requirement. This is particularly important for the
Private Pilot were costs may be a significant barrier to obtaining an IR.

Pilots holding a Leisure Pllots licence should also be able to apply for an IR(A)
course. If the pilot can meet the skills and knowledge required, then they

should be awarded the IR/

response | Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training

Courses For The Instrument Rating.
The minimum requirements are taken over from the JAA system.

Concerning your last comment.

After discussions with the MDM.032 licensing subgroup and the FCL.001 group,
it was agreed that the holder of an LPL should not fly in IFR. The group that is
currently dealing with task FCL.008, on conditions to fly in IMC, also agrees

with this conclusion.
Therefore, it will not be possible to include an IR in an LPL.

The text of paragraph FCL.600 will be changed to better reflect this.

This is also our reply to your comment 350 on paragraph FCL.600.

comment | 861 comment by: OAA Oxford

Correction: Paragraph 10 - Should refer to paragraphs 7 & 8 above.

response | Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

Paragraph 10, A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 should
indeed refer to paragraph 7 and paragraph 8. The paragraph will be changed

accordingly.

comment | 1127 comment by: CAA Belgium

1 (a): question.

May the instrument training hours in a BIPT-aeroplanes during PPL(A) training
be taken into account for the (a) Basic Instrument Flight Module for IR(A) ? If

so, is there a maximum ?
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2. Is the holder of an ATPL(H)-VFR not allowed to start a modular IR(A)
course?

Noted

The Agency assumes that your comment refers to a BITD instead of a BIPT-
aeroplanes (we do not know what this is).

The instrument training hours in a BITD during PPL(A) training cannot be taken
into account for the (a) Basic Instrument Flight Module for IR(A).

The holder of an ATPL(H)-VFR is allowed to start a modular IR(A) course. See
B. 2, in this Appendix.

1269 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

Prior to JAR-FCL, competency-based routes to an IR where available, for
example in the UK for candidates with over 700hrs of flight time. This
permitted them to undertake training "as required" by an FTO. JAR-FCL
abolished this method. There was no safety case for this and it should be
reintroduced.

Additionally, prior to JAR FCL, the requirement for an IR course was more
typically —40hrs of training. JAR FCL increased this to 50-55hrs. We are not
aware of any case for this increase, however, anecdotally, we have heard that
it was merely the result of an exercise to determine how the 195hr training
requirement for the JAR Integrated ATPL course should be broken down, in
which it was convenient to allocate 50-55hrs to the IR.

Since JAR-FCL was introduced, training methods and tools have advanced
considerably. Competency-based training is increasingly recognised as a
superior method. Various computer based tools and aids have become
available. Many VFR pilots fly light aircraft with avionics far in advance of
traditional IFR training aircraft, and are familiar with their use. Although some,
perhaps many, candidates will require 40-45hrs for the PIFM, some will not,
and therefore the minimum training hours should be reduced to permit
flexibility based on a candidate's competency.

Our proposed wording is

1...The course consists of two modules, which may be taken separately or
combined:

(a) Basic Instrument Flight Module.

This comprises 10 hours of instrument time under instruction, of which up to 5
hours can be instrument ground time in a BITD, FNPT I or II, or a flight
simulator. Upon completion of the Basic Instrument Flight Module, the
candidate shall be issued a Course Completion Certificate.

(b) Procedural Instrument Flight Module.

This comprises the remainder of the training syllabus for the IR(A), a minimum
of 20 hours single engine or 25 hours multiengine instrument time under
instruction (although most candidates should expect the course to require 40-
45hrs), and the theoretical knowledge course for the IR(A).

(c) Candidates with over 700hrs of flight time in Aeroplanes may complete
training as judged necessary by an approved training organisation in lieu of the
BIFM and PIFM

Noted
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The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The JAR-FCL was developed as harmonised requirements, while European
aviation systems had developed in the past with great variations in structures
and details. The Civil Aviation Authorities of certain European States have
agreed common comprehensive and detailed aviation requirements. Joint
Aviation Requirements for Flight Crew Licensing (JAR-FCL) are being
developed for all categories of pilot licences so as to permit use of licences and
ratings without further formality in any of the participating States.

Your request to reintroduce the system before the introduction of JAR-FCL, is
not an option.

1547 comment by: IAn

Requiring a night rating unnecessarily ecludes pilots with daytime only
limitations on their licences.

The training requirement in trems of flight hours is in excess of that required
for other ICAO compliant Instrument ratings and the difference is not justified.
Most of that falls upon PPL's.

Requiring Procedural module to be undertaken in one continuous course is
unnecessary, even though it may be better in terms of progress

There is no credit given for holders of the UK IMC qualification.

Direct grant of IR privileges to holders of ICAO Instrument ratings should be
given subject to a limited amount of ground based differences training.

Noted

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart I, number 48 (page 29), of NPA 2008-17a, that the issue of
qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

The comments received on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the
issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC/cloud flying will be taken into account
by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which will be
submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make your
comments.

1565 comment by: TIAAPS
Should be an AMC, for added flexibility.
Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.
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In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
number of training hours and the content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs
to remain in the rule.

1986 comment by: Nigel Roche

THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE
6 An approved modular IR(A) course shall comprise at least 150 hours of
theoretical knowledge instruction.

Noted

Your text proposal is exactly the same as the text in paragraph 6.

2017 comment by: Swiss Pilot School Asociation

Proposal:
GENERAL

1 The aim of the IR(A) modular flying training course is to train pilots to the
level of proficiency necessary to operate aeroplanes under IFR and in IMC. The
course consists of two modules, which may be taken separately or combined:

(a) Basic Instrument Flight Module. This comprises 10 hours of instrument time
under instruction, of which up to 10 (+) hours can be instrument ground time
in a BITD, FNPT 1 or Il, or a flight simulator. Upon completion of the Basic
Instrument Flight Module, the candidate shall be issued a Course Completion
Certificate.

(b) Procedural Instrument Flight Module. This comprises the remainder of the
training syllabus for the IR(A), 40 hours single engine or 45 hours multiengine
instrument time under instruction, and the theoretical knowledge course for
the IR(A).

2 An applicant for a modular IR(A) course shall be the holder of a PPL(A)
excluding the privileges to fly at night (++) or a CPL(A), including the
privileges to fly at night. An applicant for the Procedural Instrument Flight
Module, who does not hold a CPL(A), shall be holder of a Course Completion
Certificate for the Basic Instrument Flight Module. The training organisation
shall ensure that the applicant for a multiengine IR(A) course who has not held
a multiengine aeroplane class or type rating has received the multiengine
training specified in Subpart H prior to commencing the flight training for the
IR(A) course. (+++)

3 An applicant wishing to undertake the Procedural Instrument Flight Module of
a modular IR(A) course shall be required to complete all the instructional
stages in one continuous approved course of training. Prior to commencing the
Procedural Instrument Flight Module, the training organisation shall ensure the
competence of the applicant in basic Instrument flying skills. Refresher training
shall be given as required.

4 The course of theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months.

The Procedural Instrument Flight Module and the skill test shall be completed
within the period of validity of the pass in theoretical examinations.
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5 The course shall comprise:

(a) theoretical knowledge instruction to the instrument rating knowledge level;
(b) instrument flight instruction.

Advantage:

(+)

Basic training can be instructed more efficient in a BITD, FNPT | or Il, or a
flight simulator then in an aircraft

Flying skills (scanning) in the aircraft are trained at the end of the training
under real IFR which is more realistic.

environmental consciousness

(++)
Increase in training flexibility: A part of the night training could be integrated
in the IR-training. See proposal for FCL.810

(+++)

The type rating can by combined with the IR-training which has the following
advantages:

- less costs (more efficient)

- less exhaust gas pollution

- better training structure: learning everything in the FNPT first, then
application in the aircraft

- The practice to do 40h FNPT then 15h MEP-aircraft was successful over years.
The proposed role brings no gain in safety and training quality. But a more
complex syllabus and more costs.

Not accepted

1. Concerning your first proposal:

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The Basic Instrument Flight Module in paragraph 1 (a), A. IR(A) — Modular
flying training course, Appendix 6, is exactly the same as under paragraph 1
(a), Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205. This means 5 hours of
the total 10 hours of instrument time under instruction can be instrument
ground time in a BITD, FNPT | or I, or a flight simulator.

2. Concerning your second proposal:
See our reply to your comment 2018 under FCL.810.

3. Concerning your third proposal:

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205. The text
of paragraph 2 of Appendix 6.A is exactly the same as the text of JAR-FCL. At
this point, the Agency does not intend to change the text coming from JAR-
FCL. This could, however, be subject to a future rulemaking task.

3237 comment by: Gérard VOLAN
appendix 6 : "Modular training.. ( p109-110)
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In addition to the comment concerning FCL 615, the followings reflect the
same kind of concern for the consideration of private IR:

- item 6 requires 150 hours of technical knowledge, i;e one month full time or
2 hours per week during 18 months (as being the upper limit set in item 4) .
There are no current safety data which could induce such requirement, therfore
it is found by far excessive.

- Item 7: requires 50 hours of instrument instruction. there were at least 200
european Private Pilots who got their IR training in USA, within a recent period
of 18 months ( March 2007 to sept. 2008). Most of them were already qualified
there, within 40 hours. Does this item mean they have to reassess everything
to show thier proficiency, while they ( plus their multiple predecessors) had a
nil impact on aerial safetywhen flying IMC within European skies on November
registered airplanes ?; Does EASA appraise their background as equal to zero
just by lack of bilateral agreement ?

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions under paragraph 6,

A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is already 50 hours less
than the 200 hours under the JAA system in paragraph 6, Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205. In NPA FCL 34 it was already proposed to
reduce the hours from 200 to 150 hours.

The 50 hours under paragraph 7, A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course,
Appendix 6, is an exact copy of paragraph 9, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and
JAR-FCL 2.205.

3340 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
paragraph 9 of the appendix 6 part A

Justification :

In order to have the same structure of the next between aeroplane and
helicopter and (b) requirements il missing because, in JAR FCL 1 it is required
to pass the IR skill test on a multi-engine aeroplane to obtain an IR ME

This comment is link to the comment in section 5 of the subpart G and the
proposition of a new paragraph (FCL 630 As IR(A)).

Modification :

Delete the paragraph 9 of the appendix 6 part A
Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 9, A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course,

Appendix 6 are exactly the same as in paragraph 11, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.205.
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After discussing this issue and proposal with the airship experts, it seems not
to be necessary for the category of airship to distinguish between single-engine
and multiengine instrument qualifications.

Therefore, the Agency does not agree to the proposal adding a specific
paragraph defining a specific course for instrument training in multi-engine
airships.

The proposal to delete also paragraph 9 of the Appendix 6 part A. IR(A) seems
to refer to the aeroplane category only. The Agency does not agree that the
appropriate paragraph in the section for airships should be changed.

See also our same reply to your comment 3338 on paragraph FCL 630 As
IR(As).

3591 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union

Proposal:
GENERAL

1 The aim of the IR(A) modular flying training course is to train pilots to the
level of proficiency necessary to operate aeroplanes under IFR and in IMC. The
course consists of two modules, which may be taken separately or combined:
(a) Basic Instrument Flight Module.

This comprises 10 hours of instrument time under instruction, of which up to
10 (+) hours can be instrument ground time in a BITD, FNPT | or I, or a flight
simulator. Upon completion of the Basic Instrument Flight Module, the
candidate shall be issued a Course Completion Certificate.

(b) Procedural Instrument Flight Module.

This comprises the remainder of the training syllabus for the IR(A), 40 hours
single engine or 45 hours multiengine instrument time under instruction, and
the theoretical knowledge course for the IR(A)

2 An applicant for a modular IR(A) course shall be the holder of a PPL(A)
excluding the privileges to fly at night (++) or a CPL(A), including the
privileges to fly at night. An applicant for the Procedural Instrument Flight
Module, who does not hold a CPL(A), shall be holder of a Course Completion
Certificate for the Basic Instrument Flight Module.

The training organisation shall ensure that the applicant for a multiengine
IR(A) course who has not held a multiengine aeroplane class or type rating has
received the multiengine training specified in Subpart H prior to commencing
the flight training for the IR(A) course (+++)

3 An applicant wishing to undertake the Procedural Instrument Flight Module of
a modular IR(A) course shall be required to complete all the instructional
stages in one continuous approved course of training. Prior to commencing the
Procedural Instrument Flight Module, the training organisation shall ensure the
competence of the applicant in basic Instrument flying skills, Refresher training
shall be given as required.

4 The course or theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months
The Procedural Instrument Flight Module and the skill test shall be completed
within the period of validity of the pass in theoretical examinations.

5 The course shall comprise:
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(a) theoretical knowledge instruction to the instrument rating knowledge level;
(b) instrument flight instruction

Advantage:

(+)
Basic training can be instructed more efficient in a BITD, FNPT | or Il, or a
flight simulator then in an aircraft.

Fliying skills (scanning) in the aircraft are trained at the end of the training
under real IFR which is more realistic.

Environmental consciousness

(++)
Increase in the training flexibility: A part of the night training could be
integrated in the IR-training. See proposal for FCL.810

(+++)

The type rating can by combined with the IR-training which has the following

advantages:

- less costs (more efficient)

- less exhaust gas pollution

- better training structure: learning everything in the FNPT first, then
application in the aircraft

The practice to do 40h FNPT then 15h MEP-aircraft was successful over years.
The proposed role brings no gain in safety and training quality. But a more
complex syllabus and more costs

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2017.

3884 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

APP6-A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course:
The reference to paragraphs 9 and 10 is not correct. Apparently it is referred to
paragraphs 7 and 8.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 861.

5009 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: change text in paragraph 10 as follows (editorial change):

10

10.1 The holder of a CPL(A) or of a Course Completion certificate for the Basic
Instrument Flight Module may have the total amount of training required in
paragraphs 9 7 or 48 8 above reduced by 10 hours.

10.2 The holder of an IR(H) may have the total amount of training required in
paragraphs 9 7 or 48 8 above reduced to 10 hours.

10.3 The total instrument flight instruction in aeroplane shall comply with
paragraph 9 7 or 48 8, as appropriate.
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Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 861.

5461 comment by: CAA Belgium

The reference to paragraphs 9 and 10 is not correct. Apparently it is referred to
paragraphs 7 and 8.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 861.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1565.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
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appendices.

6098 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph:

Appendix 6 — Modular Training Courses for the Instrument Rating

Page No*:

109 of 647

Comment:

IR(A) — Paragraph 2 makes no mention of PPL(A),CPL(A) or ATPL(A) issued in
accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

Paragraph 6 states 150 hours of theoretical knowledge JAR-FCL states 200
hours

Justification:

Clarification of existing requirements in Appendices 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205

Noted

There is no reference to ATPL (A) because in the case of (A) the ATPL always
includes the IR privileges. See Appendix 3. This is the same under JAR-FCL,
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205, under 2.

In the new system in Part FCL, it does not make any sense to refer to ‘a PPL
issued in accordance with ICAQO’. It has to be a PPL issued in accordance with
Part-FCL, or accepted in accordance with Annex II1I.

The 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions under paragraph 6, A.
IR(A) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is indeed 50 hours less then
the 200 hours under the JAA system in paragraph 7, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.205. In NPA FCL 34 it was already proposed to reduce the hours from 200 to
150 hours.

Concerning the hours of theoretical knowledge instructions see our reply to
your same comment 6105 and 6114 for helicopters.

6101 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph:

Appendix 6 A 10

Page No:

110

Comment:

Paragraph references incorrect throughout.

Justification:

Typographical error

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Change references to ‘paragraphs 9 or 10 above’ to ‘paragraphs 7 or 8 above’.
Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 861.

6104 comment by: UK CAA
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Paragraph:

Appendix 6 A 10

Page No:

110

Comment:

Paras 10.2 and 10.3 appear to be contradictory. An IR(H) holder only needs a
total of 10 hours training but 10.3 requires him to comply with the minimum
aeroplane hours in paras 7 and 8 which are 15 hrs.

Justification:

Requirements for IR(H) holders unclear.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Clarify requirements for IR(H) holders.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 861.

Next to that in subparagraph 10.2 the phrase 'reduced to 10 hours' should be:
‘reduced by 10 hours'. This wil be redrafted as well.

6961 comment by: Austrian Aero Club

FCL APPENDIX 6

Die Erfordernisse fur eine IR Lizenz wéaren nach Meinung des Osterreichischen
Aero Clubs nicht in einer streng vorgegebenen Stundenanzahl in einer FTO zu
erbringen, sondern das Erreichen des Ausbildungszieles fir einen Schiler sollte
anhand der abgelegten Prufung nachzuweisen sein.

Noted

The Agency has the opinion that the theoretical knowledge course should be
mandatory.

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-

FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

7292 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

We propose:

GENERAL

1 The aim of the IR(A) modular flying training course is to train pilots to the
level of proficiency necessary to operate aeroplanes under IFR and in IMC. The
course consists of two modules, which may be taken separately or combined:
(a) Basic Instrument Flight Module.

This comprises 10 hours of instrument time under instruction, of which up to
10 (+) hours can be instrument ground time in a BITD, FNPT | or Il, or a flight
simulator. Upon completion of the Basic Instrument Flight Module, the

candidate shall be issued a Course Completion Certificate.

(b) Procedural Instrument Flight Module.
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This comprises the remainder of the training syllabus for the IR(A), 40 hours
single engine or 45 hours multiengine instrument time under instruction, and
the theoretical knowledge course for the IR(A)

2 An applicant for a modular IR(A) course shall be the holder of a PPL(A)
excluding the privileges to fly at night (++) or a CPL(A), including the
privileges to fly at night. An applicant for the Procedural Instrument Flight
Module, who does not hold a CPL(A), shall be holder of a Course Completion
Certificate for the Basic Instrument Flight Module.

The training organisation shall ensure that the applicant for a multiengine
IR(A) course who has not held a multiengine aeroplane class or type rating has
received the multiengine training specified in Subpart H prior to commencing
the flight training for the IR(A) course (+++)

3 An applicant wishing to undertake the Procedural Instrument Flight Module of
a modular IR(A) course shall be required to complete all the instructional
stages in one continuous approved course of training. Prior to commencing the
Procedural Instrument Flight Module, the training organisation shall ensure the
competence of the applicant in basic Instrument flying skills, Refresher training
shall be given as required.

4 The course or theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months
The Procedural Instrument Flight Module and the skill test shall be completed
within the period of validity of the pass in theoretical examinations.

5 The course shall comprise:
(a) theoretical knowledge instruction to the instrument rating knowledge level;
(b) instrument flight instruction

Advantages:

(+)
Basic training can be instructed more efficient in a BITD, FNPT I or II, or a
flight simulator then in an aircraft.

Flying skills (scanning) in the aircraft are trained at the end of the training
under real IFR which is more realistic.

Environmental consciousness

(++)
Increase in the training flexibility: A part of the night training could be
integrated in the IR-training. See proposal for FCL.810

(+++)

The type rating can by combined with the IR-training which has the following

advantages:

- less costs (more efficient)

- less exhaust gas pollution

- better training structure: learning everything in the FNPT first, then
application in the aircraft

The practice to do 40h FNPT then 15h MEP-aircraft was successful over years.
The proposed rule brings no gain in safety and training quality, only a more
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complex syllabus and more costs
Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2017.

7470 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alexander Bubenik

Appendix 6 A. 6: A minimum requirement concerning the time consumed for
knowledge instruction should not be defined. It should be sufficient, when an
IRl recommends an applicant for the knowledge test.

Noted

Please see the first part of the reply above to comment 3237.

7708 comment by: CAA Finland

App 6 A para 4:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

The course of theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 4, A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course,
Appendix 6, are exactly the same as in paragraph 4, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.205.

This is also our reply to your same comment 7709 on IR(H) and comment
7710 on IR(As), Appendix 6.

7845 comment by: Otto Fahsig

I recommend that 20 hours of FNPT | or flight simulator instrument ground
time may

be replaced by 30 hours in a BITD. In this type of part-task training devices
students can

learn the basic procedures same as in an FNPT I, but practice them cost
effectively as many

times as needed.

Not accepted

The Agency assumes that you are referring to paragraph 7, Appendix 6.

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 7, A. IR(A) — Modular flying training course,
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Appendix 6, are exactly the same as in paragraph 9, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205.

Therefore, the 20 hours of FNPT | or flight simulator instrument ground time
cannot be replaced by 30 hours in a BITD.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 6: Modular training courses for the

instrument rating - B. IR(H) — Modular flying training course p. 111-112

comment | 107 comment by: Karsten Preuss
9 (A)The Holder of an IR(A) may have the total amount of training required in
paragraphs 7 and 8 above reduced to 10 hours
of which 7 hours may be in a helicopter FNPT 11/111 or FS.

response | Not accepted
The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.
The reduction of 5 hours mentioned in paragraph 6, B. IR(H) — Modular flying
training course, Appendix 6 is exactly the same as under the JAA system in
paragraph 11, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

comment | 370 comment by: REGA
STATEMENT

response

comment

Flying Traing: The regulation demands IFR certified helicopters. Most of the IFR
certified helicopters are very expensive multi-engine helicopters. In the U.S.A
under FAA regulation, IFR training with an IFR equiped (not certified)
helicopter is possible (i.e. IFR equiped Robinson 44).

PROPOSAL

Training and skill test shall be possibile to complete and graduate on a only IFR
equiped helicopter (=generic IFR-Rating). To act as pilot in IFR operations, the
holder of an IFR-rating shall be IFR rated for that IFR certified helicopter
he/she operates under IFR.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirement of an IFR-certified helicopter mentioned in paragraph 7, B.
IR(H) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is exactly the same as
under the JAA system in paragraph 10, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

407 comment by: Rod Wood

9. Delete the first sentence of this sub para. It is unnecessary as sub para 2
has the entry requirements for all pilots to the IR(H) course already having the
night rating.
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Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 107.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1098 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: With this suggested separated training of 20 hours in an FNPT I
and 15 hours in a helicopter FNPT II/1lIl or FS you can have a good
development and an increased level of training to a lower cost.

There is no need for having all 35 hours of ground training in an advanced
FNPTII/III or FS.

Regarding multi-engine the IR(H) course, you can have the same principle for
training as for single-engine IR(H) course: 20 hours in FNPT | and 20 hours in
an FNPT 11/111 or FS.

Proposal: 7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter
FNPT 11/111 or FS

of which up to 20 hours may be in accordance with (a) above

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FNPTII/111
or FS.of which up to 20 hours may be in accordance with (a) above

Noted

The Agency will conduct a revision of all the references to the different kind of
simulators in Part-FCL to ensure correctness and consistency.

1408 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT I11/111 or FS.

Justification:
An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be changed accordingly.

1409 comment by: Bristow Helicopters
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3

Justification:
The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and checking.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
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The text will be changed accordingly.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1626 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

Flying Training: The regulation demands IFR certified helicopters. Most of the
IFR certified helicopters are very expensive multi-engine helicopters. In the
U.S.A under FAA regulation, IFR training with an IFR equipped (not certified)
helicopter is possible (i.e. IFR equipped Robinson 44).

PROPOSAL

Training and skill test shall be possible to complete and graduate on a only IFR
equipped helicopter (=generic IFR-Rating). To act as pilot in IFR operations,
the holder of an IFR-rating shall be IFR rated for that IFR certified helicopter
he/she operates under IFR.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 370.

2347 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

Justification:
An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

2348 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3

Justification:
The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

2349 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

IR(H) Modular flying training course has no hours reduction for IR(A) holder.
Amend to

The holder of an IR(A) may have the amount of training required
reduced to 10 hours.
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Justification:
IR(A) 10.2 and IR AS has reduction for IR(H) holders , so requirement should
be the same.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be changed accordingly in paragraph 9 of Appendix 6, under B.

2468 comment by: Rod Wood
Para 2 line three. After "..... holder of the" add "ME".

The paragraph is too vague not relating to the fact that the test will be taken
on a ME Helicopter and therefore should be a pre-requisite for entry.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The phrase 'the holder of the helicopter type rating' in paragraph 2, B. IR(H) —
Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is exactly the same phrase as under
the JAA system in paragraph 2, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

The Agency had not the opinion that this paragraph is too vague and therefore
your proposal to add 'ME' is not accepted.

3242 comment by: john daly

Is it implied that engine shutdown and restart in flight should be part of a
multi-engine IR test if a simulator is not available or suitable? In IMC, this
would not be safe.

Not accepted

The content of paragraph 10(d) of Appendix 6, under B, is exactly the same as
the content of paragraph 12 (d) of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

3243 comment by: john daly

It is assumed that in the case where part of an IR(H) course is conducted in a
synthetic training device, it will not be necessary to obtain a type rating prior
to that phase, only for the final phase on the actual aircraft itself. Could this
be clarified?

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

3330 comment by: john daly
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At paragraph 2, it is stated that "An applicant [...] shall be the holder of a
PPL(H) with night rating...." . Paragraph 8 states that the ME IR(H) course
"...shall comprise at least 55 hours instrument time under instruction...".
Paragraph 9 then states "The holder of a PPL(H) with a night rating or a CPL(H)
shall have the total amount required[.....Jreduced by 5 hours". What, then, is
the point of stating the course is a minimum of 55 hours if you at least have to
have a night rating to commence the course? This is potentially confusing and
the affected paragraphs should be simplified.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements in paragraphs 2, 8 and 9, B. IR(H) — Modular flying training
course, Appendix 6 are the same as under the JAA system in paragraph 2, 10
and 11, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

Because nothing really changed the Agency do not think that the affected
paragraphs are confusing and should be simplified.

The Agency changed however paragraph 9, Appendix 6, under B. See for this
our reply to comment 2349.

3415 comment by: NACA

Section B: (7) - last line

1. At least 10 hours of a single-emgine IR(H) training course must be
completed on a IFR certified helicopter. For a single-engine IR(A) course
however there is no requirement for hours to be flown on a IFR certified
aeroplane.

This situation already exists in JAR-FCL but despite nhumeral requests it
has never been sufficiently explained by the authorities. The possibility
to fly in IMC is sometimes given as the main reason but for an IR course
there is neither a specific need nor a requirement to fly in IMC. In
practice most flights are carried out in VMC (sometimes under IFR) but
hardly ever in IMC.

Those circumstances can be perfectly imitated with a helicopter which is
sufficiently equipped for instrumentflying instruction (without being IFR
certified). Of course, not being permitted to fly in IMC may pose a slight
restriction but in practise this causes hardly any delays in training nor
problems with ATC. The actual weather has to be watched closely but
filing an IFR Flight Plan with the additional remark “in VMC only” is
generally accepted by ATC without any problems.

A night rating is a pre-requisite for an IR course giving a credit of 5
hours.

If 20 hours (out of the remaining 45) may be flown in a FNPT1(A/ H) or
even in an aeroplane and if 15 hours (of the remaining 25) may be
flown on a helicopter which is not IFR certified then there is no
additional advantage in flying 10 hours in an IFR certified helicopter.
Especially bearing in mind that flying in IMC hardly ever happens and is
no official requirement!
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Suggest to reconsider this helicopter specific requirement and to amend
it i.a.w. IR course for aeroplanes.

2. Apart from the above, it is not stated during which part of the course
(and/or the skill test) the IFR certified helicopter must be used.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 370 concerning the IFR-certificated
helicopter.

You indicate already that this requirement already exists in JAR-FCL and also
write what is the main reason for this requirement.

Concerning your comment to fly in IMC:

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart |, number 48 (page 29), of NPA 2008-17a, that the issue of
qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

The comments received on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the
issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC/cloud flying will be taken into account
by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which will be
submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make your
comments.

Concerning your comment 2, in which part or the course the IFR certified
helicopter must be used. The answer is in the paragraph itself: when the
instrument flight instruction takes place.

3885 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

APP6-B. IR(H) — Modular flying training course:

According to Appendix 6, Part B, No 2 an applicant for a modular IR(H) course
shall be the holder of a PPL(H) with night rating, or a CPL(H) or an ATPL(H),
whereas according to Appendix 6, Part B, No 9 the holder of a PPL(H) with a
night rating or a CPL(H) shall have the total amount of training required in
paragraphs 7 or 8 above reduced by 5 hours. Who has to perform the 50 hours
flying training required in item 7 or 55 hours required in item 8?

Also, the MCC requirements stated in Part B, No 2 are incomprehensible since
they do not appear in the analogous requirements with regard to aeroplaens
(see APPendix 6, Part A, No 6). The MCC requirement should be applicable to
all categories of aircraft or to no category of aircraft at all.

Noted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements in paragraphs 2, 7, 8 and 9, B. IR(H) — Modular flying
training course, Appendix 6 are the same as under the JAA system in
paragraph 2, 9, 10 and 11, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205.

The 50 hours flying training required in paragraph 7 and the 55 hours flying
training required in paragraph 8 are the minimum. If you look at the
subparagraphs a and b of those paragraphs, you see that the total amount is
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55 hours in paragraph 7 and 60 hours in paragraph 8. From this total amount
the holders mentioned in paragraph 9 have a reduction of 5 hours.

Concerning your comment on the MCC requirement. See the comment above.
This is the same under the JAA system. Nothing has changed.

4426 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

Justification:

An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4427 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3

Justification:

The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and checking.
Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4428 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
IR(H) Modular flying training course has no hours reduction for IR(A) holder.
Amend to

The holder of an IR(A) may have the amount of training required
reduced to 10 hours.

Justification:

IR(A) 10.2 and IR AS has reduction for IR(H) holders , so requirement should
be the same.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2349.

4668 comment by: Héli-Union

7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.
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Justification:
An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4669 comment by: Héli-Union
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3

Justification:
The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and checking.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4670 comment by: Héli-Union

IR(H) Modular flying training course has no hours reduction for IR(A) holder.
Amend to

The holder of an IR(A) may have the amount of training required
reduced to 10 hours.

Justification:
IR(A) 10.2 and IR AS has reduction for IR(H) holders , so requirement should
be the same.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2349.

4887 comment by: HUTC

7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

Justification:
An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4888 comment by: HUTC
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3

Justification:
The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and checking.
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Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

4889 comment by: HUTC

IR(H) Modular flying training course has no hours reduction for IR(A) holder.
Amend to

The holder of an IR(A) may have the amount of training required
reduced to 10 hours.

Justification:
IR(A) 10.2 and IR AS has reduction for IR(H) holders , so requirement should
be the same.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2349.

5462 comment by: CAA Belgium

According to Appendix 6, Part B, No 2 an applicant for a modular IR(H) course
shall be the holder of a PPL(H) with night rating, or a CPL(H) or an ATPL(H),
whereas according to Appendix 6, Part B, No 9 the holder of a PPL(H) with a
night rating or a CPL(H) shall have the total amount of training required in
paragraphs 7 or 8 above reduced by 5 hours. Who has to perform the 50 hours
flying training required in item 7 or 55 hours required in item 8?

Also, the MCC requirements stated in Part B, No 2 are incomprehensible since
they do not appear in the analogous requirements with regard to aeroplaens
(see APPendix 6, Part A, No 6). The MCC requirement should be applicable to
all categories of aircraft or to no category of aircraft at all.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 3885.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
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based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
number of training hours and the content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs
to remain in the rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

6105 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 6 B IR(H) 6

Page No:

111 of 647

Comment:

Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205 paragraph 7 requires that the IR(H) course
comprises at least 200 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction (the
aeroplane IR course is the same number of hours of instruction). A cut of 25%
in the amount of time learning theoretical knowledge is a significant amount of
time cut from the course and is likely to lead to a reduction in standards and
therefore a reduction in flight safety.

Justification:

Comparison of the JAR-FCL documents shows the massive change which will be
detrimental to the levels of future pilots theoretical knowledge for IFR flight
procedures.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Change to read “...at least 200 hours of instruction.”

Not accepted

Page 160 of 793



comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The 150 hours of theoretical knowledge instructions under paragraph 6, B.
IR(H) — Modular flying training course, Appendix 6 is indeed 50 hours less than
the 200 hours under the JAA system in paragraph 7, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL
2.205. In NPA FCL 34 it was already proposed to reduce the hours from 200 to
150 hours.

6112 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 6 B IR(H) 7 & 8

Page No:

111 of 647

Comment:
In this paragraph, the 20 hours instrument ground time may be in an FNPT
I(H) or (A). There is no reason why this shouldn’t include the use of an
FTD and therefore the FTD should be written into this paragraph.
The next part of the IR course training is limited to FNPT or FS. There is no
reason why an FTD shouldn’t be used since it is a higher level device than
the FNPT and therefore is obviously as suitable for this training as is the
FNPT.

Justification:

Use of higher level devices should not be excluded from the methods of

training for this qualification.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

(a) Change to read "...ground time in an FNPT I(H) or (A) or in a FID 2/3.

These 20 hours instruction time in FNPT I(H) or (A) or in a FTD 2/3 may be

substituted..... "

(b) Change to read "...in a helicopter FNPT 1I/111, FTD 2/3 or FS"

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

6114 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 6 — Modular Training Courses for the Instrument Rating

Page No*:

111 of 647

Comment:

IR(H) - Para Paragraph 2 makes no mention of PPL(H),CPL(H) or ATPL(H)
issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

Para Paragraph 6 states 150 hours of theoretical knowledge JAR-FCL states
200 hours

Para Paragraph 9 - makes no mention of PPL(H),CPL(H) or ATPL(H) issued in
accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

Paragraph 9 — states ATPL(H) holder has TK instruction reduced by 50 hours.
This would be better placed in paragraph 6 rather than under flying training.
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Justification:
Clarification of existing requirements in Appendices 1 to JAR-FCL 2.205

Noted

In the new system in Part FCL, it does not make any sense to refer to ‘a PPL
issued in accordance with ICAQO’. It has to be a PPL issued in accordance with
Part-FCL, or accepted in accordance with Annex III.

Concerning the hours of theoretical knowledge instructions, see our reply to
your same comment 6098 and also see our reply to your same comment 6105
for aeroplanes.

6115 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 6 B IR(H) paragraph 10(d)

Page No:

112 of 647

Comment:

The phrase inside the brackets at the end of the sentence restricts the exercise
to be carried out in only an FNPT Il or FS. There is no reason why an FTD
shouldn’t be used for this exercise since it is a higher level device than an FNPT
and therefore suitably qualified.

Justification:

Exclusion of higher level devices is nugatory.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Change to read “.....carried out in a flight simulator, FTD 2/3 or FNPT I1)”

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7158 across Europe

7 (b) up to 35 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

8 (b) up to 40 hours may be instrument ground time in a helicopter FTD 2/3,
FNPT 11/111 or FS.

Justification:
An FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and should not be
excluded.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7159

across Europe
(d) .... (the latter exercise to be carried out in a flight simulator, FNPT Il or
FTD 2/3
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Justification:
The FTD 2/3 is a suitable device for instrument training and checking.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1408.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7162
across Europe

IR(H) Modular flying training course has no hours reduction for IR(A) holder.
Amend to

The holder of an IR(A) may have the amount of training required
reduced to 10 hours.

Justification:
IR(A) 10.2 and IR AS has reduction for IR(H) holders , so requirement should
be the same.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2349.

7709 comment by: CAA Finland

App 6 B para 4:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

The course of theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 4, B. IR(H) — Modular flying training
course, Appendix 6, are exactly the same as in paragraph 4, Appendix 1 to
JAR-FCL 2.205.

This is also our reply to your same comment 7708 on IR(A) and comment 7710
on IR(As), Appendix 6.

7909 comment by: DHV

Please change the wording FS to FFS througout the document.

[Justification: Consistency with current JAR rules, according to JAR FSTD(H)
and NPA 2008-22e CS FSTD(H).200 (b) the correct wording is Full flight
simulator = FFS. > e.g. in FCL.905.FI (h) (1) the phrase FFS has been used
already!]

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 1098.
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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 6: Modular training courses for the
instrument rating - C. IR(As) — Modular flying training course

p. 112-113
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1270 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

Comment on Para 3

An applicant wishing to undertake the Procedural Instrument Flight Module of a
modular IR(A) course shall be required to complete all the instructional stages
in one continuous approved course of training.

We believe there is no justification for the absolute inflexibility in requiring a
continuous single course of training. A candidate may be forced to interrupt
and defer the completion of training for any number of benign reasons, and
recommence training at a later date or different location. We do not see what
purpose is served by forcing a candidate to duplicate 100% of their prior
training, if the candidate is able to reach the required standard in the
judgement of the training organisation and the IR Examiner without such
duplication.

Our proposed wording is

3 An applicant wishing to undertake the Procedural Instrument Flight Module of
a modular IR(A) course shall be required to complete all the instructional
stages in one continuous approved course of training or may receive credit for
prior approved training at the discretion of the Head of Training of the training
organisation at which the course is completed

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 3, C. IR(As) — Modular flying training
course, Appendix 6, are based on the same requirements in paragraph 3,
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205.

The text here in this paragraph is the same as it is for IR(A) and IR(H).

3253 comment by: Jidrgen Béttcher

THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE
6 An approved modular IR(As) course shall comprise at least 150 hours of
theoretical knowledge instruction.

Need for IR(A) for the private pilot.

The current regulations for an IR(A) are geared towards air carrier personnel
driving jets. There is an acute need to provide private pilots with the
opportunity to acquire an IR(A) appropriate to their needs. This would greatly
increase flight safety by eliminating the current temptation to scud run or even
illegally fly in IMC. Current theoretical knowledge required is often
inappropriate to the private pilot flying a modern piston aircraft, e.g.
knowledge of turbine powerplants, jet aircraft systems, etc. 150 hours of
ground instruction are an entire month - amounting to time and costs that
discourage private pilots from acquiring an IR. There should not be a minimum
of hours of instruction - the knowledge test should suffice. 50 hours of flight
instruction is also on the high side for a private pilot. Again, the skill test
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should be the defining criteria.
Therefore | greatly welcome the FCL.008 and hope it achieves its goal of
providing an IR(A) appropriate for private pilots.

Noted
Thank you for welcoming the FCL.008 working group.

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart I, number 48 (page 29), of NPA 2008-17a, a separate Rulemaking
task, FCL.008, will review the existing instrument rating requirements.

The comments received on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the
issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC/cloud flying will be taken into account
by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which will be
submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make your
comments.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for

consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
So as to address the above.
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response | Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
number of training hours and the content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs
to remain in the rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

comment | 7710 comment by: CAA Finland

App 6 C para 4:
The guidance how to proceed if time limit exceeded is missing. New proposed
text:

The course of theoretical instruction shall be completed within 18 months or
the approved training organization shall give additional training and
give a certificate specifying that training.

response | Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-
FCL 2.205. These appendices are transformed to Appendix 6 Modular Training
Courses For The Instrument Rating.

The requirements under paragraph 4, C. IR(As) — Modular flying training
course, Appendix 6, are based on the requirements in paragraph 4, Appendix 1
to JAR-FCL 1.205 and JAR-FCL 2.205.

This is also our reply to your same comment 7708 on IR(A) and comment 7709
on IR(H), Appendix 6.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 7: IR skill test p. 114-115
comment | 2019 comment by: Swiss Pilot School Asociation
Proposal:

SECTION 6 (multiengine aeroplanes only)
Flight with one engine inoperative

a Simulated engine failure after takeoff or on go-around (at a safe altitude
unless carried out in a flight simulator or FNPT 11/111, FTD 2,3)

b* approach and procedural go-around with simulated one engine inoperative

c approach and landing, missed approach procedure, with simulated one
engine inoperative
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* May be performed in a Flight Simulator, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il
+ May be performed in either Section 4 or Section 5
Advantage:

Increase of safety

Less stress for aircraft
Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The content of the skill test in Section 6 is the same as in Section 6, Appendix
2 to JAR-FCL 1.210. There is also not the possibility to perform this test in a
flight simulator.

3592 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union

SECTION 6 (multiengine aeroplanes only)
Flight with one engine inoperative

a Simulated engine failure after takeoff or on go-around (at a safe altitude
unless carried out in al flight simulator or FNPT 11111, FTD 2,2)

b* approach and procedural go-around with simulated one engine inoperative

c approach and landing, missed approach procedure, with simulated one
engine inoperative

* May be performed in a Flight Simulator, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il

+ May be performed in either Section 4 or Section 5

Advantage:

Increase of safety
Less stress for aircraft

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 2019.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

4078 Authority

The Non-technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence
and rating are well defined, however, the proposed Non-technical testing
standards lack clarity and formal defininition e.g. the use of terms such as
‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In addition, application of the proposed criteria is
susceptible to subjectivity, bias and abuse because of a lack of common
understanding and the requirement for standardised interpretation.

Proposal: Replace
3 The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

— exercise good judgement and airmanship;
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with

4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

@) ...

®) ...
(c) operate the aircraft safely, efficiently and apply to the required

standard, Non-technical Skills (NTS) such as Teamwork, Situation
Awareness and Threat and Error Management etc’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The text of the flight test tolerance in paragraph 10 is exactly the same as in
paragraph 12, Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210. The Agency
does not agree that the non-technical testing standards lack clarity and formal
definition.

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

4838 comment by: Flght Training Europe
Page 114, Appendix 7, IR Skill Test

Para 6 infers that the applicant can repeat any part of the test even when he
has failed it. Change first sentence of para 6 to read:

6. At the discretion of the examiner any manoeuvre or procedure
of the test may be repeated once by the applicant.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be changed back to the JAR-FCL wording as in paragraph 8,
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

5816 comment by: ENAC TLP

The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS and TEM avoiding the use of
terms such as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to
subjectivity, bias and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common
understanding.

Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.

Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be
demonstrated during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and
related Flight test tolerances
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APPENDIX 7 IR SKILL TEST
FLIGHT TEST TOLERANCES
page 114
To be modified as follows (italics)
10 The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
-asitis;
- asitis;
- apply NTS and TEM as needed to exercise good airmanship;
- asitis;
- asitis.

Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 4078.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
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well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
number the content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs to remain in the
rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

6116 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Paragraph 4 to Appendix 7 to FCL620 IR Skill Test

Page No*:

114 of 647

Comment:

IRT must be conducted without external visual reference

Justification:

IRT must demonstrate Instrument flying skills: this cannot be done if the
applicant can see external visual references

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

The test is intended to simulate a practical IFR flight in Instrument
Meteorological Conditions (IMC). A suitable method of screening shall be used
to prevent the applicant’'s use of external visual reference during the test
except for take-off and landing.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The text of paragraph 4 is exactly the same as in paragraph 5, Appendix 1 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart I, number 48 (page 29), of NPA 2008-17a, that the issue of
qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

The comments received on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the
issue of the qualifications to fly in IMC / cloud flying will be taken into account
by this working group. The task FCL.008 will result in an NPA which will be
submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to make your
comments.

6411 comment by: Volker Miiller

I suggest an addition to "Flight test tolerances": Communicate with ATC in
professional manner.
The radio procedures of pilots often lack professionalism and it should be
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emphasised that besides operating the airplane, it is crucial to maintain
professional radio procedures.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 4078.

Your addition is already covered under the 5 requirements listed in paragraph
10.

6738 comment by: CAA CZ
See corresponding comment No: 6737
Noted

Please see the reply to your comment 6737 on FCL.625.H.

7088 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL Appendix 7 para 10

Page No:

114 of 647

Comment:

The competency of “exercise good judgement and airmanship” is too loose and
is open to subjectivity, bias, and abuse (because of the lack of common
understanding with a standardised interpretation). This will undermine the
confidence in the licensing rules and assessment process.

Justification:

Consistency across licence skill tests.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Amend to read;

“- exercise-goodjudgement-and-airmanship-apply non-technical skills correctly

for the conduct of the test”.
Not accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 4078.

7295 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

SECTION 6 (multiengine aeroplanes only)
Flight with one engine inoperative

a) Simulated engine failure after takeoff or on go-around (at a safe altitude
unless carried out in al flight simulator or FNPT I11/111, FTD 2,2)

b)* approach and procedural go-around with simulated one engine
inoperative

c)+ approach and landing, missed approach procedure, with simulated one
engine inoperative

* May be performed in a Flight Simulator, FTD 2/3 or FNPT I

+ May be performed in either Section 4 or Section 5
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Advantages:

1) Increase of relative safety
2) Less wear and tear for the aircraft

response | Not accepted
Please see the reply above to comment 2019.
comment | 7501 comment by: British Airways
In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.
response | Noted
Please see the reply above to comment 5913.
B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 7: IR skill test - A. Aeroplanes p. 115-117
comment | 220 comment by: CAA - The Netherlands
Appendix 7
Content of the test. C Airships. Section 4.h+ and 5.h+.
Proposal: remove the line "h+ Go-around".
Explanation: The logical action for an airplane or helicopter to do a go-around
action is different from the action to do by an airship. An airship can switch-off
its engine to repeat the approach and landing. The wind will push the airship
back and if there is no wind the engine can be rotated in the opposite direction
response | Not accepted
The Go-around action is a general approach procedure and should stay in the
content of the test for airships.
Your proposed action by an airship could be a Go-around action.
comment | 1211 comment by: TAAPS
section 1 f: typing error taxing should be taxiing
response | Accepted
Thank you for your comment.
The text will be changed accordingly.
comment | 1305 comment by: Vincent Lambercy

When flying IFR in a single pilot airplane, autopilot plays critical, safety
relevant role. The point is not to fly all the time with or without autopilot, but I
think it is important that the applicant demonstrates sufficient knowledge of
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the autopilot use and capabilities.
Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The ‘Contest of the test’ A. Aeroplanes, is a copy of Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL
1.210 and therefore contains the same requirement.

The Agency agrees that it is important that the applicant demonstrates
sufficient knowledge of the autopilot use and capabilities. This is covered under
section 3 'En-route IFR procedures’

2486 comment by: CAA Belgium

A) Section 6 of the tests (Aeroplane/helicopter/As) may be performed in a
FS,FTD2/3,or FNPTII. Therefore all items (a,b,c,...) under section 6 should be
followed by the mark "*".

Reason:

1) this was foreseen in JAR-FCL (e.g. §14 of App.1 to JAR-FCL 1.210)

2) In the helicopter Section 6 it is already foreseen that this is the case under
item (a).

B) For harmonization purposes we propose to replace the mark "*" in the
helicopter skill test form by the mark "+" as used in the Aeroplane and As skill
test form.

Not accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The requirements in section 6 of Appendix 7A are the same as under section 6
of Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.210.

After carefully considering your proposal, the Agency has decided not to
change the text coming from JAR-FCL at this time.

5010 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: Table Section 1 contains a spelling mistake at row f:
f) Taxiing

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1211.

5015 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment on Appendix 7, Section 5 related to FCL.620 (a):
ECA recommends to add requirements for circling approaches.

Justification:

This requirement exists in other regulations. This is a very complex and risky
manoeuvre. Therefore a rating cannot allow the pilot to perform such a
manoeuvre when it has never been tested the competency to do so. This was a
lack of JAR regulation and need to be fixed.
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Partially accepted

The Agency follows in Appendix 7 IR Skill Test closely Appendix 1 and 2 to
JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

The requirements in section 5 are exactly the same as under section 5 of
Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.210 and JAR-FCL 2.210.

After carefully considering your proposal, and taking into account that circling
approaches can be considered as a part of the non-precise approach
procedures as mentioned in section 5, the Agency has decided not to add
a specific point on circling approaches to Appendix 7, but to make specific
references to it in AMC material.

Therefore, the Agency willadd a new AMC to Appendix 9 specifying
that Section 3.b - Instrument, in Appendix 9.B.1 should include training on a
circling approach, after an IFR approach.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
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elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs to remain in the rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

6118 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 7 A

Page No:

116

Comment:

Item 2 e is unclear and does not require reference to aeroplanes. Current text
is ‘Limited panel, stabilised climb or descent at Rate 1 turn onto given
headings, recovery from unusual attitudes. — only applicable to aeroplanes’.
Does this mean that Rate 1 turns are only tested in a stabilized climb or
descent, or is this a typo? NB Same text appears in App 2 to JAR-FCL 1.210;
UK interpretation has always been level turns.

Justification:

Typographical error?

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Amend to read: ‘Limited panel: stabilised climb or descent, level turns at Rate
1 onto given headings, recovery from unusual attitudes.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment

The text will be changed accordingly.

6119 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 7 A

Page No:

117

Comment:

Item 6b ‘procedural go around’ is undefined. The use of the word ‘procedural’
is inappropriate in this context.

Justification:

A ‘go around’ is the initial action of converting a descent or level flight into a
clean climb. There is no procedural aspect to it. However, a missed approach
can be procedural rather than vectored.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Amend to read: ‘approach, go around and procedural missed approach with
one engine inoperative’.

Accepted

Page 175 of 793



comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Thank you for your comment

The text will be changed accordingly.

6120 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 7 A

Page No:

117

Comment:

Item 6¢ ‘approach and landing, missed approach procedure, with one engine
inoperative’ is contradictory.

Justification:

A missed approach procedure is appropriate to a go around, not a landing
Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Delete ‘missed approach procedure’ and, as above, amend 6b to read:
‘approach, go around and procedural missed approach with one engine
inoperative’.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment

The text will be changed accordingly.

6121 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 7 A

Page No:

117

Comment:

Item 6b and 6c¢. It should be made clear whether 2 instrument approaches are
required to satisfy these requirements or whether one of the approaches can
be from a visual circuit.

Justification:

In the UK we accept one approach and one visual circuit but other Authorities
require 2 approaches.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Clarification of EASA requirement.

Accepted

Please see the replies above to comment 6119 and 6120.

6444 comment by: DCAA
App. 7 A Editorials in the numbering.
Noted

The Agency has checked the numbering but does not see editorials in the
numbering.
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comment | 6883 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

MOVE JAR-FCL 1.520 AND 1.525 TO APPENDIX 5 TO FCL

Justification
Appendix | JAR FCL 1.520 & 1.525 was moved to GM to Appendix 5 is now
downgraded. This is not acceptable.

response | Noted

Please see reply to your comment on the same issue in Appendix 5.

comment | 7711 comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:

Not OK |OK

l.a

1.b

1l.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK [OK

2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
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Not OK [OK

3.a

3.b

3.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature

response | Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting editorial /
formatting changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included in the
Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12).
These requests were assessed with a view to decide whether these changes
could be done at this stage of the process. The Agency has concluded that at
this time it will be very difficult to make the changes requested in a
consistent manner, while ensuring the necessary quality.
Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:
To leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was
included in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA
forms, but as mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national
authorities and training organisations to develop their own check lists
for forms.
In the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used
by examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations).
These report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs
e.g. AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.
To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is
already included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start
shortly after the FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task
is to deal with editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the
related AMC/GM some material coming from the JAA that could not be
included directly in FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the
development of this task the Agency will look into the several
Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL and try to change them so
that they can be used directly as forms, to achieve further
harmonisation. The comments received on this NPA will be taken into
account for that work.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 7: IR skill test - B. Helicopters p. 117-119

Page 178 of 793




comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs to remain in the rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

7714 comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:
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Not OK [OK

l.a

1.b

1.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK |OK

2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK |OK

3.a

3.b

3.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature

response | Noted
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The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting editorial/
formatting changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included in the
Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and 12).
These requests were assessed with a view to decide whether these changes
could be done at this stage of the process. The Agency has concluded that at
this time it will be very difficult to make the changes requested in a consistent
manner, while ensuring the necessary quality.
Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:
To leave the content / format of the tables unchanged from what was
included in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA
forms, but as mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national
authorities and training organisations to develop their own check lists for
forms.
In the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.
To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is
already included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly
after the FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to
deal with editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related
AMC/GM some material coming from the JAA that could not be included
directly in FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the
development of this task the Agency will look into the several
Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL and try to change them so
that they can be used directly as forms, to achieve further
harmonisation. The comments received on this NPA will be taken into
account for that work.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 7: IR skKill test - C. Airships p. 119-120

comment

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
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may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
SO as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

In the case of this particular Appendix, and until such time as competency
based standards may be developed for the IR, the Agency considers that the
content of skill tests/proficiency checks needs to remain in the rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

comment by: CAA Finland

Skill test form:
The form should start from new page and already have a summary page like:

Not OK [OK

l.a

1.b

1.c

And

So

On

Examiners signature
Not OK

OK
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2.a

2.b

2.c

And

So

Examiners signature

Not OK [OK

3.a

3.b

3.c

And

So

Examiners signature
Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting
editorial/formatting changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included
in the Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and
12). These requests were assessed with a view to decide whether these
changes could be done at this stage of the process. The Agency has concluded
that at this time it will be very difficult to make the changes requested in a
consistent manner, while ensuring the necessary quality.

Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:

To leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was
included in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA
forms, but as mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national
authorities and training organisations to develop their own check lists for
forms.

In the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.

To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is
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already included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly
after the FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to
deal with editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related
AMC/GM some material coming from the JAA that could not be included
directly in FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the
development of this task the Agency will look into the several Appendices
and AMC material to Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can
be used directly as forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The
comments received on this NPA will be taken into account for that work.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 8: Cross-crediting of the IR part of a
type or class rating proficiency check

p. 121

comment | 5464 comment by: CAA Belgium

response

From a logic point of view it seems to be very questionable that according to
Part A of Appendix 8 the IR-part of a type rating proficiency check for one CS-
25- MPA—type revalidation is not credited towards another revalidation of a
CS-25- MPA—type, whereas it will be credited towards IR-privileges on CS-23
turbine or turbo-prop driven types, that might be required to be operated with
a co-pilot under ops-requirements.

We do not support the idea of cross crediting from SP SE class rating towards
SE type rating without further restrictions because the IR part of a prof. check
might have been conducted on a C172 would allows for granting IR credit
towards HPA types like TBM 700, TBM 850 or PC. Due to the difference in
performance this kind of crediting is considered as unsafe and thus to be
counterproductive to EASA’s approach on safety enhancement. For the same
reason, cross crediting from SP SE type rating towards other SP SE type
ratings without further differentiation at least appears to be questionable.

It is requested to delete Part B because it is in contradiction to FCL.625.H (a)
(1), in contradiction to Appendix 6, Part B, No 2 and in contradiction to
Appendix 9 (see bottom of NPA 2008-17b, page 135, and the relevant part of
the table referring to section 5 on pages 138 and 139). Due to safety
considerations, FCL.625.H (a) (1), Appendix 6 and Appendix 9 consider all IR
privileges to be specific to a helicopter type for which the licence holder is
qualified, rated and proficient, whereas according to Appendix 8 EASA
apparently intends to grant IR privileges regardless of the helicopter type. This
intention is not supported.

But if it is nevertheless still intended to let Part B of Appendix 8 become
applicable, it should be applied to holders of IR privileges of multi pilot
helicopter types as well, because a generic “multi-pilot-helicopter type” is
basically a single-pilot, multi-engine helicopter type, which might be required
to be operated with a co-pilot. To exercise IR(H) privileges on a multi-engine
helicopter type in a single pilot role is almost more demanding and of a higher
pilot workload than on the same type in a multi-pilot role, supported by a
second qualified pilot.

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 8 Cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or
class rating proficiency check closely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.246.
The credits for A. Aeroplanes are the same as under de JAA system. For B.

Page 184 of 793




comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Helicopters this is new and modelled after de Aeroplanes section

After carefully considering your proposal, the Agency has decided not to
change the text from JAR-FCL at this time.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
S0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

This particular Appendix establishes credits that are applicable to requirements
contained in the rule. It needs to remain an Appendix, since an AMC cannot
establish deviations from a rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
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appendices.

7502 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 5913.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 8: Cross-crediting of the IR part of a
type or class rating proficiency check - A. Aeroplanes

p. 121

comment

response

comment

response

comment

3487 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
Appendix 8; B. Helicopters

Add star " * " in table "credit is valid towards.."
in lines 2, 5 and 6

Accepted

Text has been amended accordingly.

3887 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

Appendix 8 - Part A:

From a logic point of view it seems to be very questionable that according to
Part A of Appendix 8 the IR-part of a type rating proficiency check for one CS-
25- MPA—type revalidation is not credited towards another revalidation of a
CS-25- MPA—type, whereas it will be credited towards IR-privileges on CS-23
turbine or turbo-prop driven types, that might be required to be operated with
a co-pilot under ops-requirements.

We do not support the idea of cross crediting from SP SE class rating towards
SE type rating without further restrictions because the IR part of a prof. check
might have been conducted on a C172 would allows for granting IR credit
towards HPA types like TBM 700, TBM 850 or PC. Due to the difference in
performance this kind of crediting is considered as unsafe and thus to be
counterproductive to EASA’s approach on safety enhancement. For the same
reason, cross crediting from SP SE type rating towards other SP SE type
ratings without further differentiation at least appears to be questionable.

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 8 Cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or
class rating proficiency check closely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.246.
The credits for A. Aeroplanes are the same as under de JAA system. The
Agency sees no reason to change these requirements at this time.

3984 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Appendix 8

Page 186 of 793




response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Remove the right column from the table which is empty, and "(1)" and "(2)"
from the 2" row which does not mean anything

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The lay-out will be changed accordingly for A. Aeroplanes and B. Helicopters.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.

This particular Appendix establishes credits that are applicable to requirements
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contained in the rule. It needs to remain an Appendix, since an AMC cannot
establish deviations from a rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

7720 comment by: CAA Finland

App 8 A:

There is no need to limit cross-crediting only for revalidation but also renewing.
A pilot may have several class and type ratings just 1 month ago expired, but
a lot of experience during last 12 moinths. Amended text proposal:

Credits shall be granted only when the holder is revalidating or renewing IR
privileges for single-engine and singlepilot multi-engine aeroplanes, as
appropriate.

* Provided within the preceding 12 months counted from the date of this
proficiency check the applicant has flown at least 3 IFR departures and
approaches on an SP class or type of aeroplane in single pilot operations, or,
for multiengine aeroplanes, the applicant has passed Section 6 of the skill test
for singlepilot aeroplanes flown solely by reference to instruments in singlepilot
operation.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 3887.

Under the JAA system the credit shall be granted only when the holder is
revalidating IR and not when the holder is renewing IR. This cross-crediting will
stay the same.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 8: Cross-crediting of the IR part of a

type or class rating proficiency check - B. Helicopters p. 122
comment | 373 comment by: REGA
STATEMENT
The limitaition of crediting towards the IR part of the proficiency check is
insufficient.
PROPOSAL
Crediting shall be an option for the IFR and the VFR part of proficiency checks.
response | Noted
The Agency follows in Appendix 8 Cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or
class rating proficiency check closely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.246.
The credits for A. Aeroplanes are the same as under de JAA system. For B.
Helicopters this is new and modelled after de Aeroplanes section.
There is no crediting in both categories for the VFR part.
comment | 1385 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
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at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
preceeding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be changed accordingly.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1627 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT
The limitation of crediting towards the IR part of the proficiency check is
insufficient.

PROPOSAL
Crediting shall be an option for the IFR and the VFR part of proficiency checks.

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 373.

2137 comment by: British International Helicopters

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
preceeding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

2350 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
preceding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.
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Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

comment | 3288 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

Part FCL
Appendix 8
B. Helicopters.

Consistency, IR in single pilot operations is more demanding than IR in multi
pilot operations even with a multi engine helicopter.

The third line is not applicable for helicopter category.

To add (*) in the column 2 of the Table like :

a. SE type rating*, and

b. SP ME type rating>

a. SE type rating

b. SP ME type rating

. I i ol

response | Accepted

comment

response

comment

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

3693 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Insert * in column 2/rows 2, 5 and 6.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

3888 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

Appendix 8 Part B

It is requested to delete Part B because it is in contradiction to FCL.625.H (a)
(1), in contradiction to Appendix 6, Part B, No 2 and in contradiction to
Appendix 9 (see bottom of NPA 2008-17b, page 135, and the relevant part of
the table referring to section 5 on pages 138 and 139). Due to safety
considerations, FCL.625.H (a) (1), Appendix 6 and Appendix 9 consider all IR
privileges to be specific to a helicopter type for which the licence holder is
qualified, rated and proficient, whereas according to Appendix 8 EASA
apparently intends to grant IR privileges regardless of the helicopter type. This
intention is not supported.
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But if it is nevertheless still intended to let Part B of Appendix 8 become
applicable, it should be applied to holders of IR privileges of multi pilot
helicopter types as well, because a generic “multi-pilot-helicopter type” is
basically a single-pilot, multi-engine helicopter type, which might be required
to be operated with a co-pilot. To exercise IR(H) privileges on a multi-engine
helicopter type in a single pilot role is almost more demanding and of a higher
pilot workload than on the same type in a multi-pilot role, supported by a
second qualified pilot.

Noted

The Agency follows in Appendix 8 Cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or
class rating proficiency check closely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.246.

The credits for A. Aeroplanes are the same as under de JAA system. For B.
Helicopters this is new and modelled after de Aeroplanes section.

The proposal was discussed in the Review group and there it has been decided
to keep the text as it is.

4429 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
preceding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

4671 comment by: Héli-Union

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
preceding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

4890 comment by: HUTC

Column 2 row 1 b. (SP ME type rating) should also have an asterix to indicate
at least 3 IFR departures and approaches have been performed within the
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preceding 12 months on a SP type in an SP operation.

Same applies to Column 2 row 3 where a. and b. should have an asterix
because they both apply to single pilot IR.

Justification:

Consistency of the rule. MP IR or SP ME restricted to MP IR should only be
credited against the SP IR (SE or ME) if the pilot is recent in SP IR departures
and approaches.

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
S0 as to address the above.

Noted

After careful consideration of the comments received on the Appendices, as
well as feedback received from stakeholders, the Agency has decided to leave
the majority of the Appendices content in the rule, and only pass certain
elements to AMC, after an individual analysis, based on concrete comments.
The Agency has explained this decision in more detail in the explanatory note
of the CRD.
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This particular Appendix establishes credits that are applicable to requirements
contained in the rule. It needs to remain an Appendix, since an AMC cannot
establish deviations from a rule.

This is also our reply to your same comment 5913 on all the different
appendices.

6953 comment by: CAA CZ
The table with credits should be completed with the stars relating to required
experience on single pilot helicopter operations:

In the line MPH type rating letter b. SP ME type rating *

In the line SP-ME type rating, restricted to multipilot operation

letter a. SE type rating *

letter b. SP ME type rating *

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

7723 comment by: CAA Finland
App 8 B:

Line MPH column (2): SP ME type rating: star is missing

Line SP ME, MP-OPS column (2): SP ME type rating: star is missing

Accepted

Please see the reply above to comment 1385.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 9: Skill test and proficiency check for
ATPL,. Type and class ratings and proficiency check for instrument ratings

p. 123

comment

response

1128 comment by: CAA Belgium

General remark for all skill test/prof check report forms. We propose to amend
all forms in order to allow the examiner

1) to sign "pass-fail” for each item/sector of the test

2) to allow at the end a final conclusion for the test/check.

Noted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments requesting
editorial/formatting changes to the skill test/proficiency check tables included
in the Appendices and AMC material to Part-FCL (e.g. Appendices 4, 7, 9 and
12). These requests were assessed with a view to decide whether these
changes could be done at this stage of the process. The Agency has concluded
that at this time it will be very difficult to make the changes requested in a
consistent manner, while ensuring the necessary quality.

Therefore, the Agency has decided the following:

To leave the content/format of the tables unchanged from what was
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included in JAR-FCL. These tables are not to be considered as EASA
forms, but as mere content lists. They can serve as a basis for national
authorities and training organisations to develop their own check lists for
forms.

In the meantime, to develop report forms as AMC material to be used by
examiners when complying with FCL.1030 (reporting obligations). These
report forms will be based on the content of the applicable AMCs e.g.
AMCs to Appendices 7, 9 and 12, as published in this NPA.

To include this point in the work of rulemaking task FCL.002, which is
already included in the Agency’s rulemaking programme, to start shortly
after the FCL opinion is published. The main purpose of this task is to
deal with editorial aspects and to include in Part-FCL and the related
AMC/GM some material coming from the JAA that could not be included
directly in FCL.001 (e.g. the Learning objectives). During the
development of this task the Agency will look into the several Appendices
and AMC material to Part-FCL and try to change them so that they can
be used directly as forms, to achieve further harmonisation. The
comments received on this NPA will be taken into account for that work.

1417 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

This Appendix would be better as an AMC.

Justification:

The training and testing/checking schedules have been amended on several
occasions under JAR to accomodate changes in aircraft technology, training
device technology and training/testing/checking philosophy. Such changes will
be difficult in future under the full Community law process and could be better
accomodated through the AMC and alternative AMC process whilst still
maintaining control of standards throughout the Community.

Not accepted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the multiple comments asking for the
content of this Appendix to be transferred into AMC.

However, and until such time as competency based standards for assessing
pilot competencies are developed, the Agency considers that it is essential that
the flight training and skill test contents for professional licences remains in the
rule.

Therefore, the text of Appendix 9 will not be transferred to AMC.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2426 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The forms will be replicated in member states. As tests allow for the retesting
of items it will be beneficial to applicants and organisations alike to provide an
extra column to reflect "attempt 1" or "attempt 2" In this way, a partial retest
can more easily be completed by a subsequent examiner

Noted
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Please see reply to comment 1128 above.

2604 comment by: CAA Belgium

P 123 and following

Appendix 9

All headings of the skill test/prof check forms are different from those in JAR-
FCL and are incomplete.

Accepted

Editorial accepted.
The Agency will conduct an editorial review of this Appendix, and text will be
amended accordingly.

3212 comment by: Susana Nogueira

All headings of the skill test form are different from JAR-FCL and are
incomplete.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 2604 above.

3287 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Part FCL Appendix 9

Consistency and clarification.
Add MPL in the title
B. Specific requirements for aeroplane category

3 Section 6 is not part of the ATPL or MPL skill test. To extend the type
rating privileges to CATII or CAT 111, the applicant shall pass the
section 6 on the appropriate type of aircraft.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

3476 comment by: Susana Nogueira

Modify the headline to read:
SKill test and profiency check por ATPL, MPL, Type and Class rating...

Accepted

See reply to comment 3287 above.

3694 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Skill test form for single-pilot helicopters is not included.

Noted

The two skill tests in Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 2.240 and 2.295 and Appendix 3
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to JAR-FCL 2.240 have been merged.

The reason why these two skill tests have been merged is because their
content is exactly the same excepted item 4.6 of section 4 (incapacitation of
crew member).

4430 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
This Appendix would be better as an AMC.
Justification:
The training and testing/checking schedules have been amended on several
occasions under JAR to accommodate changes in aircraft technology, training
device technology and training/testing/checking philosophy. Such changes will
be difficult in future under the full Community law process and could be better
accommodated through the AMC and alternative AMC process whilst still
maintaining control of standards throughout the Community.
Not accepted
Please see reply to comment 1417 above.
4672 comment by: Héli-Union
This Appendix would be better as an AMC.
Justification:
The training and testing/checking schedules have been amended on several
occasions under JAR to accommodate changes in aircraft technology, training
device technology and training/testing/checking philosophy. Such changes will
be difficult in future under the full Community law process and could be better
accommodated through the AMC and alternative AMC process whilst still
maintaining control of standards throughout the Community.
Not accepted
Please see reply to comment 1417 above.
4752 comment by: CAA Belgium
In general, proof reading is needed. Some examples:

-- SPA skill test form misses headings “FS/A” etc

- - MPA skill test, 3 last simulator qualifications missing, also headings &

sections 4,5 & 6

--AS & Powered Lift skill test also lacks 3 last sim qualifications
Accepted
Editorial accepted.
The Agency will conduct an editorial review of this Appendix, and titles will be
amended accordingly.
4785 comment by: CAA Belgium
Titel: MPL is missing
Accepted
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See reply to comment 3287 above.

4786 comment by: CAA Belgium
Exam forms need to be in conformity with the ones of JAR-FCL
Noted

The Agency will conduct an editorial review of this Appendix to ensure
consistency with JAR-FCL

4891 comment by: HUTC

This Appendix would be better as an AMC.

Justification:

The training and testing/checking schedules have been amended on several
occasions under JAR to accommodate changes in aircraft technology, training
device technology and training/testing/checking philosophy. Such changes will
be difficult in future under the full Community law process and could be better
accommodated through the AMC and alternative AMC process whilst still
maintaining control of standards throughout the Community.

Not accepted

Please see reply to comment 1417 above.

5366 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment on Appendix 9, points 14-18, change title as follows:
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST FOR MULTIPILOT AIRCRAFT
TYPE RATINGS, MPL AND FOR ATPL

Justification:
This should apply also to MPL

Accepted

See reply to comment 3287 above.

5465 comment by: CAA Belgium

The headline of the Appendix (as well as the small headline between items 13
and 14 of Part A) should contain a reference to the MPL because FCL.415.A (b)
refers to this Appendix.

Accepted

See reply to comment 3287 above.

5608 comment by: CAE
Appendix 9

Currently there is much confusion in Europe on multi-pilot training in a single-

pilot aircraft. The majority of VLJ's entering the market in Europe will be with
AOC operators who desire to operate the type with a crew. These operators will
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employ two pilots to fly their VLJ's, and in the interest in training as you fly it
would be beneficial to have a sanctioned way to conduct multi-pilot
training/checking in a single-pilot aircraft.

Suggestion:

Under Appendix 9 change all reference to “single-pilot aeroplane” to “single-
pilot operation” and “multi-pilot aeroplane” to “multi-pilot operation” when
referencing the skill test/proficiency check.

Reference comment 4296 and 5526
Not accepted

The Agency understands the purpose of your comment, and agrees that some
changes are needed to take into account the specificities related to VLJs.
However, after careful review of the comments received, and input from
experts, the Agency has decided on a different solution than that you propose.

For more details, please see the explanatory note to the CRD as well as the
amended text of Appendix 9.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
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consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Not accepted

Please see reply to comment 1417 above.

6592 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

General remark:

The proposed skill test form is inappropriate for high performance single pilot
aeroplanes.

Noted

The Agency takes note of your comment.

Even though some improvement may be needed in the requirements applicable
to HPA, the Agency considers that this issue needs to be considered in a
dedicated rulemaking task before any changes are made.

Please note also that the Agency has suggested some changes to try to
address some specific needs related to the introduction of VLJ.

For more details, please see the explanatory note to the CRD as well as the
amended text of Appendix 9.

6955 comment by: CAA CZ

It should be stated that this Appendix is also applicable for skill test for MPL
(see FCL.415.A(b)).

Accepted

See reply to comment 3287 above.

7069 comment by: CAA Norway

Appendix 9
In general, proof reading is needed. Some examples:
- SPA skill test form misses headings “FS/A” etc
- MPA skill test, 3 last simulator qualifications missing, also headings &
sections 4,5 & 6
- AS & Powered Lift skill test also lacks 3 last sim qualifications

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 5752 above.

7503 comment by: British Airways

In order to allow the introduction of modern training methodology and take
into account the use of improved training devices the comtents of this
Appendix should be transferred to AMC and GM for the appropriate section.

Not accepted
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Please see reply to comment 1417 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 9: Skill test and proficiency check
for ATPL,. Type and class ratings and proficiency check for instrument p. 123-124
ratings - A. General

comment

response

comment

703 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

Appendix 9 Skill Test and Proficiency Check

Clarification:
Since the check scenarios are not a task to develop by the authority,
clarification is needed.

Proposal:
# 6:

Change into: developed by the operator and approved by the
competent authority.”

# 9:
Text should be written as in paragraph27 of AMC 2 to 1015.

# 10:
delete the words: "as if there is no other crew member"

Partially accepted

#6

Not accepted

The Agency considers that the text should remain unchanged. The Examiner
proposes a scenario before the examination (Met conditions, traffic, A to B
diverting to C...). The Authority is responsible for these scenarios. This should
be included in the arrangements for the standardisation of examiners.

#9
Accepted.
Text will be amended accordingly.

#10

Partially accepted.

Text will be amended to include at the end of the sentence 'if taking the
test/check under single-pilot conditions.'

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1080 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:

Item 10 and 15

Our experience is that this text confuses applicants and flight examiners.
Therefore, the text should be clearer and not repeated.

Proposal:

Item 10 An applicant shall be required to fly the aircraft from a position where
all items can be executed and for single pilot aeroplane, carry out the test as if
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there is no other crew member. Responsibility for the flight shall be allocated
in accordance with national regulations

Item 15. Delete the last sentence in item 15.

"The applicant may choose either the left hand or the right hand seat for the
skill test if all items can be executed from the selected seat.”

Noted

Item 10
Noted. Please see reply to comment 703 above.

Item 15 :
Not accepted. This text is coming from JAR-FCL, and the Agency considers that
it should be kept.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1081 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:
There is a need to clarify what we mean with "a qualified pilot" during the skill
test.

Must this pilot have a valid type-rating?

Proposal:

14 The skill test for a multi-pilot aircraft shall be performed in a multi-crew
environment. Another

applicant or another qualified type-rated pilot may function as second pilot. If
an aircraft is used, the second pilot shall be the instructor.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1083 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:

The text in Item 14 and Item 17 should be the same and there is a need for
clarification regarding what "a simulated commercial air transport
environment' is. Today, it is interpreted differently in the European authorities.

Proposal:

17 The test/check should be accomplished under IFR, if the IR-rating is
included, and be accomplished in a multi crew environment. An essential
element to be checked is the ability to plan and conduct the flight from routine
briefing material.

Not accepted

This text is coming from JAR-FCL, and the Agency considers that it should be
kept.

1287 comment by: Ryanair

Paragraph 9 contains a very important change to existing regulation. As
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written, the TRE does not have any discretion over whether to allow a repeat of
a manoeuvre or procedure. It can be interpreted from the proposed text that a
repeat is the right of an applicant and not at the discretion of the TRE.

This undermines the TRE's authority and lays the ground for disputes between
the applicant and the TRE.

Proposal:-

(9) At the discretion of the TRE, any manoeuvre or procedure of the test may
be repeated once by the applicant.

Although this proposed text exists in AMC 2 to FCL.1015 it is not in the Rule.
This needs to be clarified.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

1413 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

10. ..... performed and to carry out the test as if there is no other crew
member if taking the test/check under single-pilot conditions.
Responsibility for the flight.....

Justification:

Clarity of meaning. Acting as if there is no other crew member is only
applicable to the single-pilot test/check. Multi-pilot conditions are stated in
paragraphs 14, 15 and 16, but the statement in paragraph 10 is a
general statement and conflicts with 14, 15 and 16.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

1415 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

1416 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact, it

Page 202 of 793



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240 &
2.295 is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as approved
shall be used." With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking in the
aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, | suggest that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. There must still be an option to
use the aircraft where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular
problem in the helicopter industry.

Accepted

Text will be amended, and wording from JAR-FCL introduced in paragraph 6.

1549 comment by: IAn

No costs are given and which should be limited in order to reduce the
excessive charges levied by some examiners or training organisations

Noted

It should be noted that the Agency is only responsible for regulating safety
aspects.

2020 comment by: Swiss Pilot School Asociation

APPENDIX 9 B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
Proposal:

5.5 Engine shutdown and restart (ME skill test only) (at a safe altitude unless
carried out in FS or FNPT I1)

Advantage:
Increase of safety

Less stress for aircraft
Partially accepted

Text will be amended to include 'at a safe altitude if performed in the aircraft'

2138 comment by: British International Helicopters

CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted
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Please see reply to comment 1415 above.

2139 comment by: British International Helicopters
There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used." With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, it is suggested that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. The option to use the aircraft
where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular problem in the
helicopter industry, must be maintained.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1416 above.

2351 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
10. ..... performed and to carry out the test as if there is no other crew
member if taking the test/check under single-pilot conditions.
Responsibility for the flight.....

Justification:

Clarity of meaning. Acting as if there is no other crew member is only
applicable to the single-pilot test/check. Multi-pilot conditions are stated in
paragraphs 14, 15 and 16, but the statement in paragraph 10 is a
general statement and conflicts with 14, 15 and 16.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

2352 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1415 above.
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2353 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used." With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1416 above.

2354 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
18 - the skill test may be conducted in a flight simulator enly and may...
Justification:

Confusing statement, ‘only’ and ‘may’ in same statement

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

3286 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Part FCL Appendix 9 A. GENERAL

Paragraph 10

This paragraph is not appropriate for Multi Pilot aircraft skill tests and
proficiency checks.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

3478 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Paragraph 9

Text should be written as in paragraph 27 of AMC 2 to 1015.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

3479 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Delete words ‘'as if there is no other crew member’.

Noted
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Please see reply to comment 703 above.

3488 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
Appendix 9
General

e Titel: MPL is missing

e Exam forms need to be in conformity with the ones in JAR-FCL
Accepted
MPL will be included in the title.
The Agency will conduct an editorial review of this Appendix to ensure
consistency with JAR-FCL.
3593 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union
APPENDIX 9
B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
Proposal:
5.5 Engine shutdown and restart (ME skill test only) (at a safe altitude unless
carried out in FS or FNPT 11)
Advantage:
Increase of safety
Less stress for aircraft
Partially accepted
Please see reply to comment 2020 above.
3695 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Paragraph 16:
At the end of paragraph add:
'In case that the matters indicates are not checked by the examiner, a
co-pilot limitation shall be included in the licence. To remove this
limitation the applicant shall be checked of this matters by an
examiner".
Justification: This is the only one opportunity to issue this co-pilot limitation
described in other parts of this rule (e.gr. page 630: Application and report
form). If this proposal is not accepted, delete the reference to co-pilot
functions in other rules.
Not accepted
Paragraph 16 is a copy of JAR-FCL1. This text should remain unchanged.
3889 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
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Appendix 9, Part A:

The headline of the Appendix (as well as the small headline between items 13
and 14 of Part A) should contain a reference to the MPL because FCL.415.A (b)
refers to this Appendix.

Accepted

Text will be changed accordingly.

comment by: Airbus

Page 123 Appendix 9. A - GENERAL, Subg4

Comment: adjust the text so that the link with the Operational
Suitability Certificate is clearer. Today credit can only be granted when
recommended by the JOEB, so tomorrow this will be defined in the OSC.
The words “When relevant” are not explicit enough.

Proposal: Amend sub8&4 to read:

The syllabus of flight instruction shall comply with the syllabus_defined
in the Operational Suitability Certificate established in accordance with
Part 21.The syllabus may be reduced to give credit for previous
experience on similar type, as defined in the Operational Suitability
Certificate established in accordance with Part 21.

response | Accepted

comment | 4001

Text will be amended accordingly.

comment by: Airbus

Page 123 Appendix 9. A - GENERAL, Sub8§5

Comment: adjust the text so that the link with the Operational
Suitability Certificate is clearer. In fact the skill test is separate from the
syllabus; so text should be amended. Need not include the term
variants, as no skill test is required between variants, only between
different type ratings.

Proposal: Amend sub85 to read:

Except in the case off skill tests for the issue of an ATPL, when defined
in the Operational Suitability Certificate established in accordance with
Part 21, credit may be given for skill test items common to other types
where the pilot is qualified.

response | Accepted

comment | 4003

Text will be amended accordingly.

comment by: Airbus

Page 123 Appendix 9. A - GENERAL, Subg812

Comment: text from § 12 is mostly already written under § 11.
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e Proposal: either simplify 811 in removing the equivalent text and keep
812, or delete 8§ 12.

Partially accepted

Text of both paragraphs will be merged.

4296 comment by: CAE
Appendix 9 Section A paragraph 16 (page 124)

There is no provision to qualify a crew as multi-pilot in a single-pilot certified
aircraft. VLJ's will be used in this capacity. Suggest wording added to
paragraph as follows:

“The following matters shall be specifically checked when testing/checking
applicants for the ATPL(A), for a type rating for multi-pilot aeroplanes or for

multi-pilot operation in a single-pilot aeroplane extending to the duties of
a pilot-in-command, irrespective of whether the applicant acts as PF or PNF:”

Reference comment 5526 and 5608
Partially accepted

Text will be amended as suggested.

4376 comment by: DCA Malta

Item 9
After 'repeated once by the applicant' add 'at the discretion of the examiner’

Item 10
‘as if there is no other crew member’' is not correct for a multipilot type rating
or ATPL.

Partially accepted

Item 9
Text will be amended accordingly.

Item 10
Please see reply to comment 703 above.

4431 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

10. ..... performed and to carry out the test as if there is no other crew
member if taking the test/check under single-pilot conditions.
Responsibility for the flight.....

Justification:

Clarity of meaning. Acting as if there is no other crew member is only
applicable to the single-pilot test/check. Multi-pilot conditions are stated in
paragraphs 14, 15 and 16, but the statement in paragraph 10 is a
general statement and conflicts with 14, 15 and 16.

response | Accepted
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Please see reply to comment 703 above.

4432 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1415 above.

4433 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used." With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, we suggest that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. There must still be an option
to use the aircraft where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular
problem in the helicopter industry.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 1416 above.

4434 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
18 - the skill test may be conducted in a flight simulator enty and may...
Justification:

Confusing statement, ‘only’ and ‘may’ in same statement

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 2354 above.

4637 comment by: Irish Aviation Authority

Paragraph 9 should say: "At the discretion of the Examiner, any manoeuvre...",
otherwise the candidate could demand any number of repeats. See the
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wording in AMC 2 to FCL.1015 on p 580.
Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

4673 comment by: Héli-Union

10. ..... performed and to carry out the test as if there is no other crew
member if taking the test/check under single-pilot conditions.
Responsibility for the flight.....

Justification:

Clarity of meaning. Acting as if there is no other crew member is only
applicable to the single-pilot test/check. Multi-pilot conditions are stated in
paragraphs 14, 15 and 16, but the statement in paragraph 10 is a
general statement and conflicts with 14, 15 and 16.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

4674 comment by: Héli-Union
CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1415 above.

4675 comment by: Héli-Union

There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used." With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, we suggest that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. There must still be an option
to use the aircraft where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular
problem in the helicopter industry.

Accepted
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Please see reply to comment 1416 above.

4676 comment by: Héli-Union
18 - the skill test may be conducted in a flight simulator ernty and may...
Justification:
Confusing statement, ‘only’ and ‘may’ in same statement
Accepted
Please see reply to comment 2354 above
4787 comment by: CAA Belgium
Paragraph 9 Text should be written as in paragraph 27 of AMC 2 to 1015
Paragraph 10 Delete the words “as if there is no other crew member”
Partially accepted
Please see reply to comment 703 above.
4839 comment by: Flght Training Europe
Page 123, Appendix 9
Para 9 infers that the applicant can repeat any part of the test even when he
has failed it. Change first sentence of para 9 to read:

9. At the discretion of the examiner any manoeuvre or procedure

of the test may be repeated once by the applicant.
Noted
Please see reply to comment 703 above.
4893 comment by: HUTC
10. ..... performed and to carry out the test as if there is no other crew
member if taking the test/check under single-pilot conditions.
Responsibility for the flight.....
Justification:
Clarity of meaning. Acting as if there is no other crew member is only
applicable to the single-pilot test/check. Multi-pilot conditions are stated in
paragraphs 14, 15 and 16, but the statement in paragraph 10 is a
general statement and conflicts with 14, 15 and 16.
Accepted
Please see reply to comment 703 above.
4894 comment by: HUTC

CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK
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SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1415 above.

4895 comment by: HUTC

There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used."” With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, we suggest that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. There must still be an option
to use the aircraft where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular
problem in the helicopter industry.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1416 above.

4896 comment by: HUTC

18 - the skill test may be conducted in a flight simulator enly and may...
Justification:

Confusing statement, ‘only’ and ‘may’ in same statement
Accepted

Please see reply to comment 2354 above.

5020 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment on paragraph 4:
ECA recommends to be more specific on "similar aircraft types"”, i.e.
B757/B767, Airbus FBW, etc.

Justification:

Current terminology uses “types”, “variants”, but not “similar”. Clarification
must be in the wording, to avoid any mis-interpretation. This text must be
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made very clear, as it will be used for cross-crediting among aircraft that may
have similarities, like two wings, two engines, three wheels, etc.

Noted

The Agency considers that the text does not need to be changed, since the
‘similarity’ depends on the operational suitability = data evaluation.
The operational suitability data determines whether it is a new type, a variant
within the same type or whether credits between two types can be granted.
However, text has been amended to improve clarity in the link to the
operational suitability data.

5052 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment on point 6: change text as follows:

6 The examiner may choose between different skill test/proficiency check
scenarios containing simulated relevant tne operations developed and
approved by the competent authority.

Justification:

This requirement applies also to non-commercial operations. It is therefore not
necessary to apply “line operations scenarios”?

It is not appropriate to ask the Authority to develop line operations scenarios.
The operator should develop them and have them approved by the Authority;
if developed by the Authority (e.g non-commercial ratings), there is no
requirement for approval.

In case of commercial ratings, scenarios should be developed by the operator
and then approved by the Authority.

Accepted

Text will be changed accordingly.

5286 comment by: CAA Belgium

Part FCL Appendix 9 A. GENERAL

Paragraph 10

This paragraph is not appropriate for Multi Pilot aircraft skill tests and
proficiency checks.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

5375 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment:

The text in Item 14 and Item 17 should be the same and there is a need for
clarification regarding what "a simulated commercial air transport
environment' is. Today, it is interpreted differently in the European authorities.

Proposal:

17 The test/check should be accomplished under IFR, if the IR-rating is
included, and be accomplished in a multi crew environment. An essential
element to be checked is the ability to plan and conduct the flight from routine
briefing material.
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Not accepted

Please see reply to comment 1083 above.

5526 comment by: CAE
Appendix 9 Section A Paragraph 14 and title to it. (Page 123)

Currently there is much confusion in Europe on multi-pilot training in a single-
pilot aircraft. The majority of VLJ's entering the market in Europe will be with
AOC operators who desire to operate the type with a crew. These operators will
employ two pilots to fly their VLJ's, and in the interest in training as you fly it
would be beneficial to have a sanctioned way to conduct multi-pilot
training/checking in a single-pilot aircraft.

Suggestion is to reword Paragraph 14 and its title as follows:

“SPECIFIC REQUIREMETNS FOR THE SKILL TEST FOR MULTI-PILOT RATINGS,
ATPL AND MULTI-PILOT TRAINING/CHECKING ON A SINGLE PILOT
AIRCRAFT.”

“14 The skill test for a multi-pilot aircraft, or multi-pilot operation of a
single-pilot aircraft, shall be performed in a multi-crew environment.
Another....”

Other issues affected by this request would be approval for a multi-pilot course
for single-pilot aircraft and a lower level of rating for the co-pilot of a single
pilot aircraft operating under a multi-pilot environment.

Reference comments 4296 and 5608
Noted

The Agency understands the purpose of your comment, and agrees that some
changes are needed to take into account the specificities related to VLIJs.
However, after careful review of the comments received, and input from
experts, the Agency has decided on a different solution than that you propose.

For more details, please see the explanatory note to the CRD as well as the
amended text of Appendix 9.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:
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e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
So as to address the above.

response | Not accepted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the multiple comments asking for the
content of this Appendix to be transferred into AMC.

However, and until such time as competency based standards for assessing
pilot competencies are developed, the Agency considers that it is essential that
the flight training and skill test contents for professional licences remains in the
rule.

Therefore, the text of Appendix 9 will not be transferred to AMC.

comment | 6122 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9 A. General, paragraph 14

Page No:

123 of 647

Comment:

Last sentence, in the aircraft, the other pilot cannot be an instructor because
only an examiner may conduct the test or check.

Justification:

Instructors do not have the privilege to test pilots, only train them.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Change to read, “If an aircraft is used, the second pilot shall be the examiner.”

response | Partially accepted

It is also possible that an instructor is on the right-hand seat and the examiner
is sitting behind on a jump seat.
Text will be amended to allow both possibilities.

comment | 6124 comment by: UK CAA
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Paragraph:

Appendix 9 A 4

Page No:

123 of 647

Comment:

The reference to Part-21 is confusing in this context

Justification:

There is no flight training syllabus approved in accordance with Part-21, which
refers to the certification of aircraft types.

Not accepted

Article 5 of EC 216/2008 mandates the Agency to define the minimum training
syllabus. This will be done in the operational suitability data, as defined in
accordance with Part-21.

6372 comment by: Axel Schwarz

Paragraph 10 must not be applicable for multi-pilot aeroplanes.

Futhermore it should also not apply for single-pilto aeroplanes usually operated
in a multi-pilot operation (such as C525, Be200, PA31T, ...).

The requirement to perform skill test and proficiency checks in the single-pilot
role only also conflicts with the provisions for "Content of the skill
test/proficiency check” under B. and would render combining the Operator
proficiency check required by part OPS and the licence proficiency check
required by part FCL impossible.

Therefore amend the first sentence of paragraph 10 with: "otherwise the rating
will be restricted to multi-pilot".

Noted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

6445 comment by: DCAA

App. 9 A item 14. Text “another qualified pilot” should be changed to “another
pilot typerated on the applicable type

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1081 above.

6812 comment by: CAA CZ

Information about the minimum lenght of ATPL examination is missing. In JAR-
FCL, article 8 of AMC FCL 1.425 states duration of ATPL, CPL, IR
examinations... and NPA Part-FCL states duration of examinations for CPL
(Appendix 4 B/C para 2) and for IR (Appendix 7 para 4), but there is no
information for ATPL (should be 120 minutes).

Accepted

The indication that the minimum duration is 120 minutes has been added to
paragraph 6.

6959 comment by: CAA CZ
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para 9
The wording of the same requirement as AMC 2 to FCL.1015, para 27, it should
be harmonized.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

6968 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9

Page No*:

123

Comment:

1. Many of the modern single-pilot certified high performance aeroplanes
(HPA) have been developed since the inception of JAR-FCL. With recent
advances in technology it is now commonplace to find some or all of the
following systems in such aircraft:

Pressurisation

Complex hydraulic and electrical systems
Digital engine management

Sophisticated flight director and autopilot
Electronic Flight Instruments EFIS

Flight Managements systems FMS

Traffic and terrain alerting and warning systems
GPS derived area and precision navigation

2. In terms of complexity, performance and sphere of operation, most
single-pilot HPA types are now equivalent to aeroplanes traditionally certified
for multi-pilot operation and utilised for commercial air transport. For the
multi-engine single-pilot types, the performance also enables continued,
scheduled take-off performance after V1 with one engine inoperative.

3. Notwithstanding the above, the test/check schedule required for a single-
pilot single-engine HPA type rating (e.g. PC12) is the same as that required for
simple single-engine aeroplanes (e.g. Cessna 152). Similarly the test/check
schedule required for simple multi-engine piston aeroplanes (e.g. Beechcraft
76 Duchess) is the same as that required for a single-pilot multi-engine
turbojet type rating (e.g. Beechcraft 390 Premier). UK CAA senior flight
examiners are concerned that this is not an adequate measure of a pilot's
competence to operate HPA safely. Specifically, the SPA test/check schedule
fails to assess a pilot’'s knowledge, understanding and management of the
complex systems, his skill in operating high performance aircraft in the
airspace and weather likely to be encountered during a typical IFR flight in
Europe, his management of systems failures and abnormal or emergency
situations, and his aeronautical decision making.

4. The flight test schedule at Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.240 (Appendix 9 B.2. to
EASA Part FCL), despite being designated for multi-pilot aeroplanes, is a far
more appropriate schedule for assessing pilot competence to operate SP HPA
safety. As it is highly likely that the pace of technological development will
continue, it is vital that any test schedule enshrined in EU law is appropriate
for the task. This proposal recommends an amendment to EASA Part-FCL to
adapt the multi-pilot type rating test schedule for application to single-pilot
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certified types additionally listed as HPA.

Justification:

Perceived safety benefit by ensuring complex system and high performance
are adequately tested.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

See UK CAA comments on FCL.App 9.B.1, Page 126 and FCL.App 9.B 1, Page
128.

Partially accepted

The Agency understands the purpose of your comment, and agrees that some
changes are needed to take into account the specificities related to VLIJs.

After careful review of the comments received, and input from experts, the
Agency has decided, similarly to what you propose, to apply the content of the
skill test for multi-pilot aeroplanes also to single-pilot high performance
aeroplanes, with some adaptations.

For more details, please see the explanatory note to the CRD as well as the
amended text of Appendix 9.

6978 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9 A 10

Page No.

123 of 647

Comment:

This is incompatible with other requirements for the test/check.

Justification:

If the candidate is to carry out the test as if there is no other crew member, it
will not be possible to perform the test in a multi-crew environment (paragraph
14) or to manage crew co-operation (paragraph 16a)

Proposed Text:

An applicant shall be required to fly the aircraft from a position where the pilot-
in-command functions can be performed and, in the case of single pilot
aeroplanes, to carry out the test as if there is no other crew member.
Responsibility for the flight shall be allocated in accordance with national
regulations.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment 703 above.

7090 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL Appendix 9 A para 16 (a) & (c)

Page No:

124 of 647

Comment:

The training and knowledge required for each category of licence or rating are
well defined. However, they lack clarity and formal definition e.g. in the use of
‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In addition the application is susceptible to
subjectivity, bias and abuse due to the lack of understanding. This has the
potential to undermine the confidence in the licensing rules and assessment
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processes.
Justification:
Consistency
Proposed Text:
(if applicable)
Amend to read;

“ (a) management-of-erew-eco-eperation application of non-technical skills”.
Not accepted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7165
across Europe

CONDUCT of the TEST/CHECK

SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SKILL TEST/PROFICIENCY CHECK FOR
MULTI-PILOT AIRCRAFT TYPE RATINGS AND FOR THE ATPL

Justification:

This entire section applies to the recurrent proficiency check as well as the
initial skill test, and the section headings above should reflect this. For
consistency, wherever skill test is mentioned, it should be replaced with skill
test/proficiency check

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 1415 above.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7166 across Europe

There is no longer a recommendation or requirement in the NPA to use FS or
other FSTD during skill tests or proficiency checks. Both JAR-FCL 1 and JAR
FCL 2 strongly recommended the use of FSTD's for testing/checking. In fact,
it is a mandatory requirement since the statement used in Appendix 1 to 2.240
& 2.295is "Flight simulators, if available and other training devices as
approved shall be used."” With modern complex aircraft, testing and checking
in the aircraft rather than FSTD leads to a reduction in standards and increased
safety risk, since many malfunctions and manoeuvres cannot be safely or
effectively performed.

Unless there is a similar strong recommendation for the use of FSTD elsewhere
in the other EASA NPA's, we suggest that it should be included here with a
similar statement to that contained in JAR-FCL. There must still be an option
to use the aircraft where suitable FSTD's are not available, which is a particular
problem in the helicopter industry.

Partially accepted

Please see reply to comment 1416 above.
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comment 7171 comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots
across Europe

18 - the skill test may be conducted in a flight simulator enty and may...
Justification:

Confusing statement, ‘only’ and ‘may’ in same statement
response | Accepted

Please see reply to comment 2354 above.

comment | 7300 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

APPENDIX 9
B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
Proposal:

5.5 Engine shutdown and restart (ME skill test only) (at a safe altitude unless
carried out in FS or FNPT I1)

Advantages:

1) Increase in relative safety
2) Less wear and tear for the aircraft

response | Partially accepted

Text will be changed accordingly.

comment | 7549 comment by: FlightSafety International

There should be provision for copilot skill tests and proficiency checks to
restrict the type rating based on experience. Point 16 in this section already
differnetiates between PF and PNF with the duties of the pilot in command.

Under Conduct of the Test Point 10 add PIC applicant. Add another point to
state a copilot applicant shall be required to fly the aircraft from a position
where the copilot functions can be performed and to carry out the test with a
PIC present.

response | Partially accepted

Regarding your first point, the Agency does not really understand your
purpose. We do not consider that the skill test should be reduced based on
previous experience of the applicant.

Regarding your second point, please see reply to comment 703 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 9: SKill test and proficiency check
for ATPL,. Type and class ratings and proficiency check for instrument p. 124-125
ratings - B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
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comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2252 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

Comment: B.3 Section 6 doesn't apply for LVP in most of the skill test contents
as described in the following pages. This section is about asymmetric flight.
This section must be passed for ATPL and MPL skill test. This is an OPS SPA
issue.

Proposal: Delete B3
Partially accepted

The text of paragraphs 1 and 2 has been amended, and paragraph 3 deleted,
in order to clarify this issue.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

4233 Authority

The proposed Non-technical testing standards lack clarity and formal
defininition e.g. the use of terms such as ‘judgement’ and ‘airmanship’. In
addition, application of the proposed criteria is susceptible to subjectivity, bias
and abuse because of a lack of common understanding and the requirement
for standardised interpretation. This will undermine confidence in the licensing
rules and assessment process.

There are also currently no standards for pilot test/check applicants to follow
regarding their requirement to comply with the competency of non-technical
skills. This needs to be added to the detailed FLIGHT TEST TOLERANCES .

Proposal:
FLIGHT TEST TOLERANCES para 4 should be ammended to read

4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:

@) ...
() ...

(c) operate the aircraft safely, efficiently and apply to the required standard,
Non-technical Skills (NTS) such as Teamwork, Situation Awareness and
Threat and Error Management etc’

...

) ...

@ ...

Licensed Flightcrew, Examiners and Instructors should be trained in the
concepts, use and application of an agreed and validated set of non-technical
skills competence standards appropriate to their role (a behavioural marker
system) that is acceptable to the competent authority for the purpose of non-
technical skills assessment. Insert the following into the flight test standards
after para 5.

FLIGHT TEST TOLERANCES

6 Non-technical Skills Assessment

The specific requirement for the assessment of non-technical skills during
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initial and recurrent testing is not intended to create additional opportunities to
fail flightcrew members, but to help diagnose and correctly define any
underlying deficiency in non-technical competence in relation to any observed
technical failures. The assessment must be made against agreed non-technical
skills standards (a behavioural marker system) using a methodology that is
acceptable to the competent authority. Only observable behaviour is to be
assessed. Non-technical skills cannot provoke an unacceptable assessment in t
he absence of a related technical failure such as a failure to follow standard
operating procedures, and there must be a clear and unambiguous link
between the technical failure observed and the unacceptable non-technical

skill(s).
Not accepted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

4532 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:
B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
PASS MARKS

(1) 1 In the case of single pilot aeroplanes, the applicant shall pass all
sections of the skill test/proficiency check. If any item in a section is
failed, that section is failed. Failure in more than one section will
require the applicant to take the entire test/check again. Any
applicant failing only one section shall take the failed section again.
Failure in any section of the retest/ recheck including those sections
that have been passed at a previous attempt will require the
applicant to take the entire test/check again.

(2) 2 In the case of multipilot aeroplanes, the applicant shall pass all
sections of the skill test/proficiency check. Failure of more than five
items will require the applicant to take the entire test/check again.
Any applicant failing 5 or less items shall take the failed items again.
Failure in any item on the retest/ check including those items that
have been passed at a previous attempt will require the applicant to
take the entire check/test again.

3 If the applicant only fails or does not take Section 6, the type rating will be
issued without Cat Il or Il privileges. Section 6 is not part of the ATPL or MPL
skill test.

Comment: B.3

Section 6 doesn’t apply for LVP in most of the skill test contents as described in
the following pages. This section is about asymmetric flight. This section must
be passed for ATPL and MPL skill test

Proposal:
Delete B3

Noted

Please see reply to comment 2252 above.
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5022 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment on paragraph (e):

(e) maintain control of the aeroplane at all times in such a manner that the
successful outcome of a procedure or manoeuvre is always assured reverin
doeubt;

Justification:
Text should be written in a positive way, rather than in a negative way.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

5468 comment by: CAA Belgium

According item 1. Single-pilot aeroplanes the type/class rating will be restricted
to multi-pilot if a proficiency check on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed in a
multi-pilot operation in accordance with PartOPS.

For the time being it is not possible for pilots to get an initial type rating for
single-pilot aeroplane with this restriction.

We suggest to add the sequences “skill test or” and “an approved training
course or” in the following sentence:

When a skill test or proficiency check on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed
in a multi-pilot operation in accordance with an approved training course or
PartOPS, the type/class rating will be restricted to multi-pilot.

Partially accepted

A similar sentence to what you propose was already included later in the text
for single-pilot aeroplanes. The Agency has slightly amended the text, and
included it in paragraph 1, to improve clarity.

5817 comment by: ENAC TLP

The technical training and knowledge required for each category of licence and
rating are well defined, however, the proposed flight test tolerances
(standards) need some specifications for NTS and TEM avoiding the use of
terms such as ‘good judgement and airmanship’ that are easily prone to
subjectivity, bias and abuse during assessment because of a lack of common
understanding.

Need: more clear and unambiguous standards for the assessment of non-
technial skills during skill test and proficiency checks for class/type ratings and
license skill tests.

Proposal: to specify differently the non technical abilities to be demonstrated
during test/checks to exercise good airmanship and related Flight test
tolerances

APPENDIX 9 SKILL TEST AND PROF CHECK FOR ATPL............
B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category
FLIGHT TEST TOLERANCES
page 124
To be modified as follows (italics)
4. The applicant shall demonstrate the ability to:
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(@) asitis

(b) asitis

(c) apply NTS and TEM as needed to exercise good airmanship;

(d) as it is;

(e) asitis

(f) asitis;

(9) deleted ( already included in NTS, see GM to FCL.010 Definitions)

Not accepted

The Agency does not intend to amend the text of JAR-FCL in this respect.
Please see also reply to comment 4233 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Not accepted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the multiple comments asking for the
content of this Appendix to be transferred into AMC.

However, and until such time as competency based standards for assessing
pilot competencies are developed, the Agency considers that it is essential that
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the flight training and skill test contents for professional licences remains in the
rule.

Therefore, the text of Appendix 9 will not be transferred to AMC.

6375 comment by: Axel Schwarz

1. Single-pilot aeroplanes:

For Flight Simulator the abbreviation "FFS" instead of "FS" should be used, as
is the case in the rest of the document.

FTD should include FNPTs not only for the MEP class rating, but for any type or
class rating, when the training device forms part of an approved course. The
current line

"FTD = Flight Training Device (including FNPT Il for ME class rating)"
contradicts the last paragraph before the checkflight form sample and differs
from the requirements for multi-pilot aeroplanes where even "OTDs" are
accepted for training.

Accepted
FS has been replaced by FFS.

The last paragraph of this section has been changed back to the text of JAR-
FCL.

6381 comment by: Axel Schwarz

The meaning of the columns "Practical training” in the skill test / proficiency
check forms remains unclear. Since practical training is performed in an ATO
the documentation of this training will always be in the form approved for the
training organisation and not normally on the skill test / proficiency check
form.

The only cases where these columns would be useful could be some training
which may be performed by a single Fl outside an ATO (as is currently the case
for single-engine single-pilot class ratings, JAR-FCL 1.261 (c)(3)) or for training
for the renewal of a rating if no ATO is required.

Since both possibilities no longer exist in the proposed text for part FCL the
columns "Practical Training" should be omitted.

Furthermore Sections 4-6 are missing on the multi-pilot check form sample.
Noted

The tables in this Appendix contain not only the content of the skill
test/proficiency check, but also the content of the flight training. Therefore, the
column on practical training is still relevant.

In relation to your second comment, in fact the Agency has realized that when
transferring the content of JAR-FCL an editorial mistake was made and
items 3.9 to 6.4 are missing. They will be reintroduced.

6446 comment by: DCAA
App. 9 B item 3 The licence will not be issued with CAT I i
endorsements.
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Noted

Text has been amended to clarify this issue.

6448 comment by: DCAA

App. 9 item 14. App. 9 item 14Add. If the applicant is not checked as PIC in
accordance as Part OPS and Annex 1, there shall be a licence endorsement
stating “co-pilot only”.

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to clarify this issue. Please see also reply to comment
5468 above.

7091 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL Appendix 9 B para 4 (c)

Page No:

124 of 647

Comment:

The competency of “exercise good judgement and airmanship” is too loose and
is open to subjectivity, bias, and abuse (because of the lack of common
understanding with a standardised interpretation). This will undermine the
confidence in the licensing rules and assessment process.

Justification:

Consistency across licence skill tests.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Amend to read;

“(c ) exercise—goed—judgement—and—airmanship—operate the aircraft safely,
efficiently and apply to the correct standard, non-technical skills such as
Teamwork, Situation Awareness and Threat and Error Management etc.

Not accepted

The Agency does not intend to amend the text of JAR-FCL in this respect.
Please see also reply to comment 4233 above.

7092 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL Appendix 9 B New para 6

Page No:

125 of 647

Comment:

There are currently no standards for pilot test/check applicants to follow
regarding their requirement to comply with the competency of non-technical
skills. This needs to be added here.

The text of JAA FCL-27 AMC to JAR-FCL 1.240 should be included as an AMC to
FCL Appendix 9B new para 6.

Justification:

Consistency

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Page 226 of 793



response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Add a new para 6 before the content of the Skill Test/Proficiency Check, as
follows;

6. Non-Technical Skills Assessment. The specific requirement for the
assessment of non-technical skills during initial and recurrent testing is not
intended to create additional opportunities to fail flight crewmembers, but to
help to diagnose and correctly define any underlying deficiency in non-
technical competence in relation to any observed technical failures. The
assessment must be made against agreed NTS standards (a behavioural
marker system) using a methodology that is acceptable to the competent
authority. Only observable behaviour is to be assessed. Non-Technical Skills
cannot provoke an unacceptable assessment in the absence of a related
technical failure such as a failure to follow standard operating procedures and
there must be a clear and unambiguous link between the technical failure
observed and the unacceptable non-technical skill.

Noted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before more detailed provisions are included in Part-
FCL, the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

7550 comment by: FlightSafety International

1. Due to the minimum experience of current candiadates and that many
operations are operating single pilot aeroplane in a multi-pilot environment,
there shouldmbe provisions for a copilot only position in singel pilot
aeroplanes.

Under Content of the Skill Test/Proficiency Check Single Pilot Aeroplanes,
change P= Trained as Pilot in Command or Copilot for the issue......

2. Editorial, should be the same as MPA

Under the followig symbols mean: add P# the training should be
complemented by a supervised aeroplane inspection

Accepted

1. Text has been amended as proposed.

2. Text has been amended accordingly.

7729 comment by: CAA Finland

App 8 B para 5:
There should be some difference in acceptance level depending on licence. New
text proposal:

5 The following limits shall apply, corrected to make allowance for turbulent
conditions and the handling qualities and performance of the aeroplane used

For CPL or ATPL holders

Height
Generally £100 feet
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Starting a go-around at decision height + 50 feet/ - O feet
Minimum descent height/ altitude + 50 feet/ - O feet

Tracking on radio aids =+ 5°

Precision approach half scale deflection, azimuth and glide path
Heading

all engines operating &+ 5°

with simulated engine failure = 10°

Speed

all engines operating &= 5 knots

with simulated engine failure +10 knots/ 5 knots

For up to PPL holders

Height

Generally £150 feet

Starting a go-around at decision height + 100 feet/-0 feet
Minimum descent height/ altitude + 100 feet/-50 feet
Tracking on radio aids = 10°

Precision approach half scale deflection, azimuth and glide path
Heading

all engines operating = 10°

with simulated engine failure + 20°

Speed

all engines operating +10 / - 5 knots

with simulated engine failure +20 knots/ - 5 knots

Not accepted
The Agency does not intend to change the content of JAR-FCL in this respect.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Appendix 9: SKill test and proficiency check

for ATPL,. Type and class ratings and proficiency check for instrument
ratings - B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - 1. Single-

p. 125-128

pilot aeroplanes

comment

response

comment

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1084 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: Every authority has their own interpretation of the wording "if
available". We need a clarification or a definition.

Proposal:
Add a definition of "when available” or a clarification of the meaning.

Partially accepted

This text is a direct copy from JAR-FCL. Please refer to the amended text.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1086 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:
Editorial. The text of approved training equipment is missing in the tables.

Proposal:
Add text in the tables.
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response | Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

comment | 3707 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
APPENDIX 9 B. 1. Single-pilot aeroplane
Justification :

Some new aircrafts (ie RA 390) are trained on FFS in multi crew environment.
This should be possible through part 21 and OSC!

This new figure of training is not taken into account in regulation ! Part FCL
should reflect this one in licence endorsement procedures.

In addition the fact that the MCC is not required to work in multi-crew on
single pilot aeroplane, is nonsense, as far as there is no differences of way of
working in that case between multi-pilot and single-pilot aeroplane.

Modification :
Amend APPENDIX 9 B. 1. Single-pilot aeroplane as follow :

When a proficiency check or skill test on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed
in a multi-pilot operation in accordance with Part-OPS, the type/class rating
will be restricted to multi-pilot.

response | Accepted

Text has been amended as proposed. However, please note that as a result of
previous comments it has been transferred to paragraph B.1.

comment | 3891 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

APP9-B. Specific requirements for the aeroplane category- 1. Single pilot
aeroplane:

According item 1. Single-pilot aeroplanes the type/class rating will be restricted
to multi-pilot if a proficiency check on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed in a
multi-pilot operation in accordance with PartOPS.

For the time being it is not possible for pilots to get an initial type rating for
single-pilot aeroplane with this restriction.

We suggest to add the sequences “skill test or” and “an approved training
course or” in the following sentence (in the second to last paragraph):

When a skill test or proficiency check on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed
in a multi-pilot operation in accordance with an approved training course or
PartOPS, the type/class rating will be restricted to multi-pilot.

response | Accepted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

comment | 3985 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Appendix 9 B. 1.
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Information from the top of table disappeared ! see appendix 3 to JAR FCL 1.240

In initials

Manoeuvres/Procedures Instructors | Chkd | Examiners
initials

response | Accepted

comment

response

comment

response

comment

Text will be amended accordingly.

4320 comment by: CAE

Appendix 9 Section B paragraph 1 on Single Pilot Skill Test Form

Recommend the single-pilot training/checking form be rewritten to more
closely match the multi-pilot training/checking form in as many areas as
possible. This would include adding the OTD column, but splitting task 1.2 into
two separate tasks, i.e. external pre-flight and internal inspection as separate
events. The OTD & above columns could be used for the external preflight
task - via a video tape of the walk around - as it is with the multi-pilot LST
form. The FTD & above columns could be used for the internal cockpit
inspection, again mirroring the multi-pilot LST form.

Currently, for the single-pilot course, both these tasks are combined and only
allowed to be trained in an aircraft.

The push from CAE is for consistency in the two type rating training/checking
forms, with the multi-pilot form used as the standard. This is important
specifically for the single-pilot multi-engine turbojet type rated aircraft that will
be required to use this form for single-pilot checkrides. We anticipate a large
number of this type aircraft entering European airspace in the near future.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

4378 comment by: DCA Malta

Replace 'when a proficiency check on a single-pilot aeroplane is performed in a
multi-pilot operation .... by 'when a proficiency check or a skill test on a .......

Pilots trained multi-pilot and who will have the rating restricted to multi-pilot
operations do not need to take a single pilot test.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

4788 comment by: CAA Belgium

A multipilot skill-test on SP-aeroplane should be foreseen (expect comment
from Germany)
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Noted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

4789 comment by: CAA Belgium

actual skill-test is not convenient for SP-HPA aeroplanes (expect comment
from UK)

Noted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

4841 comment by: Flght Training Europe
Pages 126 to 128

The 3 sub columns under “PRACTICAL TRAINING” need titles adding. They
should read “FTD”, “FFS” and “PL”.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

5024 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: change paragraphe as follows:

An FSTB flight simulator or FNPT 11 shall be used for practical training for type
or multiengine class ratings if the FSTB flight simulator or FNPT Il forms part
of an approved type or class rating course. The following considerations will
apply to the approval of the course:

(a) the qualification of the FSTB flight simulator or FNPT Il as set out in Part-
MS;

(b) the qualifications of the instructors;

(c) the amount of FSTB flight simulator or FNPT Il training provided on the
course; and

(d) the qualifications and previous experience on similar types of the pilot
under training.

Justification:

This should go back to the JAR requirement. The use of other FSTDs than FNPT
Il or flight simulators for training on types of aeroplanes will jeopardize safety.
In principle, the training is based on the goodness of the instructor and the
tools used. In Aviation, the tools are the aeroplanes or FSTDs. When giving
general skills training, other lower devises may be sufficient, but not when
trying to teach the performances and specifics of a particular type of aircraft.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

5377 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment: Every authority has their own interpretation of the wording "if
available". We need a clarification or a definition.
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Proposal:
Add a definition of "when available"” or a clarification of the meaning.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 1084 above.

5378 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment:
Editorial. The text of approved training equipment is missing in the tables.

Proposal:
Add text in the tables.

Accepted

Text wil be amended accordingly.

5500 comment by: Irv Lee (Higherplane Aviation Training Itd)

Section 1 of the content of the practical training and skills test / proficiency
check for a type/class rating is missing the 'NOTAM' checking / briefing.
NOTAM checking is vital in today's environment and should be a compulsory
part of the test. Weather, documentation, mass and balance are all included,
NOTAM checking is missing, it needs to be added.

Suggest Section 1.1 of the test schedule is amended to include 'NOTAM
briefing' in the same way as 'Weather Briefing' exists now

Partially accepted

The Agency considers adding NOTAM briefing as a change to the text of JAR-
FCL. Please refer to the amended text.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

5913 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

The following is a general comment that is valid for Appendices
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9&10.

Comment:

Text is prescriptive and does not necessarily meet the demands of a changing
industry.

Detailed syllabus material should be transferred to AMC Syllabus.

Rationale , provided as expample based on Appendix 9:

e To facilitate the potential for change and flexibility for training and
checking according to evidence based concepts and the different
challenges facing various generations of aircraft, Commercial air
transport operators, with the approval of the competent authority and
based on accident and incident data and/or special kind of operation,
may deviate from the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix 9

e changes in technology: it is erroneous to create lists applicable to all
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aircraft types; the presence of this list in rule material does not allow
the development of testing standards and items appropriate to aircraft
type, class or generation.

e As a step prior to making Appendix 9 AMC material, the possibility to
deviate based on accredited evidence should be made available.

Proposal:

Re write of listed appendices placing all syllabus material in appropriate related
AMC.

The Industry group commenting is willing to provide detailed proposals for
consideration during comment review and for incorporation as felt appropriate
so as to address the above.

Not accepted

The Agency has carefully reviewed the multiple comments asking for the
content of this Appendix to be transferred into AMC.

However, and until such time as competency based standards for assessing
pilot competencies are developed, the Agency considers that it is essential that
the flight training and skill test contents for professional licences remains in the
rule.

Therefore, the text of Appendix 9 will not be transferred to AMC.

6071 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

Also the section 2 should be starred item (*) and shall be flown solely by
reference to instruments if revalidatio/renewal of instrument rating is included
in the check.

Same requirements are in IR-skil test. |1 think it will help to prevet loss of
controll situations in IMC.

Section 5 item 5.1 rejected take-off should be only for multiengine aeroplanes.
In practical there is no reson to check that foe SEP-aeroplanes.

Noted

In relation to your first proposals, this was not the case in JAR-FCL, and the
Agency does not intend to change it at this point, without a dedicated
assessment. It is also considered that your concerns are sufficiently covered by
the items in Section 3B.

In relation to your proposal for item 5.1, the Agency's proposal follows JAR-
FCL, and the Agency does not intend to change it at this point, without a
dedicated assessment.

6125 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9 B

Page No:

126 of 647

Comment:

This precludes the conduct of all parts of the skill test/proficiency check in a
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FSTD

Justification:

In item 1.2 external checks are a mandatory item but cannot be completed in
a FSTD. For this very reason, external checks are not a mandatory item in the
MPA skill test/proficiency check.

Noted

Text has been amended to clarify this issue. See also comment 7751 below.

6126 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9 B

Page No:

126 of 647

Comment:

Practical Training column sub-headings (A, FS, FTD) are missing.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

6128 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

Appendix 9 B

Page No:

126 of 647

Comment:

This precludes the conduct of all parts of the skill test/proficiency check in a
FSTD

Justification:

In item 1.1 external checks are a mandatory item but cannot be completed in
a FSTD. For this very reason, external checks are not a mandatory item in the
MPA skill test/proficiency check.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 6125 above.

6449 comment by: DCAA
App. 9 B item 1. Add to the form Training equipment used (A, FS or FTD).

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

6452 comment by: DCAA

App. 9 B. Multipilot add to the form Training equipment used (A, FS , FTD or
OTD).

A, FS , FTD or OTDA, FS , A, FS, FTD or OTD are missing on the top of the
form
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Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

6597 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment:
A skill test can also be combined with a prof check acc. PartOPS

Proposed Text:

When a skill test / proficiency check on a singlepilot

aeroplane is performed in a multipilot operation in accordance with PartOPS,
the type/class rating will be restricted to multipilot.

Accepted

Please see reply to comment 3707 above.

6960 comment by: CAA CZ

Skill test for single pilot aeroplanes does not correspond to requirements for
multipilot operation on HPA aeroplanes.

Noted

Please see reply to comment 37