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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL p. 23

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

974 comment by: CAA Belgium

THE EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR CPL SHOULD BE WRITTEN IN THIS
PART D AND NOT IN AN APPENDIX.

NOW THEY FIGURE IN APP.3 UNDER CPL MODULAR COURSE ONLY.
Noted

The reason why the experience requirements for the CPL are in the Appendix
and not in Subpart D is because they change taking into account the course
that the pilot takes. That is not the case for PPL (plus, in the case of PPL there
are no Appendices with the course) or ATPL.

The Agency intends to take as much out from the Appendices and into AMC as
possible. After reviewing all the comments on the Appendices discussions, it
could be that the Agency will put the experience requirements in Subpart D.

2832 comment by: Dave Sawdon

The UK CPL includes permanent IMC privileges, and it is possible that other
national licenses bring other privileges. It is essential that these privleges are
maintained for the relevant existing license holders unless there is a proven
safety case for removing them.

Noted

It was already indicated in the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under
Subpart I, number 48 (page 29), of the 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 Instrument Rating 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.

2910 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

The experience requirements for CPL should be written in this part D nort in an
appendix. Now they figure in APP 3 under CPL Modular Course only

Noted

The reason why the experience requirements for the CPL are in the Appendix
and not in Subpart D is because they change taking into account the course
that the pilot takes. That is not the case for PPL (plus, in the case of PPL there
are no Appendices with the course) or ATPL.

The Agency intends to take as much out from the Appendices and into AMC as

possible. After reviewing all the comments on the Appendices discussions, it
could be that the Agency will put the experience requirements in Subpart D.
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comment | 3172 comment by: Susana Nogueira

The experience requirements for CPL should be translated from Appendices to
this subpart.

response | Noted

The reason why the experience requirements for the CPL are in the Appendix
and not in Subpart D is because they change taking into account the course
that the pilot takes. That is not the case for PPL (plus, in the case of PPL there
are no Appendices with the course) or ATPL.

The Agency intends to take as much out from the Appendices and into AMC as
possible. After reviewing all the comments on the Appendices discussions, it
could be that the Agency will put the experience requirements in Subpart D.

comment | 6786 comment by: PHuSt HH
#29

For the comment have a look at the annex "Kommentierung zum
Flugtechniker".

response | Noted

The Agency will not regulate ‘die Implementiering des Flugtechnikers’ as
proposed in your comment, because it concerns ‘Flugtechnikers
Bundesvereinigung fliegendes Personal der Polizei.

According to the scope of the Basic Regulation 216/2008, the Regulation shall
not apply when personnel are engaged in police.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -

Section 1: Common Requirements p. 23

comment | 3390 comment by: Peter MEECHAM
The requirements should be the same as for training LPLs.
response | Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D of JAR-FCL 1 and JAR-FCL 2. This
subpart is also in compliance with paragraph 2.4 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAQO), Personnel Licencing.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -

Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.305 CPL - Privileges and conditions p. 23

comment | 533 comment by: HeliAir Ltd

FCL 305 (a) (3) is typical in using a reference to another regulation without an
indication of what the regulation is.

It is grossly awkward and not ‘customer friendly' to do this.
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It would be VERY simple and helpful to include AT LEAST the title words of a
referenced regulation. Ideally each regulation should be meaningful itself.

References can lead to a cascading avalanche effect where persuing a
reference leads to the need to read another one or more regulations. ( similar
to the principal of nuclear fission ).

EXAMPLE: "....specified in FCL. 060 and in ...."

It could say:
"....specified in FCL. 060 (recent experience) and in ...."

Not accepted

The reference in FCL.305 (a)(3) is to the requirements in Subpart D — to obtain
a CPL. It is difficult to be more clear than this.

The references used in this NPA Part-FCL are without title words and only
indicate the applied paragraphs. This drafting style was also used in the JAR-
FCL. The same way of drafting you can find in Annex 1 to the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 43 (page 16) indicates the following: ‘the drafting of
Community legislative acts needs to obey to a specific set of principles: they
need to be drafted clearly, simply and precisely.’” In the note you find the set of
principles: These principles are defined in the Joint practical guide of the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission for persons involved in
the drafting of legislation within the Community Institutions (http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/techleg/index.htm), as well as in the Commission’s Manual
on legislative drafting.

1055 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE

The privileges of the holder of a CPL are not to exercise the privileges of the
holder of LPL. Why?

The FCL.305 can be rewritten as follows:

The privileges of the holder of a CPL are to, within the appropriate aircraft
category:

(1) Exercise the privileges of the holder of a LPL and a PPL.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

1312 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3). FCL.060 states
that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot. Amend as follows:

(4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport subject to the restrictions
specified in FCL.0O60 and in this subpart;

Justification:
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comment

response

comment
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Inconsistency in rules.
Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in
Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

1649 comment by: Nigel Roche

I would suggest adding a 'for example Aerial work' after "other than
commercial air transportation” of (a) (2)

Not accepted

In a legislative act you cannot use ‘for example’. For example is used for giving
an illustration.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatpry Note, number 43 (page 16) indicates the following: ‘the drafting of
Community legislative acts needs to obey to a specific set of principles: they
need to be drafted clearly, simply and precisely.’” In the note you find the set of
principles: These principles are defined in the Joint practical guide of the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission for persons involved in
the drafting of legislation within the Community Institutions (http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/techleg/index.htm), as well as in the Commission’s Manual
on legislative drafting.

2610 comment by: Lindsay MUIR

The NPA on Ops appears to imply that balloon ride operations will be
Commercial Air Transport. However, the impliation of this NPA appears to be
that to act as PIC in commercial air transport you must have a CPL. This
NPA makes no provision for a CPL for balloons.

The UK Civil Aviation Authority introduced a commercial pilot’s licence and air
operator’s certificate for ballooning in 1989. This system has run without
problems now for 20 years and has a proven track record. While there are a
small number of commercial operations in other countries, there are more
balloon AOC holders in the UK than in the all of the rest of the EASA member
states. In 2008 there were 75,000 — 100,000 passengers carried in roughly
6000 passenger transport flights. All these flights have been carried out by
balloon pilots with a Commercial Licence. There are in the region of 100,000
passengers flown in passenger transport balloons in Australia once again, these
pilots have a commercial licence and the requirements for this licence are very
similar to those currently required in UK. A pilot with a UK CPL(B) can easily
undergo a conversion to fly in passenger transport balloon in a number other
countries around the world.

The requirement for a CPL(B) in Australia is a class B medical, the same as is
currently required in the UK. If the arguement for the removal of the CPL(B) is
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just because there is not one in the ICAO regulations and if there was one they
would have to have a Class 1 licence is not a good arguement. Balloons are
not the same as ANY other aircraft. The ICAO regulations were written for
Aeroplanes. You cannot and must not apply the same rules to all forms of
aviation.

The CAA, (arguably, the aviation authority with the most knowledge and
experience of the balloon ride operations in the world) introduced a commercial
pilots licence for balloons 20 years ago. It has a very good and proven track
record. By removing this licence there is the risk of reducing the qualification
for flying balloons in commercial air transport down to the lowest common
denominator and hence reducing safety.

Noted

In FCL 205.B (b) and (c) there are provisions for commercial privileges for
balloon pilots.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2748 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL 305 (a) (1) :
FFA proposes to add the words "or a LPL".

It seems obvious that a CPL holder should have also the privileges of a LPL
holder.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

3182 comment by: Derek Maltby

Training with other pilots adds for a good mix of experience and this should not
be limited to the instructors. There are good training pilots who do not wish to
obtain an instructor rating.

Noted

The comment considers the flights with other pilots as training, however Annex
1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing
requires a person to hold an instructor rating to provide instruction, and so
does the the Basic Regulation 216/2008, in Article 7.

3275 comment by: REGA

PROPOSAL
(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3).
FCL.060 states that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot.

STATEMENT
Inconsistency within rules.

Partially accepted
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Thank you for your comment.

A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in
Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

4400 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3). FCL.060 states
that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot. Amend as follows:

(4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport subject to the restrictions
specified in FCL.060 and in this subpart;

Justification:
Inconsistency in rules.

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in
Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

4641 comment by: Héli-Union

(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3). FCL.060 states
that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot. Amend as follows:

(4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport subject to the restrictions
specified in FCL.0O60 and in this subpart;

Justification:
Inconsistency in rules.

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in
Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

4694 comment by: Noel WHITE

There is no mention of the BCPL. A BCPL(R) holder can operate as an
instructor for remuneration, but the licence will be downgraded to an EASA PPL
and therefore not be able to be paid for instructing. To convert his licence into
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aa EASA CPL, ground school will be required to pass a minimum of 9
examinations at CPL level followed by a full CPL flying course of 25 hours and
pass a CPL Skill test, all of which would cost around £10,000 and take the best
part of a year. Most of this group are experienced instructors and about 50
years and older. This is not really an option for this group of instructors. |
believe this is a breach of their human rights as it will immediately remove
their source of financial income, unless they lose earnings for up to year to
undertake the CPL and spend a significant amount of money on the CPL.
There is no recourse or alternative that does not carry a significant financial
and time penalty.

Noted

In FCL 205.B (b) and (c) there are provisions for commercial privileges for
balloon pilots.

4817 comment by: Chris Gowers

FCL.305 (a) (1) Change to “exercise all the privileges of the holder of a PPL
including a night rating."

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your proposal, but cannot take them.

The Agency follows closely Subpart D of JAR-FCL 1 and 2 has taken over the
privileges from JAR-FCL 1.150 and JAR-FCL 2.150. This paragraph is also in
compliance with paragraph 2.4.2.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (ICAQO), Personnel Licencing.

4854 comment by: HUTC

(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3). FCL.060 states
that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot. Amend as follows:

(4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport subject to the restrictions
specified in FCL.060 and in this subpart;

Justification:
Inconsistency in rules.

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.
A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in

Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7104
across Europe

(a)(4) should contain the same FCL.060 restriction as (a)(3). FCL.060 states
that the restriction applies to pilot and co-pilot. Amend as follows:
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(4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport subject to the restrictions
specified in FCL.060 and in this subpart;

Justification:
Inconsistency in rules.

response | Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

A reference to FCL.060 needs to be made, but the reference to restrictions in
Subpart D should not be made. Those restrictions only apply to PIC — see
FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As.

The text will be amended into: (4) act as co-pilot in commercial air transport
subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -
Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.310 CPL - Theoretical knowledge p. 23
examinations

comment | 211 comment by: CAA - The Netherlands
FCL.310

Two of the subjects are not fully described:

e Air Law and ATC-procedures
e Aircraft Performance, Flight Planning and Mass and Balance

In the appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.470 (theoretical knowledge - ATPL, CPL and IR)
you can find this information

response | Partially accepted

Paragraph FCL.310 is in compliance with Annex Ill, 1.b, Theoretical
knowledge, of the Basic Regulation 216/2008. It follows closely the wording
from that paragraph in the Annex.

In Appendix 2 the subjects are more detailed and here you can find for
example the flight planning, aircraft performance, etc.

Please note that the content of Appendix 2 has been transferred to AMC, based
on the comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 2 and the
amended text.

All editorials will be amended accordingly.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

comment | 319 comment by: CAA Belgium

1) the first subject "Air Law" mentioned under FCL.310 is missing in the
Appendix 2 referred to.

2) Appendix 2 is not correct on pages 74 and 77.
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REMARK ALSO FOR ALL OTHER APPENDIXES:ONE HAS TO BE VERY
CAREFUL BEFORE PUBLICATION

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

In Appendix 2 there is indeed the item ‘Air Law’ missing. Appendix 2 has to be
in compliance with Annex Ill, 1.b, Theoretical knowledge, of the Basic
Regulation 216/2008. This is an omission and the text will be amended
accordingly.

Please note that the content of Appendix 2 has been transferred to AMC, based
on the comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 2 and the
amended text.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1104 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: The text should be changed so it is uniform with LPL and PPL

Proposal: ...shall demonstrate to the competent authority a level of
knowledge...

Not accepted

The Agency agrees that there is a need for consistency.

However, in our view it is the text of paragraph FCL.120 (for LPL) and
paragraph FCL.215 (for PPL) concerning the Theoretical knowledge
examinations that should be uniform with the text of paragraph FCL.310 (for
CPL), paragraph FCL.515 (for ATPL) and paragraph FCL.615(IR). The indication
that the competent authority is ultimately responsible should be given by
paragraph FCL.025 in conjunction with Part-AR.

The Agency will redraft paragraph FCL.120 and paragraph FCL.215 and delete
the reference to the competent authority.

1650 comment by: Nigel Roche

I would suggest that the list of subjects given here in FCL.310 aligns with
those used in the NPA 25 Learning objectives for clarity.

for example
"-Aircraft General Knowledge - Airframe/Systems/Powerplant”

is given its correct title of :
AIRCRAFT GENERAL KNOWLEDGE - AIRFRAME AND SYSTEMS,
ELECTRICS, POWERPLANT, EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT

as is also shown in the table at Appendix 2

Partially accepted
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All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

Please note that the content of Appendix 2 has been transferred to AMC, based
on the comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 2 and the
amended text.

All editorials will be amended accordingly.

comment | 1651 comment by: Nigel Roche
I would also suggest that the first part of the subject identifier number is used
in front of each subject for example:
- Air Law would read - 010 Air Law.
This would help guide the uninitiated to the correct syllabus and Learning
Objectives.

response | Partially accepted
Please see the reply to comment 1650 above.

comment | 2874 comment by: Jeremy Hinton
If the CPL applies to balloons (and the preceding section does not rule this out,
as it refers to 'the appropriate aircraft category'), then the relevance of some
of the theoretical knowledge examinations could be tightened. The different
aircraft may require independent sections.

response | Noted
The CPL provisions do not apply to balloons.
In Subpart C, section 7, there are specific requirements for the balloon pilot
licence (BPL).

comment | 2911 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
1) the first subject "Air Law" mentioned under FCL.310 is missing in the
Appendix 2 referred to.
2) Appendix 2 is not correct on pages 74 and 77

response | Partially accepted
Please see the reply to comment 319 above.

comment | 3174 comment by: Susana Nogueira
The first subject "Air Law' is missing in the appendix 2 referred to.

response | Partially accepted
Please see the reply to comment 319 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL - p. 23
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Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.315 CPL - Training course

comment

response

comment

451 comment by: Jodo Duarte

Dear all,
About this point,

I want to know if it is possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers. An Aeronautical engineer study deeply almost of the matter
described in the syllabus. Each matter is taught intensively in the university at
least 4 hour per week during 5 months or 1 year plus the home study.

Not being directly possible, this requirement should permit that any
aeronautical engineer could send their documentation to their country aviation
authority or better to EASA for evaluation, being this authority obligated to do
the evaluation and crediting those matters if OK during the evaluation. The
authority should also be obligated to publish the results allowing the applicant
to comment the evaluation and try a new application for crediting.

The applicant should go throughout an examination also on those matter but
without going again to a school spending more money and where they will
teach and correct the teachers.

Please comment what is written above.

Best Regards,
Joédo Duarte
Aeronautical Engineer

Noted

When drafting the implementing rules for FCL, the Agency had to take into
account the provisions of the Basic Regulation 216/2008, which mandated the
development of requirements for pilot licensing, and only foresaw a crediting
system for flight engineer licence to be converted into pilot licences. Moreover,
the ToR of the FCL.001 group indicated that the content of JAR-FCL should be
followed in as much as possible, and JAR-FCL did not contain any provision for
the crediting of theoretical knowledge from other licences than pilots licences.
Therefore, no such credits system was envisaged for this NPA.

However, this could be a matter for a future Rulemaking task that would
evaluate the possibility for crediting based on a detailed syllabus comparison.
We suggest that you use the EASA procedures to suggest this as a future
Rulemaking task.

8054 comment by: HeliAir Ltd

Why the obsession with ‘approved' courses - it might give people the
impression that the course is good - whereas it actually signifies little other
than a fee has been paid. (who to?)

and

Of course it surely doesn't matter how the candidate reached his incredibly
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high standard - perhaps he should be allowed to be assessed to be exempted

from this blunt and occassionally totally pointless waste of time and money...
?

Noted

The requirement is to go trough a course at an approved training organisation.
The Basic Regulation 216/2008 clearly states in Article 7 that every training
organisation has to be approved in compliance with Annex IIl of that
regulation.

The requirements for training organisation are further addressed in NPA 2008-
22c. Subpart ATO — Approved Training Organisations, Section 1 — General
contains de requirements for ATO’s.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -

Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.320 CPL - Skill Test p. 24
comment | 7581 comment by: Atlantic Training Support
FCL.305.A Remove (a)(1) and (2)
response | Not accepted

Your proposal is referring to paragraph FCL.305.A but is written here under the
segment of paragraph FCL.320 CPL — Skill Test.

The Agency cannot remove (a)(1) and (2) from paragraph FCL.305.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -
Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.305.A p. 24
CPL(A) - Privileges in commercial air transport

comment | 4 comment by: BSM Condell

response

Would it not be more appropriate to retain the language of OPS 1.960 for this
section?

Noted

The Agency follows in this paragraph FCL.305.A closely the wording of
paragraph OPS 1.960 of the EU-OPS. The wording of the EU-OPS 1.960 was
rewritten in a more readable manner. The requirements are the same.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review

group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
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Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

128 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

To (a)(1): Why do you indicate NM and km here? You did not in earlier
paragraphs.

Proposal: Only use NM throughout the whole document!
Justification: This is according to us "the standard".

Further to (a)(1): 50 NM (90 km) is not enough! Please do not limit this
distance.

Justification: 50 NM above flat lands can nearly always be flown, in hilly areas
even 5 NM may very often be nearly impossible to fly.

Noted

For clarification reasons there is always the indication in km and NM when it
comes to distances. This can be found in the JAR-FCL documents and in Annex
1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

If this is not always the case in Part-FCL, then the text will be amended
accordingly.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The radius of 50 NM (90 Km) is in line with paragraph EU-OPS 1.960, under

@@ .

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

490 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

D/Section 1
FCL.305 (a)(1)

Conditions too stringent.
Proposal:

The whole content of this para shall be replaced by the text of JAR-FCL
1.150 accordingly.

Not accepted

The content of JAR-FCL 1.150 is already included in FCL.305, as general
privileges and condition for the CPL.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

Page 14 of 519



comment

response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

827 comment by: OAA Oxford

(@ (1) & (2) sSignificant additional contraints on CPL holders.
Recommendation: remove (a) (1) & (2).

Noted

The requirements in (a) (1) & (2) are not significant additional contraints on
CPL holders.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

893 comment by: ERA

FCL.305.A CPL(A) Privileges in commercial air transport

Paragraph (a)(1) and (2) conditions in FCL.305A do not have any equivalent in
JAR-FCL. ERA members view these as new and extra conditions to work in
commercial air transport. ERA members are therefore seeking some
justification for their addition. ERA members are requesting their deletion and
a reversion to the JAR-FCL list of conditions.

Noted

Paragraph (a) (1) & (2) do indeed not have any equivelent in JAR-FCL, but
these requirements are not new and extra conditions to work in commercial air
transport, because these requirements were ruled in EU-OPS.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

975 comment by: CAA Belgium

(a)(2) is an operational requirement and should be deleted and transferred to
OPS.

It also is not in conformity with Annex 1.

Consequence: if the holder of an EASA-FCL CPL licence is working
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outside Europe, he will be seriously disadvantaged towards the holders
of a non-EASA licence.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

1494 comment by: Volker ENGELMANN

General Comment:

The Number of flight hours does not necessarily influences the risk assesment!
The ability on handling an aircraft is influenced by the experiences on take off
and landings. To fly an aircraft fequently from A to B, where A and B is always
the same aerodroms does not really enables pilots to be more experienced
although he may has 1000 hrs of flight time.

Recommendation: Leave out any numbers of Flight hours but bring in " high
level of experience" instead. The certified flight school can evaluate the
experience prior training and, may increase the training program instead.

This above mentioned comment is for all other "hour based"
gualifications as well.

Airline Pilots may have 10 hrs of flight (including sleeping during auto pilot
operations) but not one take off or landing on one flight leg. However they can
count this hours as "proficiency" documentation.

The risk of a wrong " evaluation by flight book/time
other airspace users as well as for passengers.

increases the risk for

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

1892 comment by: Nigel Roche

(a) (1) "When carrying passengers under VFR outside a radius of 50 NM (90
Km) from an aerodrome of departure, he/she has a minimum of 500 hours of
flight time on aeroplanes or holds a valid instrument rating; or"

I would this interpret this to mean that: A pilot with a CPL (A) who has less
than 500 hours of flight time on aeroplanes can carry passengers up to a
radius of 50NM (90Km) from an aerodrome of departure.

If this interpretation is correct it certainly opens up business opportunities in
the air taxi industry.
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It would also open up a further business opportunity for sightseeing trips as
the pilot would be able to fly down a corridor of airports that are just under
50NM apart land at each then take off again as this would become the
aerodrome of departure.

I commend EASA for an innovative idea that would enable low hours pilots to
build hours and experience, provided this is what was meant by the draft
order.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

1893 comment by: Nigel Roche

(c) The holder of a CPL(A) shall only act as pilot-in-command

in commercial air transport in multi-pilot operations provided that he/she has
completed the command course prescribed in Subpart OPS of Part MS.(to be
issued)

This appears to be a departure from the FCL.305

"CPL Privileges and conditions

(a) Privileges. The privileges of the holder of a CPL are, within the appropriate
aircraft category, to:

(1) exercise all the privileges of the holder of a PPL;

(2) act as pilot-in-command or copilot of any aircraft engaged in operations
other than commercial air transportation;

(3) act as pilot-in-command in commercial air transport of any single pilot
aircraft, subject to the restrictions specified in FCL.060 and in this Subpart;

(4) act as copilot in commercial air transportation”

Which does not mention "acting as pilot-in-command" given that we have not
seen Subpart Ops of Part MS (to be issued), | feel that any part that give a
privilege should be detailed in this, the FCL for clarity.

As it may well have implications for prospective pilots as to the choice of route
to the left hand seat of a multi crew aeroplane ATPL(A) or CPL(A) with a
command course.

Partially accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

For subparagraph (c): The holder of a CPL(A) shall only act as pilot-in-

command in commercial air transport in multi-pilot operations on a single-pilot
aeroplane. To make this more clear the text will be redrafted.
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After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

1900 comment by: Nigel Roche

From FCL.305.A (a) (1) "When carrying passengers under VFR outside a radius
of 50 NM (90 Km) from an aerodrome of departure, he/she has a minimum of
500 hours of flight time on aeroplanes or holds a valid instrument rating."

From FCL.305.H (a) (2) When operating under visual meteorological conditions
(VMC) at night, he/she has:

(i) a valid instrument rating; or

(ii) 300 hours flight time on helicopters, including 100 hours as pilot-in-
command and 10 hours as pilot flying at night.

Why the disparity:
there is no radius limit from an aerodrome of departure in FCL.305.H

FCL.305.A has a 500 hour limit compaired to a 300 hour limit FCL.305.H

FCL.305.H requires a the pilot to have flown 10 hours at night but FCL.305.A
does not.

Noted

The difference in requirements between A and H was already established in the
EU-OPS and JAR-OPS.

The Agency follows in paragraph FCL.305.A closely the wording of paragraph
OPS 1.960 of the EU-OPS. The wording of the EU-OPS 1.960 was rewritten in a
more readable manner. The requirements are the same.

The Agency follows in paragraph FCL.305.H closely the wording of paragraph
JAR-OPS 3.960. Also in this case: the wording of the JAR-OPS 3.960 was
rewritten in a more readable manner. The requirements are the same.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Part-OPS.

2912 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
(a)(2) Delete

Justification:

Is an operational requirement and should be transferred to OPS.

It also is not in conformity with Annex 1.

If the holder of an EASA-FCL CPL licence is working outside Europe, he will be
seriously disadvantaged towards the holders of a non-EASA licence.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review

Page 18 of 519



comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

group, The Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3039 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER
The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot in command in commercial air transport is to high. For a commercial air
transportation with multi engine piston aircraft or turboprop like Piper
Cheyenne or King Air the costs to reach this 700 hours are too high. These
costs will bare mainly the business aviation. If you compare the privileges of a
MPL, where at least 250 hours of flight training are necessary there can be
seen, that there is no adequate relation. For operations with aircrafts below a
max takeoff weight up to 5700 kg, 500 hours of PIC would be sufficient.

Noted

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already applicable today and it
is taken from paragraph EU-OPS 1.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3194 comment by: Susana Nogueira
(a)(2) Delete this paragraph.

Justificaction: Is an operational rule. Transfer to OPS.

The other hand is a disavantage when the pilot work outside of Europe.
Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3551 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union
Delete 50 NM (90 Km), the Distance must be unlimited.

Reason: The pilot has been trained under VFR much more then 50 nautical
miles to fly.

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The radius of 50 NM (90 Km) is in line with paragraph EU-OPS 1.960, under

@@.
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After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, The Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3773 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 305.A, 305.H, 305.As

These paragraphs should be transferred in part OPS.

Delete paragraphs FCL305.A, FCL 305.H, FCL 305.As.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

4196 comment by: SFG-Mendig
Flugerfahrung auf helicoptern sollte anrechenbar sein, dies sollte auch
umgekehrt gelten.

Noted

The crediting of flight hours on other categories of aircraft can be found in
paragraph A.4 of Appendix 3 to Part-FCL.

4466 comment by: AOPA Switzerland
We do not consider any maximum radius as a safety relevant item for a CPL
holder. The CPL training and the skill test are good enough to ensure safety.
200 hours flight experience are sufficient for all categories to ensure safety
with PAX on board. It is up to operators to decide whether a the minimum
flight experience of 200 hours for a certain pilot is enough to ensure safety.

It is not said tha an instument qualification may rise safety in general. An IR
rating is of no help to fly in mountainous areas under VFR. Therefore
paragraph FCL.302.A lit.(1) shall not take into consideration a valid IR Rating
to reduce required flight experience.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
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transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

4927 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: change paragraph (c):

(c) The holder of a CPL(A) shall only act as pilotincomman in commercial air
transport in multipilot operations on single pilot aeroplanes provided that
he/she has completed the command course prescribed in Subpart OPS of part
MS.

Justification:

If the underlined text is not included, then it may be understood that a CPL
could act as PIC in any type of aircraft in multi-pilot operations, provided that
the requirements of part OPS and MS are met.

Accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

For subparagraph (c): The holder of a CPL(A) shall only act as pilot-in-
command in commercial air transport in multi-pilot operations on a single-pilot
aeroplane. To make this more clear the text will be redrafted.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

5110 comment by: Icelandic CAA

This is not in accordance with ICAO Annex 1 and should perhaps be in PART-
OPS.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

5687 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

a)(1) and (a)(2) conditions are new regulation as compared to JAR FCL 1 and
current practices. As far as we know, there is no safety issue nor any safety
assessment to introduce new restrictions. We request paragraph (a)(1) and
(a)(2) to be suppressed or a safety assessment to be conducted to prove the
pertinence of such a change.

Noted
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Paragraph (a) (1) & (2) do not have any equivelent in JAR-FCL, but these
requirements are not new restrictions, because these requirements were ruled
in EU-OPS.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

6012 comment by: ENAC TLP

FCL.305.A CPL(A) Privileges in commercial air transportation
Page 34

©

The privilege of a CPL (A) to act as a pilot in command in commercial air
transport in multi pilot operations, as stated in this paragraph is not in
compliance with ICAO Annex 1. We propose to delete the privilege to act as
pilot in command in commercial air transport in multi pilot operations, even
with the additional provision of completing a command course, and to limit the
privileges to those stated in ICAO Annex 1 unless the requirement of the
paragraph (c¢) is modified as follows:

(c) The holder of a CPL (A) shall only act as a pilot-in-command in multi pilot
operations of a single pilot multi engine certified aeroplane provided that
he/she has completed the command course prescribed in Part OPS for multi
crew operations and satisfies the requirements of FCL.720.A.(c) for multi pilot
aeroplanes.

Purpose:

To provide the due level of safety to commercial transport operations by
mitigating the possible difficulty of CPL holders to get an ATPL by the adequate
level of knowledge and experience. To increase clarity of the reqgirement
avoiding undue difficulties and the need of repetetive interpretations and
explanations to the customers by the Competent Autorities.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

For subparagraph (c): The holder of a CPL(A) shall only act as pilot-in-
command in commercial air transport in multi-pilot operations on a single-pilot
aeroplane. To make this more clear the text will be redrafted.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).
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6218 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.305.A:

Comment: If principle is copied from and already accepted in OPS: OK. If not:
The amounts of experiences required shall not be increased without safety
analyses.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

6731 comment by: CAA CZ

Requirements for VMC at night, as specified for helicopters in FCL.305.H(a)(2)
and for airships in FCL.305.As(b) should be added.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

In paragraph EU-OPS 1.960 there are no requirements for VMC at night for
aeroplanes

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, The Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

7018 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.305.A
This is a purely operational paragraph, and should not be in Part FCL. Should
be moved to Part OPS or Part OR.OPS.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air

transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

7225 comment by: ECOGAS

Significant additional constraints on CPL holders with no supporting safety case
for amendment.

Suggestion: Remove paragraphs (a)(1) and (2).
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Noted

The requirements in (a) (1) & (2) are not significant additional contraints on
CPL holders.

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -
Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.325.A p. 24
CPL(A) - Specific conditions for MPL holders

comment

response

comment

response

comment

142 comment by: GFD-OES

If you read from the beginning of the doc you see the first time MPL. | thought,
what is that. To make it easier if one reads it from start, either change the
sections CPL and MPL or make a note to read: FCL.325.A ...holders (see
FCL.400.A)

Noted

The Multi-Crew Pilot Licence — MPL, is not new and was already introduced in
Amendment 7 of JAR-FCL 1, Subpart K.

The meaning of MPL is clear from Subpart E Multi-Crew Pilot Licence - MPL of
this Part-FCL.

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e).

976 comment by: CAA Belgium
Should be deleted here and transferred to subpart E - MPL.
Not accepted

The specific conditions for MPL holders, before exercising the privileges of a
CPL(A) was already introduced in Amendment 7 of JAR-FCL 1.

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e). This requirement is drafted for people
wanting to exercise the privileges of a CPL, and therefore it makes sense ot
have it in this Subpart.

2012 comment by: Swiss Pilot School Asociation

Please add at the end of Part (a)
..... shall be flown as piulot-in-command or as student under supervision of
the flight instructor;

Page 24 of 519




response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

In den meisten Fallen ist ein Flug Uber 540km als PIC in dieser
Ausbildungsstufe nicht sinnvoll. Gerade hier ist der Lerneffekt fir einen CPL
Studenden besonders gross. Aus diesem Grund sollte dieser Flug nach
Mdoglichkeit mit Instuktor durchgefuhrt werden.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e).

This paragraph is also in compliance with paragraph 2.5.2.3 of Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

3552 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union

Add at the end of part (a):
shall be flown as pilot-in-command or as student pilot under
supervision of the flight instructor.

Reason: In most cases, a flight over 540 km as the PIC in this training phase
does not make sense. The learning curve is for a student at this flight great.
For this reason, this flight should be carried out with an instructor.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e).

This paragraph is also in compliance with paragraph 2.5.2.3 of Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

6287 comment by: Axel Schwarz

Since there is no requirement to acquire a rating for piston-engine, or even
propeller driven, aeroplanes in order to exercise the privileges of a CPL, the
requirement of (b) referring to paragraph 12 of Appendix 3 (5 hours on
aeroplanes having a retractable gear and variable pitch propeller) is useless.

Noted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e).

This paragraph is also in compliance with paragraph 2.5.2.3 of Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

7232 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Add at the end of part (a):
shall be flown as pilot-in-command or as student pilot under
supervision of the flight instructor.

Justification: In most cases, a flight over 540 km as the PIC in this training
phase does not make sense. The learning curve is for a student at this flight
great. For this reason, this flight should be carried out with an instructor.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart D (CPL) of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over
the text from JAR-FCL 1.155 (e).
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This paragraph is also in compliance with paragraph 2.5.2.3 of Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -
Section 3: Specific Requirements for the helicopter category - FCL.305.H p. 25
CPL(H) - Privilege to act in commercial air transport

comment | 143 comment by: GFD-OES

For CPL(A), MPL(A) and ATPL(A), again, the revalidation requirements are
missing. To make it clear, make the appropriate sections to read:

FCL.xxx XPL(A) - Revalidation of class and type ratings

For revalidation of class and type ratings comply with the requiremants in
FCL.740.A

response | Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirements for the revalidation of class and type ratings are included in
Subpart H - Class and Type Ratings - of this Part-FCL.

comment | 324 comment by: Rod Wood

Comment:-

(1)The 100 hours under IFR is unrealistic and should be reduced to 75. The
remainder of the figures are acceptable particularly with the re-introduction of
the PPL(H) instructor.

(b) How can comment be made on something that isn't available and a
reference the "might change"” Is there an element of running before we can
walk and is this reflective of the whole EASA process moving too fast for
serious comment to be made?

response | Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The reference mentioned in (b) is the reference to the command course that
was already established in JAR-OPS 3. At the time the FCL NPA 2008-17b Part-
FCL was published, the work on the OPS NPA was still on-going, and there was
still no certainty on the numbering of the paragraphs. But the content of the
requirements has not changed.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

comment | 368 comment by: REGA
STATEMENT
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The reqiured flight experience of a minimum of 700 hours flight time of
helicopter, including 100 hours under IFR, to act in commercial air transport
under IFR is too excessive and coudn't be achieved by most pilots.

PROPOSAL

At the moment when the commercial pilot is IFR rated, he/she shall be
privileged to act as single pilot under IFR in commercial (and HEMS) air
transportation without any extra IFR experience.

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already apllicable today and it
is taken from paragraph JAR-OPS 3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

491 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

D/Section 3
FCL.305.H
(a) (1) Conditions too constraints.

Proposal:

The whole content of this para shall be replaced by the text of JAR-FCL
2.150 accordingly.

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

977 comment by: CAA Belgium

Idem as FCL.305.A and FCL.305.As: operational requirements should be
deleted here and transferred to OPS

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
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transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Part-OPS.

1240 comment by: Aeromega

Under 305.H (1) A CPL IR is required to have 100 hours IFR to operate public
transport. How is this time to be accrued by pilots rated on single pilot IR
aircraft?

Noted

The crediting of flight hours on other categories of aircraft can be found in
paragraph A.4 of Appendix 3 to Part-FCL.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1600 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

The required flight experience of a minimum of 700 hours flight time of
helicopter, including 100 hours under IFR, to act in commercial air transport
under IFR is too excessive and could not be achieved by most pilots.

PROPOSAL

At the moment when the commercial pilot is IFR rated, he/she shall be
privileged to act as single pilot under IFR in commercial (and HEMS) air
transportation without any extra IFR experience.

OR:

@@ ...... These hours shall include 100 hours under IFR which can be
substituded by 200 hours under aeroplane IFR .........

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already applicable today and it
is taken from paragraph JAR-OPS 3.960.

2118 comment by: Heliswiss AG, Belp

STATEMENT

The required flight experience of a minimum of 700 hours flight time in
helicopters, including 100 hours under IFR, to act in commercial air transport
under IFR is too excessive and could not be achieved by most pilots.

PROPOSAL

When the commercial pilot is IFR rated, he/she shall be privileged to act as
single pilot under IFR in commercial (and HEMS) air transportation without any
extra IFR experience.
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Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already applicable today and it
is taken from paragraph JAR-OPS 3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3040 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

The required 700 hours of flight time are too high. This in comparison with the
requirements of an MPL-Trainings course according to appendix 5.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already applicable today and it
is taken from paragraph JAR-OPS 3.960.

These requirements are not requirements to hold a licence, but to exercise
specific privileges after you have the licence.

The comparison with the requirements of an MPL-Trainings course according to
appendix 5, cannot be made because the MPL does not exist for helicopters.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3408 comment by: NACA
FCL.305.H (a) (1)

1. The requirement to hold a valid instrumentrating should be added.
2. It is not clear whether the required 100 hours under IFR are part of the 700
hours total time on helicopters or the 300 hours as PIC.

FCL.305.H (a) (2)

1. This line should read as follows: “When operating at night under VFR
he/she has: “
2. Compliance to FCL.060 (recent experience) should be added for clarity.

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
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commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement to hold an IR when flying under IFR is already included in
FCL.600 of Subpart G Instrument Rating - IR - of this Part-FCL. Therefore
it does not need to be repeated in this paragraph.

The required hours under IFR are part of the 700 hours total time on
helicopters. This subparagraph (a)(1) will be redrafted to be in line with the
text in JAR-OPS 3.960 (a)(2).

The text from FCL.305.H (a)(2) is a copy of JAR-OPS (a)(2)(ii). The text from
FCL.305.As (b) with the same requirement is drafted differently. The text of
both subparagraphs will be redrafted.

In FCL.305.H (a)(2) there is no need to make a reference to FCL.060. In the
common requirements, section 1, of this Subpart D, paragraph FCL.305(a) the
reference to FCL.060 can be found.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3493 comment by: SHA Guido Brun
Statement: Privileges to act in commercial air transport are to be transferred
to OPS. Different operations require different experiences.

Proposal: delete FCL.305.H

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3774 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 305.A, 305.H, 305.As

These paragraphs should be transferred in part OPS.

Delete paragraphs FCL305.A, FCL 305.H, FCL 305.As.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).
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4198 comment by: SFG-Mendig

Flugerfahrung auf aeroplanes sollte anrechenbar sein. Die Flugerfahrung muss
nach unten angepasst werden. Aufgrund moderner helicopter in Verbindung
mit modernen Ausbildungsmethoden werden diese hohen Flugstunden nicht
mehr erforderlich sein, selbst beim Militdr sind diese Tendenzen bereits heute
deutlich erkennbar.

Noted

The crediting of flight hours on other categories of aircraft can be found in
paragraph A.4 of Appendix 3 to Part-FCL.

4948 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: change paragraph (a)(1) as follows:
(a) The holder of a CPL(H) shall only act as pilotincommand in commercial air
transport on a singlepilot helicopter provided that:

AMheoen—aope v nde - q ho KW AR

ot f I et ot .
(1) For operations under IFR, he/she has a minimum of:
(i) 1000 hours total flight time on helicopters, of which at least 300 hours as
pilot-in-command. These hours shall include 100 hours under IFR; or
(i) 800 hours as co-pilot within an established multi-pilot crew system
prescribed in the Operations Manual of an operator;

Justification:

This requirement doesn’t match the actual JAR requirement. There is a
downgrade on the number of hours with no safety justification. ECA therefore
requests to change to old requirements. There is no safety assessment for the
reductions.

Not accepted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement of 700 hours of flight time on aeroplanes in order to act as
pilot-in-command in commercial air transport is already applicable today and it
is taken from paragraph JAR-OPS 3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

6232 comment by: CAA Finland
FCL.305.H:
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Comment: If principle is copied from and already accepted in OPS: OK. If not:
The amounts of experiences required shall not be increased without safety
analyses.

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

7019 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.305.H
This is a purely operational paragraph, and should not be in Part FCL. Should
be moved to Part OPS or Part OR.OPS.

Accepted

Thanks for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, The Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

7031 comment by: Bristow Academy

Change wording:

(d) (1) ....300 hours as Pilot in command, and is the holder of an
instrument rating. Fhese-hours—shalHnclude—106-hours—under—HR: The 300

This paragraph refers to flight under IFR , not IMC. Having obtained an IR, the
pilot has demonstrated the skill necessary to pilot the helicopter under IFR and
IMC. How is he/she supposed to obtain the proposed 100 hours IFR unless
he/she is allowed to fly IFR?

Noted

The requirements in this paragraph are related to the privileges to fly in
commercial air transport that are coming from EU-OPS 1.960 and JAR-OPS
3.960.

The requirement to hold an IR when flying under IFR is already included in
FCL.600 of Subpart G Instrument Rating - IR - of this Part-FCL. Therefore it
does not need to be repeated in this paragraph.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review

group, The Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
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Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c¢).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart D: Commercial Pilot Licence - CPL -
Section 5: Specific Requirements for the airship category - FCL.305.As p. 25
CPL(As) - Privileges to act in commercial air transport

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

978 comment by: CAA Belgium
Idem as FCL.305.A and 305.: operational requirements should be deleted from
licensing and be transferred to OPS.H

Accepted

Thanks for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c¢).

3775 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 305.A, 305.H, 305.As

These paragraphs should be transferred in part OPS.

Delete paragraphs FCL305.A, FCL 305.H, FCL 305.As.

Accepted

Thanks for your comment.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

3776 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 305 (a) (3)

The ATPL doesn’t exist for the airship category, so it is necessary to give the
privileges of pilot in command in commercial air transport of multi-pilot
airships to the CPL(As) holders.

FCL 305 As CPL As...

The holder of a CPL(As) shall only act as pilot-in-command in commercial air
transport proevided—that of any single-pilot aircraft, and for the airship
category. of any multi-pilot airship, subject to the restrictions specified
in FCL.060 and in this Subpart :

Not accepted

The way the requirement is written it does not exclude any type of airship, so
the Agency considers that the addition/specification you propose is not
necessary.

After having discussed all the comments on this paragraph in the Review
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group, the Agency has decided to transfer the privileges in commercial air
transport regulated in FCL.305.A, FCL.305.H and FCL.305.As to Section V -
Flight Crew - of Subpart OPS of Part-OR (NPA 2009-02c).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart E: Multi-Crew Pilot Licence - MPL p. 26
comment | 1767 comment by: REGA
STATEMENT

response

comment

response

There is only a MPL for airplane defined.

PROPOSAL

On the base of the MPL(A) establish a MPL(H).

It shall be possible to operate in multi-crew environment independently from
the ATP(H)-training and licence. CPL(H) rated pilots shall be able to act as a
copilot or a pilot-in-command in a multi-pilot operation. (See also cmt# 374)

Not accepted

The Agency has taken into account Annex 1 to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing, when developing the requirements
for the Multi Pilot Licence. Article 2.5 of Annex 1 applies only to the Multi-crew
pilot licence appropriate to the aeroplane category.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, Subpart E,
number 34 indicates the following: 'Subpart E contains the requirements for
the multicrew pilot licence (MPL). It contains only one Section, since it is only
applicable to the aeroplane category, and follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL
1.

The MPL could be extended to helicopters in the future, if ICAO Annex 1 is
amended in that sense.

4953 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment:

ECA recommends to add into the IR the rules related to the Advisory Board
and all MPL ICAO requirements (step-by-step approach, FTO-operator linkage,
etc.).

Justification:

These are all ICAO requirements. ECA cannot understand why EASA is deleting
from the JAR-FCL text all these requirements. They are not additional
requirements, but ICAO ones. Text like the JAR-FCL 1.535 and its two
appendixes: guarantees are needed that the AB is going to continue, to ensure
the monitoring of the correct implementation of the MPL. We already have
examples how some NAA and FTOs do not fully comply with the regulation
(step by step, ATC environment, ab-initio entrant,..). An MPL course is a
complex enterprise and EASA should not allow only partlial implementation of
it that is why monitoring is of outmost importance. Furthermore, monitoring is
also for purposes of information collection. ICAO is looking for an information
collective bodies. MPL monitoring boards exist i in Australia and other parts.

Noted
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The Agency acknowledges your proposal, but cannot take it.

The Agency will not add into the Implementing Rules the rules related to the
Advisory Board and all MPL ICAO requirements. However, the Agency fully
intends to keep using the MPL Advisory Board to help the implementation of
this licence.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, Subpart E,
number 34 indicates why no provisions similar to those of JAR-FCL 1.535 and
its appendices were included: ‘JAR-FCL1.535 created the MPL Advisory Board
to provide guidance to authorities for the implementation of the MPL. Although
the Agency fully intends to keep using the MPL Advisory Board to help the
implementation of this licence, it does not consider possible to establish such a
board by law in the EU context; this is another aspect where the different legal
nature of the JARs and the implementing rules do not allow a point by point
‘transposition’. It must be clear, however, that the Agency will continue the
established cooperation to oversee the implementation of the MPL.’

6643 Direction de I'Aviation Civile Luxembourg

We have not transposed JAR FCL Multi Pilot Licence into national legislation and
have had a dissenting opinion about this to ICAO in the past; we still do not
see the benefit of this licence. All specific MPL training requirements could
easily have been incorporated into ATPL.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your dissenting opinion.

Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel
Licencing.

However, it should be noted that Article 7(7) of the Basic Regulation 216/2008
contains a clear mandate for the FCL IRs to contain all types of pilot licence
covered by

6857 ECA- European Cockpit Association
New rule:
FCL.420A Implementation Monitoring — Multi-Crew__Pilot _Licence

Advisory Board

An_exchange of information between National Aviation Authorities.
training organizations and operators that are involved in MPL(A)
training and pilot representative bodies is required to achieve the
successful implementation of the MPL. An advisory panel, designated
the “MPL Advisory Board is established to use this information to
provide guidance to Authorities and Interested Parties on the
implementation and improvement of MPL(A) training courses.

Training organizations approved to give MPL(A) training courses shall
provide reqular feedback, in_ accordance with the approval conditions,
to the Authority.

Insert Appendix 2 to JAR FCL 1.535 into Appendix 5.
Justification:

MPL Advisory Board acc. JAR FCL 1.535 & Appendix 2 to JAR FCL 1.535 is
missing in EASA FCL IR Subpart E. This is not acceptable.
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The absence of the Monitoring makes the MPL license non-ICAO compliant. The
MPL advisory board is part of the ICAO PANS TRNG Doc. and therefore part of
the MPL training program and structure. If it is not implemented within the
EASA FCL the MPL training program will not be fulfilling the ICAO
requirements.

The deletion of the Monitoring Board has not gone though safety analysis or
regulatory impact assessment.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your proposal, but cannot take it.

However, the Agency fully intends to keep using the MPL Advisory Board to
help the implementation of this licence.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, Subpart E,
number 34 indicates why no provisions similar to those of JAR-FCL 1.535 and
its appendices were included: ‘JAR-FCL1.535 created the MPL Advisory Board
to provide guidance to authorities for the implementation of the MPL. Although
the Agency fully intends to keep using the MPL Advisory Board to help the
implementation of this licence, it does not consider possible to establish such a
board by law in the EU context; this is another aspect where the different legal
nature of the JARs and the implementing rules do not allow a point by point
‘transposition’. It must be clear, however, that the Agency will continue the
established cooperation to oversee the implementation of the MPL.’

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart E: Multi-Crew Pilot Licence - MPL -
FCL.405.A MPL - Privileges

comment

response

comment

325 comment by: Rod Wood
It is good to see that the MPL has NOT been carried across to helicopters.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion and the positive feedback.

The Agency has taken into account Annex 1 to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing, when developing the requirements
for the Multi Pilot Licence. Article 2.5 of Annex 1 applies only to the Multi-crew
pilot licence appropriate to the aeroplane category.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, Subpart E,
number 34 indicates the following: ‘Subpart E contains the requirements for
the multicrew pilot licence (MPL). It contains only one Section, since it is only
applicable to the aeroplane category, and follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL
1’

1092 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

E/
FCL.405.A Privileges
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Subpart K of the JAR-FCL rules deal with the requirements of a Multi-Crew Pilot
Licence.

With regard to the "Privileges and Conditions" there is no specific indication as
to the requirements an applicant for a "Full" ATPL has to comply with.

NPA 2008-17a, Subpart E/ FCL.400.A now is regulating the Multi-Crew Licence
and includes all the requirements for such a licence.

However, in all the rules applicable we do not find any clear and precise
indication concerning the requirements as to "experience and crediting" and
reference to the "skill-test" which a candidate to get a "Full" ATPL out of his
Multi-Crew Pilot Licence has to comply with.

Proposal

We are of the opinion that this item missing needs to be developed and
taken into consideration as a clear procedure to apply by the
authorities.

Noted

You can find the requirements for an MPL holder that wishes to obtain the
privileges of a full ATPL(A) in Section 2 of Subpart F - ATPL, paragraph
FCL.505.A.

The Agency followed the same type of organisation for these requirements as
in JAR-FCL 1, where the same requirements were included also in Subpart G,
JAR-FCL 1.275(b).

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1601 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT
There is only a MPL for airplane defined.

PROPOSAL

On the base of the MPL(A) establish a MPL(H).

It shall be possible to operate in multi-crew environment independently from
the ATP(H)-training and licence. CPL(H) rated pilots shall be able to act as a
copilot or a pilot-in-command in a multi-pilot operation.

Not accepted

The Agency has taken into account Annex 1 to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing, when developing the requirements
for the Multi Pilot Licence. Article 2.5 of Annex 1 applies only to the Multi-crew
pilot licence appropriate to the aeroplane category.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, Subpart E,
number 34 indicates the following: 'Subpart E contains the requirements for
the multicrew pilot licence (MPL). It contains only one Section, since it is only
applicable to the aeroplane category, and follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL
1.

The MPL could be extended to helicopters in the future, if ICAO Annex 1 is
amended in that sense.
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comment | 3618 comment by: Susana Nogueira

response

SIn all the rules applicable to the MPL we do not find any clear and precise
indication concerning the requirements as to 'experience and crediting' and
reference to the skill test wich a candidate to get a full ATPL out of his MPL has
to comply with.

Proposal:
This item missed need to be developed and taken into consideration as
a clear procedure to apply by the authorities

Noted

You can find the requirements for an MPL holder that wishes to obtain the
privileges of a full ATPL(A) in Section 2 of Subpart F - ATPL, paragraph
FCL.505.A.

The Agency followed the same type of organisation for these requirements as
in JAR-FCL 1, where the same requirements were included also in Subpart G,
JAR-FCL 1.275(b).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart E: Multi-Crew Pilot Licence - MPL -
FCL.410.A MPL — Training course and Theoretical knowledge examinations

p. 26

comment | 452 comment by: Jodo Duarte

response

Dear all,
About this point,

I want to know if it is possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers. An Aeronautical engineer study deeply almost of the matter
described in the syllabus. Each matter is taught intensively in the university at
least 4 hour per week during 5 months or 1 year plus the home study.

Not being directly possible, this requirement should permit that any
aeronautical engineer could send their documentation to their country aviation
authority or better to EASA for evaluation, being this authority obligated to do
the evaluation and crediting those matters if OK during the evaluation. The
authority should also be obligated to publish the results allowing the applicant
to comment the evaluation and try a new application for crediting.

The applicant should go throughout an examination also on those matter but
without going again to a school spending more money and where they will
teach and correct the teachers.

Please comment what is written above.

Best Regards,
Joédo Duarte
Aeronautical Engineer

Noted

When drafting the implementing rules for FCL, the Agency had to take into
account the provisions of the Basic Regulation 216/2008, which mandated the
development of requirements for pilot licensing, and only foresaw a crediting
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system for flight engineer licence to be converted into pilot licences. Moreover,
the ToR of the FCL.001 group indicated that the content of JAR-FCL should be
followed in as much as possible, and JAR-FCL did not contain any provision for
the crediting of theoretical knowledge from other licences than pilots licences.
Therefore, no such credits system was envisaged for this NPA.

However, this could be a matter for a future Rulemaking task, that would
evaluate the possibility for crediting based on a detailed syllabus comparison.
We suggest that you use the EASA procedures to suggest this as a future
Rulemaking task.

701 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

E/
FCL.410.A and Appendix 5

Clarification:

The term FTO has been changed to an "approved training organisation".
This might be unclear compared to the known expressions "FTO / TRTO" in the
JARS.

Noted

In JAR-FCL, FTO and TRTO were two different kinds of approved training
organisation, with different privileges and different requirements for approval.

In our proposal, the distinction between FTO and TRTO disappears: all training
organisations are named ‘approved training organisation’ (ATO); their
individual privileges are established in the approval certificate; all ATOs will
have to comply with the same general requirements and in addition
with specific requirements for some specific privileges. But an ATO can have
the privileges of both an (old) FTO and a (old) TRTO with no impediment.

For further information read Appendix Il, Explanatory memorandum to Part-
OR, Subpart ATO - Approved Training Organisation (ATOs) of NPA 2008-22A

(page 23).

3052 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

The MPL is obviously a requirement of the airlines to get pilots on the co-pilot
seat with a minimum of costs. The main prerequisite is a successful performed
integrated course according to appendix 5. This means that such co-pilot has
had a flying training of at least 240 hours, which are partly performed in a
FSTD. Such a pilot has no experience in the general aviation or as flight
instructor at all. The normal way to the co-pilot seat is gathering some 100
hours of flying experience in the general aviation before obtaining a co-pilot
seat in an airliner. We all know that if problems accumulate basic flying skills
and experiences in the general aviation can help. Therefore in my opinion it is
necessary that there has to be a prerequisite of an integrated MPL-Training-
course according to appendix 5, of some hundred hours of experience in the
general aviation or business aviation.

Noted
The Agency follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the
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experience and crediting provisions from JAR-FCL 1.515.

The experience and crediting provisions are also in line with paragraph 2.5.4 of
Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel
Licencing.

4956 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: change paragraph (b) as follows:

(b) Examination. An applicant for an MPL shall have demonstrated a level of
knowledge appropriate to the holder of an ATPL(A) in accordance to FCL.515
and of a multipilot type rating.

Justification:

It is not clear that the examination must be the same one as for the ATPL(A)
theoretical knowledge, and needs to comply with the same test and other
requirements. ECA recommends to add the underlined text to clarify the text
and avoid misinterpretations.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart E: Multi-Crew Pilot Licence - MPL -

FCL.415.A MPL — Practical Skill p- 26

comment | 4356 comment by: Marduc Aeronautical Consults
....... in a multi-engine turbine powered multi-pilot aeroplane, or a VLJ (very
light jet) which will be operated under OPS-1 and in a multi crew concept only.

response | Not accepted
The Agency follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the
practical skill requirements from JAR-FCL 1.530. This is also in line with
paragraph 2.5.3.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation
(ICAO), Personnel Licencing.
Since the MPL is a new licence, still undergoing an implementation phase, the
Agency does not consider it opportune to change the requirements coming
from ICAO Annex 1 and JAR-FCL.

comment | 6288 comment by: DCAA
FCL.415.A (b):
Last sentence to read: The SKkill test shall be taken in a FFS representing the
same type.

response | Partially accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart K of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the
practical skill requirements from JAR-FCL 1.530. This is also in line with
paragraph 2.5.3.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation
(ICAO), Personnel Licencing.
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Since the MPL is a new licence, still undergoing an implementation phase, the
Agency does not consider it opportune to change the requirements coming
from ICAO Annex 1 and JAR-FCL.

On the other hand, the reason for the actual wording is to allow the test to be
conducted in the aeroplane when there is no suitable FFS. In any case, the
wording 'or a simulator representing the same type' will be amended to ‘or an
adequately qualified FSTD representing the same type', and an AMC will be
added to the paragraph to specify that it should be an FFS. Please also see the
general explanation on the references to FSTDs throughout Part-FCL and the
explanatory note to this CRD.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL

- Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.505 ATPL - Privileges 27
comment | 1051 comment by: FTO 09-157 FRENCH AIR FORCE
The privileges of the holder of an ATPL are not to exercise the privileges of the
holder of LPL. Why?
The FCL.505 can be rewritten as follows:
The privileges of the holder of an ATPL are to, within the appropriate aircraft
category:
(1) Exercise the privileges of the holder of a LPL, a PPL and a CPL
response | Accepted
Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.
comment | 4959 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
Comment: delete paragraph (a)(3):
(a) The privileges of the holder of an ATPL are to, within the appropriate
aircraft category:
(1) exercise all the privileges of the holder of a PPL and a CPL;
(2) act as pilotincommand in aircraft engaged in commercial air transportation;
Justification:
Even though this privilege is included in the actual JAR, the privilege of flying
IR is given by the IR rating, not by the license. According to this paragraph,
the holder of an ATPL license with an out of date IR rating could still exercise
the privileges of the IR, which is not acceptable.
response | Accepted

When writing this paragraph, the Agency followed closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL
1, and specifically JAR-FCL 1.275. The wording of this paragraph was linked to
the fact that in the case of aeroplanes the ATPL trainingcourse always includes
the IR.

However, the Agency agrees that leaving the paragraph as it was written in
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JAR-FCL may lead to the interpretation that you mention, which was not the
intention of JAR-FCL. Therefore, the text will be amended accordingly, and
paragraph (a)(3) will be deleted.

Even with this change, this paragraph remains in compliance with paragraph
2.6.2.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO),
Personnel Licencing.

6066 comment by: CTC Aviation Services Ltd

Comment -- As a point of drafting accuracy in FCL 505 (a)3
please consider whether the IR privileges are conferred by the Rating and not
the Licence

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4959 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 1: Common Requirements - FCL.515 ATPL — Training course and p. 27
theoretical knowledge examinations

comment

response

comment

response

465 comment by: London Metropolitan University

FCL.515 (a) last line mentions a modular course.

In Appendix 3 and the AMC to Appendix 3 there are no modular courses listed.
The ATPL Modular Course was omitted in the original JAR-FCL and should be
addressed and be accepted as an addition/part of this NPA.

Also, in no document is there any mention of distance learning for the ATPL
Theoretical Knowledge. This also needs to be addressed and added to PART
FCL.

Noted

The modular course for ATPL can be found in paragraph FCL.515.A and
paragraph FCL515.H.

The distance learning courses are regulated in NPA 2008-22c. In Subpart ATO
— Approved Training Organisations, Section 4 — Additional requirements for

ATOs providing specific types of training, chapter 1 deals about the Distance
learning courses.

492 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
F/Section 1 FCL.515

This para needs more clarification.
Proposal:

Applicants for a training course in ATPL-Theory ..

Not accepted

The heading of this paragraph indicates very clear that this paragraph is
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written for the ATPL. Furthermore, this text follows closely the wording from
Subpart G — ATPL, JAR-FCL 1 and 2, paragraph JAR-FCL 1.285 and paragraph
JAR-FCL 2.285.

979 comment by: CAA Belgium
(b) Air Law: is missing in Appendix 2.
Noted

In Appendix 2 there is indeed the item ‘Air Law’ missing. Appendix 2 has to be
in compliance with Annex IIl, 1.b, Theoretical knowledge, of the Basic
Regulation 216/2008. This is an omission and the text will be amended
accordingly.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1104 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: The text should be changed so it is uniform with LPL and PPL

Proposal: ...shall demonstrate to the competent authority a level of
knowledge...
Partially accepted

The Agency agrees that there is a need for consistency.

However, in our view it is the text of paragraph FCL.120 (for LPL) and
paragraph FCL.215 (for PPL) concerning the Theoretical knowledge
examinations that should be uniform with the text of paragraph FCL.310 (for
CPL), paragraph FCL.515 (for ATPL) and paragraph FCL.615(IR). The indication
that the competent authority is ultimately responsible should be given by
paragraph FCL.025 in conjunction with Part-AR.

The Agency will redraft paragraph FCL.120 and paragraph FCL.215 and delete
the reference to the competent authority.

1567 comment by: TAAPS

FCL.515 (a) last line mentions a modular course.

In Appendix 3 and the AMC to Appendix 3 there is no ATPL modular course
listed.

This was omitted in JAR-FCL and should be addressed with the acceptance of
this NPA.

Also, there is no mention of distance learning for the ATPL Theoretical
Knowledge in any document. This also needs to be addressed.

Solution:

The appendix 1 to JAR FCL 1.285 ATPL(A) modular Theoretical knowledge
course should be retained in Part FCL as an AMC to FCL.515.A

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 465 above.
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Concerning your last comment.

All the other elements that were included in Appendix 1 to paragraph

JAR-FCL 1.285 are included in the AMC to paragraph FCL.515.A and paragraph
FCL.515.H.

1906 comment by: Nigel Roche

(b) Examination. Applicants for an ATPL shall demonstrate a level of knowledge
appropriate to the privileges granted in the following subjects, further detailed
in Appendix 2 to this Part:

- Air Law;

- Aircraft General Knowledge Airframe/ Systems/ Power plant; etc

I would suggest that firstly the subjects are identified by the first three digits
of their respective code numbers:

- 010 Air Law;
- 021 Aircraft General Knowledge Airframe/ Systems/ Power plant;

Secondly that the title given in this order matches that given in the appendix 2
syllabus and Learning Objectives. For example

- Aircraft General Knowledge Airframe/ Systems/ Power plant;

should read AIRCRAFT GENERAL KNOWLEDGE - AIRFRAME AND
SYSTEMS, ELECTRICS, POWERPLANT, EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT

Noted

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

Your comment will be taken into account during that task.

1911 comment by: Nigel Roche

I am surprised; for the ATPL (A) integrated training course the reader is
referred to Appendix 3 to this part. For a modular ATPL(A) no cross reference
is given. There are two references these are FCL.515A on page 28 of 647 and
AMC to FCL.515.A and FCL.515.H on page 360 of 647.

In my opinion this is an oversight that should be rectified by inserting an
ATPL(A) Modular - Aeroplanes into Appendix 3 if this is not acceptable then at
least a reference to FCL.515.A

Noted

Please see the replies above to comment 465 and 1567.

3830 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.515:
FCL.515 (¢) should read: The theoretical examination shall be completed
before the skill test for ATPL(A) is taken.
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Noted

Your proposal can be found in paragraph FCL.030 Practical skill test, Subpart
A, General Requirements:
(a) Before a skill test for the issue of a licence, rating or certificate is taken,
the applicant shall have passed the required theoretical knowledge
examination, except in the case of applicants undergoing a course of
integrated flying training.

5689 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

No description is made for modular course. We suggest (a) to be written as
follow: “(..) the course shall be either an integrated training course, in
accordance with appendix 3 to this part, on a modular course, in accordance
with appendix xx to this part, where the appendix xx is the appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL 1.285 ATPL(A)

Distance learning issues should also be addressed. We suggest to introduce
“(a’): “ A training course may include the use of such facilities as inter-active
video, slide/tape presentation, learning carrels, computer based training and
other media as approved by the Authority. Approved distance learning
(correspondence) courses may also be offered as part of the course at the
discretion of the Authority.

Noted

Please see the replies above to comment 465 and 1567.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.505.A p. 28
ATPL(A) - Restriction of privileges for pilots previously holding an MPL

comment

response

4733 comment by: CAA Belgium

This restricts the holder of an ATPL, who has previously held only an MPL, to
“multi-pilot operations”. In FCL.405.A(a)(1), the holder of an MPL is restricted
to “aeroplanes required to be operated with a co-pilot”. These restrictions are
quite different, and should be aligned for logic and clarity. See also our
General comment 5.

Noted

When developing the requirements for this Part-FCL, The Agency not only
follows the JAR-FCL but the Agency has also taken into account Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing.

The text of the privilege of the holder of an MPL licence in paragraph
FCL.405.A(a)(1): 'act as co-pilot in an aeroplane required to be operated with
a co-pilot' is an exact copy of paragraph JAR-FCL 1.510 (a)(5) and paragraph
2.5.2.1 (¢) of ICAO Annex 1. Here you can find exactly the same wording.

The text of the restriction of the privileges for pilot previously holding a MPL in
paragraph FCL.505.A, is in wording the same text as in paragraph JAR-FCL
1.275 (b).

In paragraph 2.6.2.2 of ICAO Annex 1 there is written "the licence shall
be limited to multi-crew operations ....". Paragraph JAR-FCL 1.275 (b) and now
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also paragraph FCL.505.A. are more restrictive then ICAO Annex 1.

The Agency is aware of the confusion of the expressions 'multi pilot', 'multi
pilot operations', 'multi pilot aircraft’, 'multi crew' etc. The Agency will search
the entire NPA-FCL for those expressions and will edit them where needed.

6879 comment by: CAA CZ

Restriction of privileges of ATPL(A) holder, who was originally MPL holder,
should be the same as for MPL according to FCL.405.A(a), i.e. "aeroplane
required to be operated with co-pilot,” what is actually a multi-pilot aeroplane
and does not mean "restricted to multi-pilot operations". Multi-pilot operations
might also be carried out on single-pilot aeroplanes.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4733 above.

7020 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.505.A

This restricts the holder of an ATPL, who has previously held only an MPL, to
“multi-pilot operations”. In FCL.405.A(a)(1), the holder of an MPL is restricted
to “aeroplanes required to be operated with a co-pilot”. These restrictions are
quite different, and should be aligned for logic and clarity. See also General
comment 6899 (Our General comment 5)

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4733 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.510.A p. 28
ATPL(A) - Pre-requisites, experience and crediting

comment

response

294 comment by: CAA Belgium
1)The importance given to the PICUS flight timeas a part of the
flight experience prerequisite for the ATPL, requires a clear definition of PICUS
flight time and a close supervision by the competent Authority. Our experience
shows that in certain cases "ordinary" copilot flight time is credited as PICUS.
See also our remark under "Definitions".

to be completed in order to be consistent with Annex 1-1CAO :

(b)(5) 100 hours of night flight "as pilot-in-command or copilot”.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text in paragraph FCL.510.A (b)(5) will be amended accordingly.

The response on your comment on the definition of PICUS flight time you can
find under the responses of paragraph FCL.010, Definitions.
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comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1067 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:

We should give the same credit as we give for MCC-courses. There is no
reason for having different requirements since we give credit for experience of
multi-pilot operations, not for particular aeroplanes.

Reference: FCL.720.A (c) (4) (iv)

Proposal:

(b) Experience. Applicants for an ATPL (A) shall have completed a minimum of
1500 hours of flight time in aeroplanes, including at least:

(1) 500 hours as a pilot in multi-pilot operations on single-pilot multi-engine
aeroplanes, in commercial air transport operations.

Partially accepted

The Agency follows in this paragraph FCL.510.A(b)(1) closely the wording of
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.280 (a)(1), but sees your point.

The reference to a type certificate issued in accordance with CS-25 or
equivalent code, or, CS-23 Commuter category or equivalent code will be
deleted.

3091 comment by: Deutsche Lufthansa Berlin Stiftung

Im Namen der Deutschen Lufthansa Berlin Stiftung und meiner FE-Kollegen
nehme ich Bezug auf die anstehenden Regulierungen der EASA bezlglich
unserer Flugingenieur-Lizenzen.
Wir bitten dringend um Berucksichtigung und Erhaltung dieser Lizenzart in den
neuen EASA-Regularien analog zu den ,Bestimmungen Uber die Lizensierung
von Flugingenieuren nach JAR-FCL4 deutsch” ( nicht als Anhang oder Anderung
in die einer anderen Berufssparte).

Auch in Zukunft wird es das Tatigkeitsmerkmal ,,Flugingenieur* geben.

Zum einen sind in der gewerblichen Luftfahrt weiterhin noch fir einen langeren
Zeitraum Dreimann-Cockpits im Einsatz wie z.B. Boeing B 747-200. In
Deutschland lizensiertes Personal ist auf diesen Flugzeugen derzeit tétig.

Zum anderen sind in Deutschland auf historischen Flugzeugen, deren
Cockpitbesatzung einen Flugingenieur beinhalten und erfordern, in Deutschland
lizensierte Flugingenieure weiterhin und vermehrt in Zukunft tatig.

Eine Berucksichtigung dieser Umstande erfordert den Erhalt der
Flugingenieurlizenz in der oben angefuhrten Form.

Noted

There will be no European flight engineer license, but provisions to get some
credit when going from flight engineer (national license, e.g. JAR-FCL 4) to a
pilot license.

According to Article 7(6)(d) of the Basic Regulation, the Agency only has the
legal basis to create implementing rules on how to convert existing flight
engineers licences into pilot licences. This will be made in the Licensing Cover
Regulation — there will be a specific paragraph. This was mentioned in the
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Explanatory Note under the Transition measures.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 50 (page 86) indicates the following: ‘The Basic
Regulation also mandates the adoption of implementing rules for the
conversion of national flight engineers licences into pilot’s licences. Here again,
the Agency considers that the best way to deal with this transition is on the
basis of a conversion report, in similar terms to the one described above for
national pilot licences issued outside the JARFCL system. Of course, in this
case, there will be no time limit for the conversion, which can be operated
even after the transition period.’

3226 comment by: Susana Nogueira
(b)(5) 100 hours af night flight as PIC or co-pilot.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text in paragraph FCL.510.A (b)(5) will be amended accordingly.

3458 comment by: Boeing
Boeing Commercial Airplanes comments re:

NPA 2008-17b

Page 28

Paragraph: FCL.510A (c) - Crediting

and

Page: 6

Paragraph: FCL.035 (b) - Crediting of theoretical knowledge

Boeing suggests that the following changes be made: Add a new
subparagraph that states: “For holders of an ICAO accepted ATPL and
type rating, credit shall be given consistent with experience."
JUSTIFICATION: This will allow transition from an ICAO to an EASA license
without repeating costly and unnecessary training.

Not accepted

When developing the requirements for this Part-FCL, The Agency not only
follows the JAR-FCL but the Agency has also taken into account Annex 1 to the
Convention on International Civil Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing.

The text of this paragraph FCL.510.A(b)(3) is an exact copy of paragraph JAR-
FCL 1.280 (a)(3) and is in wording the same text as paragraph 2.6.3.1.1.1.(b)
of ICAO Annex 1.

Please see also replies to comments on Annex Ill, on the acceptance of third
country licences.
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4180 comment by: Noel WHITE

The requirement for 500hrs in multi-pilot operations automatically excludes
existing UK ATPL holders from maintaining an EASA ATPL licence. There are
many instances where a small passenger carrying SPA is presently piloted by a
UK ATPL(A) ME/IR holder. This means that UK ATPL(A) holders would be down
graded to an EASA CPL ME/IR licence. The pilot with a downgraded EASA CPL
ME/IR license seeking an airline job with multi pilot operations e.g. applying to
an airline for heavy jet employment, will be severely disadvantaged. Firstly
the airline advertisement will call for applications from pilots with EASA ATPL or
Frozen ATPL licences, and secondly the airline recruiters will naturally reject
CV's received not meeting the stated ATPL requirements. Although in theory
the downgraded EASA CPL ME/IR holder could apply, and has the required
licence he/she will not be requested to apply, and even if he/she does apply
the airline CV filtering process will exclude them as they will not be able to sate
they hold ATPL. | think this is a fundamental breach of human rights as it will
denya key employment opportunity to the experienced and qualified pilot or
instructor wishing or NEEDING to change piloting career. It would be
preferable to convert existing UK ATPL(A) licences to EASA ATPL(A) perhaps
with a stated limitation of No Multi-Crew Operations. | understand there are
not that many UK licence holders in this situation but with a declining UK GA
environment, combined with a continuing credit crunch, the only remaining
option for earning a living from piloting using the hard earned UK ATPL licence
may be to obtain a heavy jet job. There is also a loss of status similar to
reducing a captain to first officer rank which is psychologically negative.

Noted

See the response to the comment on Annex 1V, to the Implementing regulation
requirements for the conversion of national licences and ratings for aeroplanes
and helicopters.

4734 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.510.A(b)(5)

Probably editorial. It requires 100 hour of night flight, with no further
specifications. In the corresponding helicopter FCL.510.H(b)(5), it specifies
“..as pilot-in-command or as co-pilot”

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3226 above.

6494 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment:

In the class- and type-rating-list there are sub-types of aeroplane that are
categorised in and out of the commuter category which makes it enormously
difficult to find out on which category the 500 hrs were really flown.

Proposed Text:

(b) (1) 500 hours on multi-pilot aeroplanes or on single-pilot aeroplanes
in multi-pilot operations (performance class A or B according Part OPS)

on _aE|Is|sIanesl ’”'H' a—type—certificate —issued—in ae_eell danee I wHth—ES25—6r
Partially accepted
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Please see the reply to comment 1067 above.

6732 comment by: CAA CZ

(b) Last sentence - regarding JAR-FCL 1.280(a) 100 hours of 1500 hours may
be completed on in FS and not FFS.

Accepted

FFS is the right wording. The Agency will ensure that this will be amended in
the entire Part-FCL.

7023 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.510.A(b)(5)

Probably editorial. It requires 100 hour of night flight, with no further
specifications. In the corresponding helicopter FCL.510.H(b)(5), it specifies
“..as pilot-in-command or as co-pilot”

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3226 above.

7459 comment by: Dorothy Pooley

The requirement for an ATPL holder to have flown 500 hours multi crew
automatically excludes a large number of existing ATPL holders in the UK who
passed all of the appropriate examinations and complied with all of the then
existing requirements for the issue of a UK ATPL. To disqualify them now and
downgrade their licences when they have been life-time holders acting as
commercial pilots but simply not in a multi crew environment is a degrading
loss of status and an infringement of their human rights. It should be possible
to give a credit to such pilots or allow them to retain their status, as it does not
affect anyone else except the individual. The necessity of such a person
gaining 500 hours multi crew experience before being able to act as a Captain
of commercial air transport heavy jet is understood, but removing the status
and title of such otherwise experienced pilots will detract from their
employability as commercial instructors and instrument rating instructors.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4180 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL

- Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.515.A p. 28-29
ATPL(A) - Theoretical knowledge instruction — Modular course
comment | 453 comment by: Jodo Duarte

Dear all,

About this point,

I want to know if it is possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers. An Aeronautical engineer study deeply almost of the matter
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described in the syllabus. Each matter is taught intensively in the university at
least 4 hour per week during 5 months or 1 year plus the home study.

Not being directly possible, this requirement should permit that any
aeronautical engineer could send their documentation to their country aviation
authority or better to EASA for evaluation, being this authority obligated to do
the evaluation and crediting those matters if OK during the evaluation. The
authority should also be obligated to publish the results allowing the applicant
to comment the evaluation and try a new application for crediting.

The applicant should go throughout an examination also on those matter but
without going again to a school spending more money and where they will
teach and correct the teachers.

Please comment what is written above.

Best Regards,
Joédo Duarte
Aeronautical Engineer

Not accepted

At this time it is not legaly possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers in Part-FCL. This will be a matter of future rulemaking.

In Appendix 5 under General, number 1, the aim of the MPL integrated course
can be found: The aim of the MPL integrated course is to train pilots to the
level of proficiency necessary to enable them to operate as co-pilot of a multi-
engine multi-pilot turbine-powered air transport aeroplane under VFR and IFR
and to obtain an MPL.

The scope of this NPA 2008-17b Part-FCL is to establish the requirements for
the issue of pilot licences and associated ratings and certificates and the
conditions of their validity and use. This Part-FCL applies not to Aeronautical
engineers.

466 comment by: London Metropolitan University

FCL.515.A para (b)
See earlier comment on FCL.025 para (b) (2).

FCL.515.A para (c) spelling error delete "knwoledge" insert "knowledge"
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment on the spelling error.

See also the respond on your comment to paragraph FCL.025. No contradiction
was identified. The proposed rule allows 18 months for completion of the
theoretical training and, additionally, 18 months for the completion of
theoretical examinations.

Subparagraph (c) of paragraph FCL.515.A will be deleted because it is covered
in Subpart A, General Requirements, FCL.030 Practical skill test, under (a),
second line: ‘In any case, the theoretical knowledge instruction shall always
have been completed before the skill tests are taken.’
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Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

980 comment by: CAA Belgium

(b): number of hours to be given is different from the number imposed by JAR-
FCL. Given the fact that the training program is the same, what could justify
this difference ? Furthermore it seems not very logical :

(2) CPL(A) 50 hrs less than JAR-FCL

(3) IR(A) 50 hrs more than JAR-FCL

(4) CPL and IR(A): 50 hrs less than JAR-FCL

Other question: what for PPL(A) with IR(A) ?
Noted

The number of hours is taken from the draft NPA-FCL 34. This draft NPA-FCL
34 amended paragraph 2 of Appendix 1 to paragraph JAR—FCL 1.285, ATPL(A)
— Modular theoretical knowledge course.

NPA 2008-17a, Appendix | — Explanatory Note, number 40 (page 15) indicates
the following: ‘Additionally, even though the latest amendments of JAR-FCL 1,
2 and 3 were taken as a basis for the development of the draft implementing
rules, NPAs that were in an advanced phase of adoption in the JAA system
were introduced in the present NPA’. In note 30 there is written: ‘Draft NPA's
FCL 33, 34 and 36 were inserted in the present NPA.’

The PPL/IR is not mentioned because the pre-entry requirements for ATPL
modular theoretical course is according to FCL.515.A (a) a PPL and the credit
for IR is given in subparagraph (3).

The wording follows JAR-FCL where there was no specific mention for PPL/IR as
well.

Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

1934 comment by: Nigel Roche

(b) "within a period of 18 months"

I highlight this entry to again emphasise the inconsitance within this current
document. Here we have to refer back to FCL.025 on page 7 of 647 to find
from when the 18 months is said to start, whereas for the LPL, PPL etc it is
given in the appropriate AMCs.

Recomendations 1 insert a written link to FCL.025
OR
2 compile the information into an AMC

Not accepted
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Thank you for your comment.

However, in this case the Agency has identified no inconsistency. The proposed
rule allows 18 months for completion of the theoretical training and,
additionally, 18 months for the completion of theoretical examinations. The
point from which you count the period for the completion of the examinations
and of the training hours cannot be the same.

comment 1970 comment by: Nigel Roche

Apart from the specified minimum of 650 hours for a PPL holder to undertake
for an ATPL(A), the other training hours specified are not realistic as they
do not make any allowance of when the student undertook the other level
exams or the commonality of material.

If you refer to the 2008 Learning Objectives http://www.jaa.nl/licensing/jar-
fcl/jar-fcl_Aug2008_frame.html you will see in many subjects that the CPL(A)
and ATPL(A) objectives are common, therefore the exam questions are
common in the CQB. thus the training material is common.

I would recommend that sliding scale is used such as below. This would stop
the ludicrous situation where a student has undertaken a CPL(A) and passed
with flying colours, then being offered a job if they obtain an ATPL (A) - having
to undertake a further 400 hrs of training.

Months since last rating/ licence exam
JAA /7 EASA completion
12 24 36 48 60 or more

PPL 650 650 650 650 650
IR 400 425 450 475 500
CPL 100 150 200 250 350

CPL/Z/IR T 50 100 150 200 250
Hours required

T for students who undertook a CPL/IR course

For students who obtained a either attached an IR rating to CPL or a CPL to an
IR will undertake the hours specified by the CPL up to a maximum of 250
Hours.

response Noted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

comment | 2037 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN

(a) hold:
(1) a PPL or passed succesfully skill test for PPL and...
(2) a CPL or passed succesfully skill test for CPL and...

response | Not accepted
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The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the text
from Appendix 1 to paragraph JAR-FCL 1.285: ‘An applicant shall be the holder
of a PPL(A) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1'.

Next to that paragraph FCL.515.A indicates that applicants shall hold at least
a PPL(A). So this includes obviously the CPL(A). It only excludes licenses
‘below’ the PPL(A), like the LPL(A).

Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

2844 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

We do not believe this detailed level of prescription for training hours belongs
in the Implementing Rules.

Firstly, the numbers are somewhat arbitrary ones developed for JAR-FCL many
years ago; it is not clear that they represent the only possible best practice
today, given how teaching methods and media have evolved.

EASA has declared that a principle of its rulemaking is to recognise that EU law
is, by necessity, more prescriptive than JAA regulation and that, therefore,
flexibility must be built into EASA regulations by transferring detailed
prescription from IRs to AMCs and GMs. We believe this principle should be
applied here.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

2913 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

(b): number of hours to be given is different from the number imposed by JAR-
FCL. Given the fact that the training program is the same, what could justify
this difference ? Furthermore it seems not very logical :

(2) CPL(A) 50 hrs less than JAR-FCL

(3) IR(A) 50 hrs more than JAR-FCL

(4) CPL and IR(A): 50 hrs less than JAR-FCL

What for PPL(A) with IR(A) ?
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

3195 comment by: Susana Nogueira

(b) The number of hours is diferent from the number established by JAR-FCL.
Given that the program is the same, what is the justification for this change?:
(2) CPL(A), 50 hours less that in JAR-FCL.

(3) IR(A) 50 hrs. more

(4) CPL/IR 50 hrs less

Need to establish the number of hours for PPL+IR.
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Noted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

3225 comment by: Susana Nogueira

Delete paragraph (c).

Justification: is covered by FCL 030
Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text in paragraph FCL.515.A will be amended accordingly. Subparagraph
(c) will be deleted because it is indeed covered by paragraph FCL 030 (a),
second line: ‘In any case, the theoretical knowledge instruction shall always have been
completed before the skill tests are taken.’

Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

3831 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.515.A:
The communication subject should be named according to the Syllabus
(Appendix 2A): VFR- Communication

Spelling could be improved by using capitals: Mass and Balance, Principles of
Flight.

Noted

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

Editorials will be amended accordingly.

Please note that the content of Appendix 2 has been transferred to AMC, based
on the comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 2 and the
amended text.

4018 comment by: TAAPS

NPA 2008-17b page 28, FCL.515.A disposes that:

< Applicants for an ATPL(A) that complete their TK instruction at a modular
course shall :

(a) hold at least a PPL(A) ; ... >

Pilots holding a licence on aircraft other than airplanes, not holding a PPL(A),
should be permitted to enter an ATPL(A) theoretical modular course. They have
basic knowledge and understanding of aviation and might profitably undertake
a conversion towards an airplane pilot career. This concerns helicopter pilots,
and should probably be accepted even more broadly.
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Proposal for a new text is :
(a) hold at least a PPL(A), or a CPL on any aircraft.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the text
from Appendix 1 to paragraph JAR-FCL 1.285, as amended in draft NPA-FCL
34. This draft NPA-FCL 34 amended paragraph 2 of Appendix 1 to paragraph
JAR—FCL 1.285, ATPL(A) — Modular theoretical knowledge course: ‘An
applicant shall be the holder of a PPL(A)’

Pilots holding a licence on aircraft other than airplanes (like helicopters) are
not permitted to enter an ATPL(A) theoretical modular course. But there is a
provision to give them some credit in an ATPL integrated course (see
paragraph A.4 of Appendix 3 to Part-FCL).

Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

4735 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.515.A(c)
Should this also include the theoretical examinations to be completed and
passed before taking the skill test for the ATPL(A)?

Noted

Subparagraph (c¢) from paragraph FCL.515.A, concerning the theoretical
knowledge instruction will be deleted, because it is covered in Subpart A,
General Requirements, FCL.030 Practical skill test, under (a), second line: ‘In
any case, the theoretical knowledge instruction shall always have been
completed before the skill tests are taken.’

The theoretical knowledge examination is covered in that same paragraph
FCL.030 Practical skill test, under (a), in the first line: ‘Before a skill test for
the issue of a licence, rating or certificate is taken, the applicant shall have
passed the required theoretical knowledge examination, except in the case of
applicants undergoing a course of integrated flying training.’

Please note that the content of paragraph FCL.515.A has been transferred to
Appendix 3, under B: ATP Modular course — Aeroplanes, based on the
comments received. Please see the comments on Appendix 3 and the amended
text.

4964 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment:
The hours in relation to the reductions set out in JAR are wrong. Change text
as follows:

(b) complete at least the following hours of theoretical knowledge instruction
within a period of 18 months:

(1) for applicants holding a PPL(A): 650 hours;

(2) for applicants holding a CPL(A):4606-450 hours;
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(3) for applicants holding an IR(A): 500 hours;
(4) for applicants holding a CPL(A) and an IR(A): 256-300hours.

Justification:

It is unacceptable a larger reduction of the training hours, when reality shows
that these are minimum hours that, in many cases, show themselves as
insufficient to properly train the students in all the subjects.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

5409 comment by: CAA Belgium

The communication subject should be named according to the Syllabus
(Appendix 2A): VFR- Communication

Spelling could be improved by using capitals: Mass and Balance, Principles of
Flight.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3831 above.

5446 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL.515.A — ATPL(A) Theoretical knowledge instruction-Modular Course
Page No*:

28 of 647

Comment:

Paras (b) (2) thru (b) (4) — theoretical knowledge instruction hours do not
correspond to JAR-FCL 1

Justification:

Clarification

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

(2) for applicants holding a CPL(A): 450 hours

(3) for applicants holding an IR(A): 450 hours

(4) for applicants holding a CPL(A) and IR(A): 300 hours

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 980 above.

6241 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.515.A(c):
Text shall be removed; already covered by FCL.030(a).

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3225 above.

6497 comment by: Austro Control GmbH
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Comment:
Covered by FCL.030

Proposed Text:
Delete (c¢)

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3225 above.

6881 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.515.A (b)(1)

According to Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.285, requirements for entering the
course ATPL(A) with a PPL issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1 should be
added:

"...a PPL(A) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1: 650 hours"

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly (and also in FCL.515.H).

7024 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.515.A(c)
Should this also include the theoretical examinations to be completed and
passed before taking the skill test for the ATPL(A)?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4735 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 2: Specific requirements for the aeroplane category - FCL.520.A p. 29
ATPL(A) — Skill test

comment

response

264 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

As nothing is precised we may understand that the skill test has to be taken on
a plane, like nearly all the skill tests.

This article (FCL 520 A) as the FCL 415 A, should indicate that the skill test
should be passed on aeroplane or on a simulator representing the same type.
New text :

FCL 520 A : ATPL (A) - SKkill test

Applicants for an ATPL(A) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 9
to this Part to demonstrate the ability to perform, as a pilot-in-command of a
multi-pilot aeroplane under IFR the relevant procedures and maneuvers with
the competency appropriate to the privileges granted.

The skill test shall be taken in simulator representing the type of aicraft or on
the aircraft.

Partially accepted

The fact that the skill test can be taken in a simulator is already clear from the
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text of Appendix 9. However, for clarification purposes, and as you suggest,
the text will be amended to indicate that the skill test can be taken either in
the aeroplane or in an adequately qualified FSS representing the type of
aeroplane.

1972 comment by: Nigel Roche

"Applicants for an ATPL(A) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix
9"

I would suggest for clarity that this is reworded to read:

"Applicants for the issue of an ATPL(A) licence shall pass a skill test in
accordance with Appendix 9"

I also noted in "to the privileges grantedl." that the full stop is a space to the
right.

Partially accepted

The wording ‘Applicants for an ...."” (PPL, CPL, MPL, ATPL etc) is used in the
entire Part-FCL. This is also the wording in the JAR-FCL. There is no reason for
clarity to change that in this paragraph.

The space between ‘granted’ and the full stop, will be deleted.

3342 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL. 520. A

The possibility to take the ATPL skill test on a simulator is not clearly stated.

FCL 520 A : ATPL (A) - SKkill test

Applicants for an ATPL (A) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 9
to this Part to demonstrate the ability to perform, as a pilot-in-command of a
multi-pilot aeroplane under IFR the relevant procedures and maneuvers with
the competency appropriate to the privileges granted.

The skill test shall be taken on a FFS representing the type of
aeroplane or on the aeroplane.

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 264 above.

5264 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
F/ Section 2

FCL.520.A ATPL(A) Skill Test

The possibility to take the ATPL skill test on a
simulator is not clearly stated.

FCL 520 A : ATPL (A) - Skill test

Applicants for an ATPL (A) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 9
to this Part to demonstrate the ability to perform, as a pilot-incommand of a
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multi-pilot aeroplane under IFR the relevant procedures and maneuvers with
the competency appropriate to the privileges granted.

The skill test shall be taken on a FFS representing the type of aeroplane or on
the aeroplane.

response | Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 264 above.

comment | 6021 comment by: British Airways
Reference to Appendix 9: Appendix 9 is incomplete for Multi Pilot Aeroplanes.
response | Noted

Thank you for your comment.

Indeed, when transferring the tables in Appendix 2 to paragraph JAR—FCL
1.240 & 1.295, there was an editorial mistake and items 3.9 to 6.4, related to
multi-pilot aeroplanes were not included.

These items will now be added, without any change from the text in JAR-FCL.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 3: Specific requirements for the helicopter category - FCL.510.H p. 29
ATPL(H) - Pre-requisites, experience and crediting

comment | 369 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT

Generally, it is almost impossible for an ATPL(H)-applicant to fulfil the
requirements in Central European Countries regarding the 350 hours in multi-
pilot [helicopter]. An applicant for an Airline Transport Pilot Licence
(Helicopter) is now bound to a very limited number of companies which offer
the opportunity to an applicant to gain the required experience in order to
receive the ATPL(H)-license.

Note:

The requirements of JAR-FCL 2 are much more demanding compared to the
ICAO standards stated in Annex 1, 2.9.1.3. ICAO does not require any actual
MCC-experience.

See also the FAA requirements stated in Annex 1

1. OBJECTIVE OF PROPOSAL
FCL.510.H
Change the requirement of 350 hours in multi-pilot [helicopter].

Variant 1
No required hours in multi-pilot [helicopter]. Only MCC(H) course according to
JAR.

Variant 2:

350 hours in multi-pilot aircraft whereas hours gained as flight instructor in
single-pilot helicopters can be attributed.
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Experience gained in helicopter operations with an approved HEMS- crew-
concept can be attributed towards the 350 hours multi-pilot requirement.[1]

2. SCALE OF THE ISSUE (Aviation sectors affected (number of
aircraft, organizations, persons)

Affected are all operators of helicopters which operate aircraft that need to be
flown by ATPL(H)-rated helicopter pilots.

Operations requiring an ATPL(H)-license are stated in: JAR-OPS 3, 8§3.940,
83.960, see Annex 1.

3. IMPACT

«3.1. SAFETY IMPACT

No known negative impact on safety. Safety will be increased since more pilots
will get additional training and knowledge in order to be able to get an
ATPL(H)-licence.

«3.2. OTHER IMPACTS (Environmental, social, harmonization, aviation
requirements outside EASA scope, issues of equity & fairness)

The proposed changes would allow pilots in all affected countries to get the
same level of education and, consequently, would enable the holders of an
ATPL(H)-licence to have equal chances in Europe regarding their job
opportunities.

-4, PROPOSED TEXT

Variant 1

JAR-FCL 2.280 Experience and crediting

(a) An applicant for an ATPL(H) shall have completed as a pilot of helicopters
at least 1 000 hours of flight time (see also JAR-FCL 2.050(a)(3)) of which a
maximum of 100 hours may have been completed in a STD, of which not more
than 25 hours in a FNPT, including at least:

(1) (i) 250 hours either as pilot-in command or at least 100 hours as pilot-in
command and 150 hours as co-pilot performing, under the supervision of the
pilot-in-command, the duties and functions of a pilot-in-command, provided
that the method of supervision is acceptable to the Authority; or

[---1

Variant 2

JAR-FCL 2.280 Experience and crediting

(a) An applicant for an ATPL(H) shall have completed as a pilot of helicopters
at least 1 000 hours of flight time (see also JAR-FCL 2.050(a)(3)) of which a
maximum of 100 hours may have been completed in a STD, of which not more
than 25 hours in a FNPT, including at least:

(1) 350 hours in multi-pilot helicopter whereas hours as flight instructor in
single-pilot helicopters and hours in helicopter operations with an approved
HEMS [1] crew concept can be attributed.

[...]

=5. JUSTIFICATION
See 84, DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM

The proposed change of text will allow applicants in all countries which
introduced JAR-FCL 2 to get an ATPL(H)-license with justifiable efforts and,
consequently, would support the "Freedom to choose an occupation and right
to engage in work" as stated in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union, Article 15.

Furthermore, the change would bring the requirements for an ATPL(H)-license
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to a justifiable level in respect to the general principle of proportionality which
is a basic principle of the European Union's law. The principle of proportionality
states that "the extent of the action must be in keeping with the aim pursued".

[1] Example: In accordance with JAR -OPS 3, Appendix 1 to JAR OPS 3.005 d,
the crew composition for a day operation is a pilot and a HEMS Crew Member
(HCM). For night operations and in specific geographical areas defined in the
OM the two pilot crew requirement may be reduced to a pilot and a HEMS Crew
Member. The duties of a HEMS Crew Member are described in Appendix 1 to
JAR-OPS 3, 3.005 d (2) and the HEMS Crew Member is trained as
recommended.

Based on the duties and the described Crew Coordination Concept, the HEMS
Crew Member acts as a "non flying pilot". Therefore, we consider that after
attending MCC course with HCM and Pilot the experienced gained in such
operation (?) should be counted towards the 350hrs Multi Pilot experience.

Not accepted

In accordance with the ToRs for this task, the Agency follows closely Subpart G
of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the requirements from paragraph JAR-
FCL 2.280.

Your proposal represents a change from the text of JAR-FCL that would have to
be considered carefully, probably in a separate rulemaking task.

561 comment by: Rod Wood

(b)(4) and (5) 30 hours IF should be increased to at least 50, 100 hours of
night flight should be reduced to 50. Night hours can take years to accumulate.
In my case it forms only 6% of my total flying!

Not accepted

In accordance with the ToRs for this task, the Agency follows closely Subpart G
of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the requirements from paragraph JAR-
FCL 2.280.

Your proposal represents a change from the text of JAR-FCL that would have to
be considered carefully, probably in a separate rulemaking task.

981 comment by: CAA Belgium

. There is nothing foreseen for ATPL(H) with IR(H) included.

Does this mean that for helicopters the ATPL and IR theoretical knowlegde

have always to be passed separately ?

. (a) imposes to have received "instruction in multi-crew co-operation
VFR". Question: does this mean that MCC instruction IFR will not be
accepted ?

Noted

The ATPL and IR theoretical knowlegde do not always have to be passed
separately (see appendix 2).

The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the
privileges from paragraph JAR-FCL 2.280. Nothing has changed from the
wording of this paragraph.
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Concerning the second part of your comment: The text of paragraph
FCL.510.H (a) will be amended: (a) hold a CPL(H) and a multi-pilot helicopter
type rating.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1603 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

Generally, it is almost impossible for an ATPL(H)-applicant to fulfill the
requirements in Central European Countries regarding the 350 hours in multi-
pilot [helicopter]. An applicant for an Airline Transport Pilot Licence
(Helicopter) is now bound to a very limited number of companies which offer
the opportunity to an applicant to gain the required experience in order to
receive the ATPL(H)-license.

Note:

The requirements of JAR-FCL 2 are much more demanding compared to the
ICAO standards stated in Annex 1, 2.9.1.3. ICAO does not require any actual
MCC-experience.

See also the FAA requirements stated in Annex 1

1. OBJECTIVE OF PROPOSAL
FCL.510.H
Change the requirement of 350 hours in multi-pilot [helicopter].

Variant 1
No required hours in multi-pilot [helicopter]. Only MCC(H) course according to
JAR.

Variant 2:

350 hours in multi-pilot aircraft whereas hours gained as flight instructor in
single-pilot helicopters can be attributed.

Experience gained in helicopter operations with an approved HEMS- crew-
concept can be attributed up to 75% towards the 350 hours multi-pilot
requirement.[1]

2. SCALE OF THE ISSUE (Aviation sectors affected (number of
aircraft, organizations, persons)

Affected are all operators of helicopters which operate aircraft that need to be
flown by ATPL(H)-rated helicopter pilots.

Operations requiring an ATPL(H)-license are stated in: JAR-OPS 3, 8§3.940,
83.960, see Annex 1.

3. IMPACT

3.1. SAFETY IMPACT

No known negative impact on safety. Safety will be increased since more pilots
will get additional training and knowledge in order to be able to get an
ATPL(H)-licence.

3.2. OTHER IMPACTS (Environmental, social, harmonization, aviation
requirements outside EASA scope, issues of equity & fairness)

The proposed changes would allow pilots in all affected countries to get the
same level of education and, consequently, would enable the holders of an
ATPL(H)-licence to have equal chances in Europe regarding their job
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opportunities.

4. PROPOSED TEXT

Variant 1

FCL.510.H ATPL(H) - Pre-requisites, experience and crediting

(a) hold a CPL(H) and....

(b) have completed as a pilot of helicopters a minimum of 1 000

hours of flight time of which a maximum of 100 hours may have been
completed in a STD, of which not more than 25 hours in a FNPT, including at
least:

(1) (i) 250 hours as pilot-in command; or

(ii) 100 hours as pilot-in-command and....

[---]

Variant 2

FCL.510.H ATPL(H) - Pre-requisites, experience and crediting

(a) hold a CPL(H) and....

(b) have completed as a pilot of helicopters a minimum of 1 000

hours of flight time of which a maximum of 100 hours may have been
completed in a STD, of which not more than 25 hours in a FNPT, including at
least:

(1) 350 hours in multi-pilot helicopter whereas hours as flight instructor in
single-pilot helicopters and hours in helicopter operations with an approved
HEMS[ 1] crew concept can be attributed.

[...]

5. JUSTIFICATION

The proposed change of text will allow applicants in all countries which
introduced JAR-FCL 2 to get an ATPL(H)-license with justifiable efforts and,
consequently, would support the "Freedom to choose an occupation and right
to engage in work" as stated in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union, Article 15.

Furthermore, the change would bring the requirements for an ATPL(H)-license
to a justifiable level in respect to the general principle of proportionality which
is a basic principle of the European Union's law. The principle of proportionality
states that "the extent of the action must be in keeping with the aim pursued”.

[1] Example: In accordance with JAR -OPS 3, Appendix 1 to JAR OPS 3.005 d,
the crew composition for a day operation is a pilot and a HEMS Crew Member
(HCM). For night operations and in specific geographical areas defined in the
OM the two pilot crew requirement may be reduced to a pilot and a HEMS Crew
Member. The duties of a HEMS Crew Member are described in Appendix 1 to
JAR-OPS 3, 3.005 d (2) and the HEMS Crew Member is trained as
recommended.

Based on the duties and the described Crew Coordination Concept, the HEMS
Crew Member acts as a "non flying pilot". Therefore, we consider that after
attending MCC course with HCM and Pilot the experienced gained in such
operation (?) should be counted towards the 350hrs Multi Pilot experience.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 369 above.

2332 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

Extend the theoretical knowledge validity period for issue of an IR to 7 years,
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proposed amendment below:

(1)(ii) for the issue of a commercial pilot licence er—nstrument—rating, for a
period of 36 months, or for the issue of an instrument rating for a period

of 7 years;

Justification:

If aiming for a career in multi-pilot IFR operations, many pilots will complete
the ATP/IR theory exams as part of their initial CPLH training. Due to the high
cost of helicopter training and IR course availability, they may not be able to
progress to an IR(H) within the 3 year theoretical knowledge acceptance period
and will therefore need to pass the IR theory exams again. In our view this is
unnecessary since the IR course covers the practical elements of IR theory
during the ground instruction and briefings associated with the course. In
addition, ATP theory is considered valid for 7 years, and IR theory is valid for 7
years where the IR has not been renewed for that period.

Not accepted

In accordance with the ToRs for this task, the Agency follows closely Subpart G
of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the requirements from paragraph JAR-
FCL 2.280.

Your proposal represents a change from the text of JAR-FCL that would have to
be considered carefully, probably in a separate rulemaking task.

2333 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

What is requirement to remove multi-pilot restriction. If it is 100 hours PIC
then (b)(2)(iii) Amend as follows:

In this case, the ATPL(H) privileges shall be limited to multi-pilot operations
only until 100 hours PIC have been completed.

Justification:
Stop pointless paperwork, as it maybe only be as little as 1 hour as PIC to
remove the restriction.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

3494 comment by: SHA Guido Brun

Statement: many countries have a mostly single engine helicopter
environment. There are no possibilities to gain 350 hrs multi crew experience.
We need to make sure that the training is adequate and reduce the pre-
requisites. It is preferable to have more pilots undergoing ATPL training.

Proposal: (b) (1) to be replaced by 50 hrs PIC under supervision in multi pilot
helicopters

(b) (2) to be deleted

(b) (4) 10 hrs of instrument time of which not more than 5 hours may be
instrument ground time

(b) (5) 30 hours of night flight as pilot in command or as co pilot
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Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the
requirements from paragraph JAR-FCL 2.280.

Your comment could be a proposal for a future rulemaking task.

3832 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.510.H:

With regard to issuing an ATPL(H), how will a licensing authority make sure
that the applicant has the required flight time experience on multi pilot
helicopters in case of pilots who did not exercise their privileges exclusively
under the responsibility of an AOC holder operating the relevant helicopter
type(s) with multi pilot flight crews? Since EASA did not designate any definite
criteria, such an important decision will be up to the national authorities. In
conclusion, unless EASA does not come up with a definite list of multi pilot
helicopters for licensing purposes the level playing field is at stake. The
definition of a multi pilot helicopter is far too ambiguous; lots of helicopters
that could be used in multi pilot operation might even be defined as single pilot
helicopters according to the definition of single pilot helicopters given in
FCL.010 in conjunction with the certification specification. Please also note our
comments on FCL.010.

Noted

The definition of 'multi-pilot helicopter' follows the definition given in paragraph
JAR-FCL 2.001.

See also the reply to your comment to paragraph FCL.010.

4401 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

(a) hold a CPL(H) and a multi-pilot helicopter type rating anrd-have—received
A L e .

Justification:

To be issued a multi pilot helicopter rating you must have received MCC
training or have 500 hours multi-pilot operations so where is the justification
for further training?

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

4402 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

What is requirement to remove multi-pilot restriction. If it is 100 hours PIC
then (b)(2)(iii) Amend as follows:

In this case, the ATPL(H) privileges shall be limited to multi-pilot operations
only until 100 hours PIC have been completed.

Justification:
Stop pointless paperwork, as it maybe only be as little as 1 hour as PIC to
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remove the restriction.
Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2333 above.

4642 comment by: Héli-Union

(a) hold a CPL(H) and a multi-pilot helicopter type rating anrd-have—received
. L e :

Justification:

To be issued a multi pilot helicopter rating you must have received MCC
training or have 500 hours multi-pilot operations so where is the justification
for further training?

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The text will be amended accordingly.

4643 comment by: Héli-Union

What is requirement to remove multi-pilot restriction. If it is 100 hours PIC
then (b)(2)(iii) Amend as follows:

In this case, the ATPL(H) privileges shall be limited to multi-pilot operations
only until 100 hours PIC have been completed.

Justification:
Stop pointless paperwork, as it maybe only be as little as 1 hour as PIC to
remove the restriction.

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2333 above.

4855 comment by: HUTC

(a) hold a CPL(H) and a multi-pilot helicopter type rating anrd-have—received
. R e :

Justification:

To be issued a multi pilot helicopter rating you must have received MCC
training or have 500 hours multi-pilot operations so where is the justification
for further training?

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 4642 above.

4856 comment by: HUTC

What is requirement to remove multi-pilot restriction. If it is 100 hours PIC
then (b)(2)(iii) Amend as follows:
In this case, the ATPL(H) privileges shall be limited to multi-pilot operations

Page 67 of 519



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

only until 100 hours PIC have been completed.

Justification:
Stop pointless paperwork, as it maybe only be as little as 1 hour as PIC to
remove the restriction.

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3223 above.

5313 comment by: Icelandic CAA

The reference to multi-pilot helicopters is not clear since this is not defined in
the most recent helicopter type rating list.

http://easa.europa.eu/ws_prod/c/doc/List_of Helicopters.pdf.

Furthermore definition of Multi-Pilot helicopters is not in FCL.010 as found in
JAR-FCL 2.001:

"A type of helicopter that is required to be operated with a co-pilot as specified
in the flight manual or by the air operator certificate or equivalent document.”

Noted

The definition of Multi-pilot aircraft, as found in paragraph JAR-FCL 2.001, is
now a part of the definition Multi-pilot aircraft under paragraph FCL.010
Definitions of Subpart A, General Requirements of Part-FCL.

The text is as follows: ‘In the case of helicopters, airships and poweredlift
aircraft, means a type of aircraft that is required to be operated with a copilot
as specified in the flight manual or by the air operator certificate or equivalent
document.’

5410 comment by: CAA Belgium

With regard to issuing an ATPL(H), how will a licensing authority make sure
that the applicant has the required flight time experience on multi pilot
helicopters in case of pilots who did not exercise their privileges exclusively
under the responsibility of an AOC holder operating the relevant helicopter
type(s) with multi pilot flight crews? Since EASA did not designate any definite
criteria, such an important decision will be up to the national authorities. In
conclusion, unless EASA does not come up with a definite list of multi pilot
helicopters for licensing purposes the level playing field is at stake. The
definition of a multi pilot helicopter is far too ambiguous; lots of helicopters
that could be used in multi pilot operation might even be defined as single pilot
helicopters according to the definition of single pilot helicopters given in
FCL.010 in conjunction with the certification specification. Please also note our
comments on FCL.010.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 5313 above.

See also the reply on your comment on paragraph FCL.010.

6291 comment by: DCAA
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It shall be defined which MP-helicopters are acceptable
response | Noted

Please see the reply to comment 5313 above.

comment 7105 comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots
across Europe

(a) hold a CPL(H) and a multi-pilot helicopter type rating anrd—-have—received
: S i .

Justification:

To be issued a multi pilot helicopter rating you must have received MCC
training or have 500 hours multi-pilot operations so where is the justification
for further training?

response | Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 4642 above.

comment 7108 comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots
across Europe

What is requirement to remove multi-pilot restriction. If it is 100 hours PIC
then (b)(2)(iii) Amend as follows:

In this case, the ATPL(H) privileges shall be limited to multi-pilot operations
only until 100 hours PIC have been completed.

Justification:
Stop pointless paperwork, as it maybe only be as little as 1 hour as PIC to
remove the restriction.

response | Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2333 above.

comment | 8073 comment by: HeliAir Ltd

Couldn't 5000hrs of instructing point to some ability to deal as a commander
with a co-pilot?

Co-pilots are generally easier to manage than unlicensed pilots surely.

CREDIT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS - against the 350 MPH requirement? (?)
response | Noted

The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 2 and has taken over the
requirement from paragraph JAR-FCL 2.280.

Your comment could be a proposal for a future rulemaking task.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL - Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence - ATPL
- Section 3: Specific requirements for the helicopter category - FCL.515.H p. 29-30
ATPL(H) - Theoretical knowledge instruction — Modular course
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454 comment by: Jodo Duarte

Dear all,
About this point,

I want to know if it is possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers. An Aeronautical engineer study deeply almost of the matter
described in the syllabus. Each matter is taught intensively in the university at
least 4 hour per week during 5 months or 1 year plus the home study.

Not being directly possible, this requirement should permit that any
aeronautical engineer could send their documentation to their country aviation
authority or better to EASA for evaluation, being this authority obligated to do
the evaluation and crediting those matters if OK during the evaluation. The
authority should also be obligated to publish the results allowing the applicant
to comment the evaluation and try a new application for crediting.

The applicant should go throughout an examination also on those matter but
without going again to a school spending more money and where they will
teach and correct the teachers.

Please comment what is written above.

Best Regards,
Jodo Duarte
Aeronautical Engineer

Not accepted

At this time it is not legaly possible to give theoretical crediting to Aeronautical
engineers in Part-FCL. This will be a matter of future rulemaking.

In Appendix 5 under General, number 1, the aim of the MPL integrated course
can be found: The aim of the MPL integrated course is to train pilots to the
level of proficiency necessary to enable them to operate as co-pilot of a multi-
engine multi-pilot turbine-powered air transport aeroplane under VFR and IFR
and to obtain an MPL.

The scope of this NPA 2008-17b Part-FCL is to establish the requirements for
the issue of pilot licences and associated ratings and certificates and the
conditions of their validity and use. This Part-FCL applies not to Aeronautical
engineers.

1973 comment by: Nigel Roche

As per comment 1970 for FCL.515.A | suggest that a table of hours post theory
exams is here for (a) (2) and (b) (1 to 4).

So as to recognise that students who have more recently undertaken exams
recently will have retained knowledge.

As the system requires the student to undertake formal training it would be

better left to the CGI or HOT to have discretion within guidelines rather than
the application of a one size fits all requirement
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Noted
See the respond on your comment 1970 at paragraph FCL.515.A

2845 comment by: PPL/IR Europe
We repeat our comment in FCL.515.A for FCL.515.H
Noted

See the respond on your comment 2844 at paragraph FCL.515.A

4736 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.515.H(c)

This is assumed to be missing. In corresponding FCL.515.A(c) is the
requirement for theoretical knowledge instruction to be completed before the
skill test for the ATPL(H) is taken. If that is the case, then next question is
should this also include the theoretical examinations to be completed and
passed before taking the skill test for the ATPL(H)?

Noted

Subparagraph (¢) of paragraph FCL.515.H, concerning the theoretical
knowledge instruction, is not missing. This is covered in Subpart A, General
Requirements, FCL.030 Practical skill test, under (a), second line: ‘In any case,
the theoretical knowledge instruction shall always have been completed before
the skill tests are taken.’

Subparagraph (c¢) of paragraph FCL.515.A, concerning the theoretical
knowledge instruction will be deleted for that reason.

The theoretical knowledge examination is covered in that same paragraph
FCL.030 Practical skill test, under (a), in the first line: ‘Before a skill test for
the issue of a licence, rating or certificate is taken, the applicant shall have
passed the required theoretical knowledge examination, except in the case of
applicants undergoing a course of integrated flying training.’

6733 comment by: CAA CZ

Analogical new paragraph (c) should be added like in the case of aeroplanes,
as specified in FCL.515.A(c).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4736 above.

6884 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.515.H (a)(1)

According to Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.285 requirements for entering the
course ATPL(H) with a PPL issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1 should be
added:

"... a PPL(H) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1: 550 hours"

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
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The text will be amended accordingly (and also in FCL.515.A).

6885 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.515.H (b)(1)

According to Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.285, requirements for entering the
course ATPL(H)/IR with a PPL issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1 should
be added:

"... a PPL(H) issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1: 650 hours"

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 6884 above.

6912 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment:

The hours in relation to the reductions set out in JAR are wrong. Change text
as follows:

(b) Applicants for an ATPL(H)/IR that complete their theoretical knowledge
instruction at a modular course shall hold at least a PPL(H) and complete at
least the following hours of instruction within a period of 18 months:

(1) for applicants holding a PPL(H): 650 hours;

(2) for applicants holding a CPL(H): 466-450 hours;

(3) for applicants holding an IR(H): 500 hours;

(4) for applicants holding a CPL(H) and an IR(H): 256—300 hours.

Justification:

It is unacceptable a larger reduction of the training hours, when reality shows
that these are minimum hours that, in many cases, show themselves as
insufficient to properly train the students in all the subjects.

Not accepted

The hours in relation to the reductions set out in JAR are not wrong.

The text is in line with the draft NPA-FCL 34. This draft NPA-FCL 34 has
amended paragraph 2 of Appendix 1 to JAR—FCL 2.285, ATPL(H) — Modular
theoretical knowledge course.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory Note, number 40 (page 15) indicates
the following: ‘Additionally, even though the latest amendments of JARFCL

1, 2 and 3 were taken as a basis for the development of the draft
implementing rules, NPAs that were in an advanced phase of adoption in the
JAA system were introduced in the present NPA’. In note 30 there is written:
‘Draft NPA’'s FCL 33, 34 and 36 were inserted in the present NPA.’

7025 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.515.H(c)

This is assumed to be missing. In corresponding FCL.515.A(c) is the
requirement for theoretical knowledge instruction to be completed before the
skill test for the ATPL(H) is taken. If that is the case, then next question is
should this also include the theoretical examinations to be completed and
passed before taking the skill test for the ATPL(H)?
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Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4736 above.

8077 comment by: HeliAir Ltd
NO NO NO

you cannot require everyone to do that HUGE number of hours without
establishing whether they actually need that many hours additional ground
instruction.

What if they have already taken these exams (and their equivalents ... ) 4
times before (like I have - never failng onel!)

It is elegant - but blunt and could be very inappropriate ...

You CANNOT seriously require me to do ANOTHER 500hrs of ground school
1212121721

(10,000 hrs , FAA IR IRI, UK ATPL, IR, TRI, FE, TRE and multiple exam
exposure - 500 more hours of ground school? )

Re-think required - this applies to all the BLUNT requirements throughout -
there must be some mechanism for judgment of "AS REQUIRED".

the phrase: "TRAINING AS REQUIRED" needs to be examined... !
Noted

The text is in line with the draft NPA-FCL 34. This draft NPA-FCL 34 has
amended paragraph 2 of Appendix 1 to paragraph JAR—FCL 2.285, ATPL(H) —
Modular theoretical knowledge course.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory Note, number 40 (page 15) indicates
the following: ‘Additionally, even though the latest amendments of JAR-FCL 1,
2 and 3 were taken as a basis for the development of the draft implementing
rules, NPAs that were in an advanced phase of adoption in the JAA system
were introduced in the present NPA'. In note 30 there is written: ‘Draft NPA'’s
FCL 33, 34 and 36 were inserted in the present NPA.’

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart F: Airline Transport Pilot Licence —
ATPL — Section 3: Specific requirements for the helicopter category — p. 30
FCL.520.H ATPL(H) — Skill test

comment

response

1974 comment by: Nigel Roche

"Applicants for an ATPL(H) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix
9"

I would suggest for clarity that this is reworded to read:

"Applicants for the issue of an ATPL(H) licence shall pass a skill test in
accordance with Appendix 9"

Not accepted
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The wording ‘Applicants for an ...."” (PPL, CPL, MPL, ATPL etc) is used in the
entire Part-FCL. This is also the wording in the JAR-FCL. There is no reason for
clarity to change that in this paragraph.

3343 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL. 520. H

The possibility to take the ATPL skill test on a simulator is not clearly stated.

FCL.520.H:ATPL(H) —Skill test

Applicants for an ATPL (H) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 9
to this Part to demonstrate the ability to perform, as a pilot-in-command of a
multi-pilot helicopter the relevant procedures and maneuvres with the
competency appropriate to the privileges granted.

The skill test shall be taken on a FFS representing the type of
helicopter or on the helicopter.

Partially accepted

The fact that the skill test can be taken in a simulator is already clear from the
text of Appendix 9. However, for clarification purposes, and as you suggest,
the text will be amended to indicate that the skill test can be taken either in
the aeroplane or in an adequately qualified FSS representing the type of
aeroplane.

3833 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.520.H

How shall an authority decide on which type and by which TRE(H) the ATPL(H)
skill test has to be performed, when there is only a list of multi engine
helicopters available? For an authority the type alone might probably not be a
sufficient indication because in almost every case the helicopter type will also
be suitable for single pilot operation. The helicopter type might even be defined
as a single pilot helicopter according to FCL.010 in conjunction with the
certification specification. We suggest to change the requirement of a multi
pilot helicopter into a multi-engine helicopter or to provide a definite list of
multi pilot helicopters for licensing purposes, otherwise the definition for a
multi pilot helicopter given in FCL.010 allows for as much policies, methods
and procedures as there are authorities (despite all of EASA’s intentions to
provide a level playing field).

See our comments on FCL.010.

Noted

The definition of Multi-pilot aircraft, as found in paragraph JAR-FCL 2.001, is
now a part of the definition Multi-pilot aircraft under paragraph FCL.010
Definitions of Subpart A, General Requirements of Part-FCL.

The text is as follows: ‘In the case of helicopters, airships and poweredlift
aircraft, means a type of aircraft that is required to be operated with a co-pilot
as specified in the flight manual or by the air operator certificate or equivalent
document.’

Please see also the reply to your comment in paragraph FCL.010.
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comment | 5268 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
F/ Section 3
FCL.520.H ATPL(H) - Skill Test
The possibility to take the ATPL skill test on a simulator is not clearly stated.
FCL.520.H:ATPL(H) —SKkill test
Applicants for an ATPL (H) shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 9
to this Part to demonstrate the ability to perform, as a pilot-incommand of a
multi-pilot helicopter the relevant procedures and maneuvres with the
competency appropriate to the privileges granted.
The skill test shall be taken on a FFS representing the type of helicopter or on
the helicopter.

response | Partially accepted
Please see the reply to comment 3343 above.

comment | 5412 comment by: CAA Belgium
How shall an authority decide on which type and by which TRE(H) the ATPL(H)
skill test has to be performed, when there is only a list of multi engine
helicopters available? For an authority the type alone might probably not be a
sufficient indication because in almost every case the helicopter type will also
be suitable for single pilot operation. The helicopter type might even be defined
as a single pilot helicopter according to FCL.010 in conjunction with the
certification specification. We suggest to change the requirement of a multi
pilot helicopter into a multi-engine helicopter or to provide a definite list of
multi pilot helicopters for licensing purposes, otherwise the definition for a
multi pilot helicopter given in FCL.010 allows for as much policies, methods
and procedures as there are authorities (despite all of EASA’s intentions to
provide a level playing field).
See our comments on FCL.010.

response | Noted
Please see the reply to comment 3833 above.

comment | 6888 comment by: CAA CZ
Regarding the definition in FCL.001 it is difficult to determine which type of
helicopter is considered as multi-pilot, because unlike multi-pilot aeroplanes,
multi-pilot helicopter is considered as multi-pilot according to Aircraft Flight
Manual or AOC.

response | Noted
Please see the reply to comment 3833 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR p. 31
comment | 523 comment by: Christian Befeld

IR-Rating (PPL-1IR):
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Referring the PPL-Licence item 1 like to suggest making the education for an
IFR-Rating (PPL-IR) less difficult as it is in the moment. Only 4-6% of the
German PPL licences are upgraded to an IR rating. To improve the general
aviation, by using piston engine powered aircrafts below 2000kg MTOW to an
accepted and interesting logistic solution beside cars and railway in business it
is recommended to simplifies these regulations. My opinion is that it should be
more attractive by cost and complexity reasons to achieve a PPL-IR rating.

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.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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.

922 comment by: Rory OCONOR

I am not sure where cloud flying in gliders fits in, but it is safe, fun and
enjoyable. Most tend to use incremental mainly self-taught approaches. | did
do an SEP(IMC) rating, as an already experienced cloud-flying glider pilot.

I consider that there is very limited cross-over between the skills requirements
for SEP(IMC) and glider cloud-flying.

The ability to fly in non-VFR conditions (not necessarily complete IFR) are
pretty essential for any safe, long distance cross-country glider flying in the
British weather.

There are many degrees of non-VFR flight in gliders from let-down after wave
flying, flying in visible conditions close to clouds, flying through clouds for a
few secs to few mins, to substantive 10,000ft climbs in large Cu.

Some elements may require instruction, but as with most gliding such as
efficient thermalling technique, good cloud flying technique normally requires
many hours of solo practice.

Glider pilots should still be allowed to cloud fly. If they have the basic
instruction in the issues, particularly recovery manoeuvres and options for
exiting clouds, then their own instinct for self-preservation should be the best
limit to the extent of their cloud-flying.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

1758 comment by: Joachim Werner

Dear Sir or Madam,
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| deeply regret that in the EU the IR is strongly connected to advanced
licenses. In germany less than 5% of the PPL-holders have IR, in the US over
50% do have this rating (PPL -and CPL-pilots who fly privately). If security in
the civil aviation is a real objective, IR training for PPL holders should be
facilitated. However, it is clear at the moment this will not work with our gas
prices (extra tax for the aviation), our over-inflated administration and
dispensable rules. In germany the weather is usually not cavok, so that more
or less often bad weather is bursting into ones flight and pilots have to get
through this with deficient training. Fact is, that here more pilots fly VFR under
IMC than in the States. | love to fly in the US, where flying has the safety level
we are dreaming of, but only dreaming. Even if you are on the way with VFR in
the US you have the option for "Flight Following" here we only have Traffic
Information, which is unreliable since controllers often give insufficient
feedback because of high work load (in Bremen Info controllers are usually
busy and reject Traffic Info; on the other hand compare e.g. the Socal Area in
California to have an example of real business!).

Why to "reinvent the wheel again”, the US private aviation works perfectly but
I would prefer to leave my german money in germany and not in the US
if that is in the EU sense too? | have some german colleagues, who only fly
in the US because to them even the present rules are too restrictive and
considering the amendments these people will become more numerous.

"The probability that a noncommercial pilot, under VFR, could infringe airspace
limits and penetrate in volumes of airspace (Classes A, B, C or D) without prior
ATC clearance, needs to be controlled”. Explicit consent! Yes, by all means!
Most reliable step would be a tailored Instrument Rating for PPL. Or, at the
very least, at sensible areas mandatory "Flight Following".

Proposal and real improvement: Similar to the US IFR rules establish an IR
which is tailored to the needs of a private pilot and thus attractive so that
people are not tempted furthermore to fly VFR under bad weather conditions.
An IR for PPL is overdue und would be a real milestone concerning aviation
safety. AOPA is pleading for this since years!

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

1936 comment by: ThomasDOVE

This section implies that the current UK IMC Rating will no longer be allowed.
For a private pilot such as myself the "IR" as described is simply too much time
(away from work) and too much cost.

I have an IMC rating and in my opinion not allowing this to continue would
have the effect that safety is considerably compromised for those pilots that
currently have this rating.

Current holders of the IMC Rating (myself included) take great care in ensuring
the our instrument skills are current and correct. For myself, | practice
instrument approaches at least a few a month and get myself refreshed with
an instrument instructorevery 6 months.

Clearly 1 am able to do this fully legally.

The result is that I am confident and competent to fly in instrument conditions
and do instrument approaches.

Any pilot can get caught out by the weather; having current instrument skills
gives the IMC Rated pilot the proficiency needed to land safely.

Page 77 of 519



response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

If the IMC Rating was stopped, the fact is that | along with thousands of others
could not routinely practice our instrument skills, so would inevitably become
out of practice.

This would inevitably compromise safety on the times when caught out by the
weather.

The UK accident statistics speak for themselves: how many accidents have
been attributable to a current IMC-rated pilot suffering loss of control in
instrument conditions in the past 30 years or so the rating has been in effect?
As far as | am aware there has not been a single such accident.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

2027 comment by: Eduard WISMETH

Instrument Rating
Situation

According LBA-information, the Instrument Rating is linked to the type aircraft
category flown during IFR.

A pilot qualified on both, airplanes and helicopters, has to obtain a separate
instrument licence for each aircraft category. This does not make sense. |
could not find any clarifying answers to this so far.

| have asked AOPA to confirm my opinion. No answer.

I have asked my experienced and obviously competent aviators without
coming to a clear answer, and even the LBA said only: "this is the way it is",
without being able or willing to explain their not convincing position.

Proposal
In the area of instrument flying | propose to see things as modules:

e a) Instrument Rating, it confirms that a pilot is qualified and authorized
to fly under IMC in accordance with published IFR-rules and procedures.

These rules have no influence on the type aircraft flown.

e b) Aircraft user, it may be an airplane of any type, a helicopter of any
type, but it must be quipped and certified for operating under IFR.

e ) Type of aircraft has nothing to do with IFR-rules and procedures.
Different demands for a pilot (A340 / C172) are only caused by aircraft
types and are a matter of type qualification only.

e d) Pilot, he must be fully qualified on the aircraft he is using, and he
must have an Instrument Rating.

e ¢€) IF-Rules and Procedures are the same for all users of the IFR-
System. They equally apply to all users and do not contain different
rules for various aircraft categories.

e f) Logically, tha same IF-Rating must therefore be valid for all IFR-
participants, regardless of aircraft category, as long as the pilot uses an
aircraft he is qualified to fly and which he is certified for IFR.

Request
I request that this matter be clearly described, defined and its result be
published.
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Impact and improvement

There seems to be an equal need for clarification to Aviation Authorities and
aviators. A considerable amount of money, time, and effot for multiple IFR-
Ratings would not be wasted any longer.

More pilots could use the one IR they have, more instrument flying would be
possible.

Not accepted

In JAR-FCL 1 and 2, as in Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil
Aviation (ICAO), the IR is linked to a specific aircraft category.

In fact, this is linked to the syllabus of the training necessary which includes,
for instance, navigation training and operational procedures that are linked to
the aircraft category. The same thing for the skill test for the issuance of the
rating (please see paragraphs 2.7.1.1 and 2.7.1.2 of ICAO Annex | as well as
Subparts E of JAR-FCL 1 and 2.

At this moment, the Agency sees no reason for changing this, which would
imply the notification of a difference to ICAO.

2058 comment by: Thomas SIEWERT
Allgemein zu FCL.600 IR

Die Kommission hob in ihrer Agenda hervor, dass die Allgemeine Luftfahrt eine
bedarfsspezifische, flexible und punktgenaue Beforderung gewahrleistet und
die Mobilitat und die Produktivitat von Unternehmen verbessern kann.

Leider hat der vorliegende Entwurf wesentlich mehr Nachteile gebracht als
geeignete Mdoglichkeiten, den oben angefuhrten Status der GA zu halten oder
gar noch zu verbessern.

Dies ware z. B. durch die Definition und Einfuhrung eines praxisorientierten
PPL-IR moglich gewesen. In den Ausbildungsrichtlinien lauft wieder alles auf
die CPL-Standards hinaus ...

Die Chance hierfur sollte genutzt werden. So ware die Einfihrung eines "PPL-
IR" sicherlich sinnvoll, der sich z. B. an dem bislang in den USA erteilten IR
orientieren kénnte. Bestinde eine derartige Regelung, ware die Verlockung
zum Erwerb eines US-IFR mit anschlielender Anerkennung/Umschreibung weit
geringer.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

2080 comment by: Markus Hitter / JAR-Contra

We read your comment (48., p. 29) in NPA 2008-17a regarding cloud flying of
sailplanes and look forward to see this implemented. Cloud flying is a
substantial part of sailplane aviation and effectively disallowing this activity by
requesting a full or near full IFR rating for it would be a severe set back.

Noted

Thank you for providing your positive feedback.

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.
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2704 comment by: Claudia Steinbach

Dear Sir or Madam,

the instrument rating for PPL holders is the blind spot of the EU, despite the
overwhelming success in the US. Half of the private US pilots have IFR which
really means safety. In germany there are a lot of prejudices, mainly centered
about the air being too crowded, which is absolutely wrong, except for some
regions around busy airports. You can cross from north to south or west to
east in germany and meet only a very few number of airplanes, sometimes
none! The reality is that e.g. in germany a lot of VFR flights are conducted in
IMC. In the US this situation will get you in real problems. But de facto it is no
factor, because if one doesn't have IFR yet and the weather is below minimum,
one will not fly.

Proposal: A tailored IFR for PPL is overdue!

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2750 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FFA points out the need for establishing a simplified instrument rating for PPL
holders flying on non complex aeroplanes with a class 2 medical certificate.

Consequently, FFA fully supports the Agency and the "qualifications for flying in
IMC rulemaking group" recently set up, in their efforts to find and propose
adapted rules for that specific need.

Noted

Thank you for your support.

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

5629 comment by: Mark Hawkins

The ability to continue to fly gliders in or near cloud is vital to the future of the
sport of gliding.

When gliders are flying cross country in northern europe when even at the
height of summer cloud bases are regularly at heights of typically 3000-4000'.
When the local topography rises even just 2-300m this leaves very little
airspace in which to operate. Should gliders be restricted to VFR flight only this
will further reduce the operating band to an impracticle degree.

Gliders need to be able to operate upto cloud base. If gliders were restricted to
remaining clear of cloud, especially if that restriction included remaining clear
of cloud horizontally or vertically above 3,000' as per the current VFR rules it
would lead to a compression of traffic into a narrow height band. This would
place gliders in the same airspace as all other VFR light aircraft resulting in a
degredation of flight safety.

Cloud flying in gliders is a long established activity in the United Kingdom that
has been regulated by the British Gliding Association with few problems.
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Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

5637 comment by: Klaus Melchinger

I've read your comment (48., p. 29) in NPA 2008-17a regarding cloud flying of
sailplanes and look forward to see this implemented.

Cloud flying is a substantial part of sailplane aviation and effectively
disallowing this activity by requesting a full or near full IFR rating for it would
be a severe set back.

Noted

Thank you for providing your positive feedback.

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

7621 comment by: Mike Armstrong

Page 31 of 647 FCL 600

This is a major restriction on gliding that will have a massive impact on the
sport throghout Europe if implemented. In fact it would not be putting it too
strongly to suggest that it could lead to the decline of the sport within a few
years to the point where it was no longer viable. There must be dispensation
for sailplanes to fly up to the base of clouds, around the edges of clouds and
above clouds without the requirement for the pilot to hold an IFR rating. The
IFR rating is beyong the capacity of many pilots and the majority of sailplane
pilots do not wish to actually enter cloud but flying close to cloud does not
require the same skill sets as flying in cloud.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

7766 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

EAS again congratulate the Agency to have FCL.008 rulemaking Task
established and already working. We believe the TOR for this group and the
composition will finally result in a proposal which will be the balanced
combination of easier access to the Instrument Rating for PPL A holders and
the avoidance of some accidents due to bad weather conditions. A solution
should also be developed to let more aviators participate to fly en-route in IMC
and finally, FCL .008 need to develop a solution for cloud flying with sailplanes.

Noted

Thank you for providing your positive feedback.

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

7893 comment by: David Miller

| strongly oppose the removal of existing IFR privileges for sailplane pilots.
Flying in and close to cloud is essential for cross-country gliding in the UK
given our low cloud bases. Removal of this privilege would make cross-country
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flying largely impossible and would generally reduce the safety of pilots by
reducing their operating band, increasing the number of field landings and add
an unnecessary focus on altitude monitoring (unnecessary when not close to
controlled airspace).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

comment by: EPFU is the European Union of national powered flying

8127 organisation from the 10 main European countries

EPFU strongly supports the creation by EASA of the working group on an "IR"
and "IMC" rating specifically adapted to PPL(A). We shall wait for the
proposition this study group will make in the near future.

Noted

Thank you for providing your positive feedback.

Please see the reply to comment 523 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements

comment

2687 comment by: Trevor HILLS

FCL.600 states:

"Holders of a pilot licence shall only operate an aircraft under IFR when they
hold an instrument rating appropriate to the category of aircraft, except when
they are a pilot undergoing skill testing or dual instruction."

Comment:

Limiting flight without IR outside controlled airspace to VFR is too restrictive—
for example it removes existing privileges of flight within 1000 feet of
cloudbase when above 3000 ft AMSL. This is particularly damaging to sailplane
operations and would lead to significant channelling of flights at lower levels
and markedly increase the risk of outlandings in fields. In addition, removing
the possibility of glider pilots flying in and above cloud (with appropriate
training) will significantly restrict their ability to achieve FAIl badges which
require long distance flights, and flight in mountain waves to attain large gains
of altitude.

So:—

(1) Add provision for a sailplane ‘cloud flying’ rating; and.

(2) Add section on privileges of PPL and LPL holders along lines of current UK
ANO for both UK and JAR licences:—

Holder of PPL shall not unless his licence includes an instrument rating
(aeroplane) or an instrument meteorological conditions rating (aeroplanes), fly
as pilot in command of such an aeroplane:

(i) on a flight outside controlled airspace when the flight visibility is less than 3
km;

(ii) on a special VFR flight in a control zone in a flight visibility of less than 10
km except on a route or in an aerodrome traffic zone notified for the purpose
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of this sub-paragraph; or

(iii) out of sight of the surface;

It is important to recognise the significant safety benefits of the UK IMC rating
and so it is thoroughly disappointing to find no provisions for an equivalent in
this NPA.

response | 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.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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 | 4965 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Nowhere it is established on which type of aircraft the IR may be flown. For
example, a balloon pilot could ask for an IR complying with the general
requirements; the same for a glider. Only requirement that could be used in
order to allow IR only in aeroplanes, helicopters, or airships, is on FCL.610,
where it is asked to have at least a PPL license. Balloons and gliders are not
considered PPLs, so they could not apply for an IR. Clarification is needed.

response | Accepted

The Agency agrees that some clarification regarding the categories of aircraft
that may hold an IR (aeroplanes, helicopters, airships and powered-lift in the
future), as well as which licences can hold an IR (all except the LPL), would
make the paragraph clearer. The text will be amended accordingly.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:

Common Requirements — FCL.600 IR — General p. 31

comment | 131 comment by: Robert Corbin

FCL.600 The LPL(S) for glider pilots would imply that flight is only permissible
under VMC and it would be impossible for a glider pilot to obtain an IMC rating
under the conditions in FCL.610.

This will remove an important privilege from glider pilots in the UK who
routinely fly in IMC for tactical reasons. The licensing rules must take account
of the vastly different flight characteristics of gliders. Gliders use altitude
(potential energy) as their fuel. They need it to get from one area of rising air
to the next. If they have insufficient height then an out-landing not on an
airfield may result. Such an event will significantly increase the risk of an
accident due to the possibility of landing onto an unsuitable surface or hitting
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an unseen obstruction. Cloud flying and flying close to cloud is especially
important in the UK as cloud bases are generally lower than in the lest of
continental Europe and there are few mountains and ridges for gliders to use
to sustain flight.

The Instrument Rating conditions as detailed in subpart G are influenced by
the characteristics of powered flight and most if not all of its requirements are
not relevant for the safe conduct of a gliding flight.

| propose adding extra clauses into the section's parts to deal with the special
case of sailplanes.

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.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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.

350 comment by: Colm Farrell
It should be possible to add an IR to an Leisure Pilots licence
Not accepted

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 amended to better reflect this.

532 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

G/Section 1

FCL.600

Specific activities actually possible for certain categories are missing and need
to be regulated commonly.

To be added:
e Instrument rating with specific requirements for cloud flying
with gliders.
e Instrument rating with specific requirements for balloon
category (departure in fog)
¢ Instrument rating (departure and arrival in fog) with specific
requirements for helicopter category.
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Noted

In relation to the instrument privileges for sailplanes, please see the reply to
comment 131 above.

As for the other two proposals you make, these ratings were never discussed
in the FCL.001, MDM.032 or FCL.008 rulemaking groups. At this moment, the
Agency sees no need or safety justification for such ratings.

787 comment by: Robert Cronk

1) There is no proposal at present for an appropriate IFR type rating for glider
pilots who, as proposed here, would therefore not be able to fly within 1000 ft
of cloud vertically or 1500m horizontally once above 3000ft. This is not
practical and would severely impact on the glider pilots ability to fly cross
country when climbs to cloudbase of CU, and adjacent to the windward edge of
clouds formed by mountain wave, are routinely necessary. Flight in actual
cloud is also currently practiced in the UK when climbs within CU are
sometimes necessary to complete a cross country flight. (or decents through
cloud may be necessary on completing a high altitude mountain wave flight).

Some form of IMC/IFR rating is therefore necessary for glider pilots.

2) In the UK, holders of an SEP or TMG PPL may gain an 'IMC Rating" which
permits flight (with restrictions) outside of VFR definitions, and this has proved
to be a very practical solution and a significant safety asset - it is very much in
line with the practical needs of the leisure pilot, whereas the full IR is clearly
focussed on a commercial aviation context and is both largely not relevant to
the PPL and beyond most private pilots means. A continuation of the IMC
Rating, in some form, is strongly advocated.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

970 comment by: Alastair MacGregor

There is a need for gliders to have an exemption from the VFR rules. Most
thermal flying in the UK is done above 3000 feet and up to cloudbase.
Restricting them to 1000 feet below would prevent cross country flying on
many days. Wave flights often require flying close horizontally to cloud and
descents through cloud. Many pilots use cloud climbs on difficult days.

Enforcement would of course be difficult as the precise height of cloudbase is
unknown very often.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

1137 comment by: KLSPublishing
#30

600 IR general
In my opinion there is a general misconception in the overall structure of FCL
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regarding the role and position of the Instrument Rating, which leads me to the
following suggestion:

IR should be the final element of every standard license in aviation. For a
better understanding see the overall layout in the file attached.

Not accepted

The IR is a separate rating in Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil
Aviation (ICAO), Personnel Licencing and it was also a separate rating in JAR-
FCL 1 and 2.

To make the IR an integral part of the licence would make the related training
mandatory for all pilots, even for those that plan to fly only in VFR. At this
point, the Agency sees no safety justification for this additional requirement.

1577 comment by: Stefan Zingg

FCL.600

According to the wording, this paragraph also applies to glider pilots. This is
absolutely inadequate and would make cloud flying unreachable for most glider
pilots. Either glider pilots should generally be allowed to cloud fly (as today in
the UK), or a cloud flying rating must be defined (as today e.g. in Switzerland).
If a cloud flying rating for glider pilots is considered, then the Swiss
requirements for the cloud flying rating have proven to be adequate and could
be adopted which are:

- 50 hours glider PIC time

- 6 hours dual instruction in instrument flying

- a skill test

- a theoretical test

- Recency requirements: A check flight with an instructor within the last 24
months.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

2334 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification: This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be
more elegant for the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in paragraph
AR.FCL.215, as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

2661 comment by: British Gliding Association

FCL600. The BGA does not consider it appropriate for NPA17 to remove our
existing privileges for IFR flight and our proposal to address this and to further
improve safety as a result is attached under v3 of our response to NPA 17a,
Subpart J, para 48, Page 29

Noted
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Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

3138 comment by: Jim Ellis

The IR is far too difficult and costly for the vast majority of PPL holders to
achieve or keep current. There needs to be a 'lesser' instrument qualification
which would be more accessible to more pilots. This would improve flight
safety. The UK IMC rating is a good model for a starting point. The FAA IR
should also be considered as a practical alternative to a full EASA IR. Perhaps a
modular type of IR qualification could be developed, with increasing levels of
privileges with a higher level of qualification?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

3240 comment by: john daly

This rule effectively prevents non-IR holders from flying outside a control zone
at night in VMC in the UK. It is suggested that a clause be added similar to
JAR-FCL 2.175 (b) which allows national authorities to allow pilots to fly under
IFR under special circumstances without being the holder of an IR. Also, see
my comment relating to FCL.810 (night ratings).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

4161 comment by: Claudia Buengen

IR requirement for non-VFR flying - and its impact on cross-country flying for
sailplanes:

If there is no provision for flying close to cloud in sailplanes, then this will have
a serious impact on the feasibility of cross-country flying in the UK. Cloud base
in the UK in the summer often does not exceed 4000 ft. This proposal would
mean that glider pilots are restricted to a max. height of 3000 feet, which
would mean cross-country and competition flying will be seriously jeopardised.
This also increases the risk of off-airfield landings, which in turn increases the
risk of damage to gliders, pilots and landowners' properties.

Restricting glider pilots to flying in the height band of 2000 to 3000 ft also puts
them in the same height band as most light aircraft, which can pose a
significant safety risk.

Suggestion:

allow glider pilots to fly up to cloud base, staying clear of cloud with visibility of
the ground.

introduce a cloud flying endorsement, e.g. with formalised cloud flying training
in a two-seater with an instructor experienced in cloud flying. That way all
glider pilots can carry on flying cross-country, and those who want to go into
cloud can easily acquire the necessary skills to do so safely.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

4229 comment by: Noel WHITE
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This NPA makes no mention of the UK IMC rating.l believe the UK IMC rating
enables pilots to fly more safely in the variable climate of the UK caused by
travelling lows at UK latitudes.

This raises a number of issues some of which will cause a reduction in safety:
1. The only way a PPL holder will be able to fly IFR under this proposal is with
a very expensive IR which they will be unlikely to undertake, thus reducing the
number of pilots in UK airspace able to deal with the variable and cloudy
conditions. There are only 150 PPL/IR holders in UK compared with 20,000 PPL
holders because of the cost of the IR. Statistics show an reduction in accident
rate over the last 30 yrs, and over 18,000 UK IMC ratings have been issued

2. Loss of the IMC rating reduces earning potential for PPL instructors.

3. Instructors currently flying with embedded IMC priviliges in their CPL will be
severely restricted as they will be limited to only VFR conditions at all times.
This will frustrate students and cause loss of earnings to instructors.

4. The PPL does not actually require IF training (except for test) and yet the
lower limts of visibility in VFR conditions will give VFR pilots problems even
though they are technically legal. The UK IMC rating improves safety by
enhancing pilot skill and confidence in lower limts of legal visibility. As well as
enabling legal approaches in bad weather.

5. RNAV and GPS approaches are becoming more available and modern PPL
aircraft are being equipped with EFIS navigation equipment that allows pilots
to fly the RNAV approaches more accurately and more safely. However they
can only be used with an UK IMC or IR rating. Providing just one very
expensive route to an IR including the large number of ground exams will
negate the available increase in flight safety from EFIS systems, which defeats
the object of having the EFIS systems there in the first place.

| feel there is a need, particularly in the changeable UK weather and visibility
conditions, for a less expensive EASA approved Bad Weather Rating which
might consist of say 25hrs of instrument and IFR flight training. Thus making it
financially tolerable for many PPL pilots to become safer overall. The ground
exams should also be reduced significantly and made more relevant to this
rating or again pilots will be not want to become safer overall.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR). In this context, the future of the UK IMC rating was
mentioned.

5454 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: 600

Page No*: 31

Comment:

FCL.600 states that one can operate IFR with an IR in the appropriate
category. Both SE and ME aeroplanes are in the same category (ie aeroplanes)
as defined at FCL.010 and so the implication is that an IR carried out on a SE
gives ME privileges.

Justification:

JAR-FCL did not give ME IR privileges to SE IR holders.

Proposed Text:

(if applicable)

Amend FCL.600 to read: ‘Holders of a pilot licence shall only operate an aircraft
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under IFR when they hold an instrument rating appropriate to the category of
aircraft, except when they are a pilot undergoing skill testing or dual
instruction. In addition holders of an IR gained/renewed/revalidated on a
single-engine aircraft shall not operate a multi-engine aircraft under IFR,
except when they are a pilot undergoing skill testing or dual instruction.’

Not accepted

The Agency follows in this paragraph FCL.600 closely the wording of the
paragraphs JAR-FCL 1.175(b) and JAR-FCL 2.275(b). The requirements are the
same.

The distinction between SE and ME is included in the paragraphs FCL.620,
FCL.625.A and FCL.625.H.

5857 comment by: EFLEVA

EFLEVA suggests that the Agency should be encouraged to form a working
group to pursue the introduction of a simplified instrument rating for PPL
holders flying non-complex aeroplanes.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

6498 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment:

The meaning of category of aircraft has to be done more precisely due to the
actual FCL regulatory in force.

Proposed Text:

Holders of a pilot licence shall only operate an aircraft under IFR when they
hold an instrument rating appropriate to the category of aircraft (SE, ME),
except when they are a pilot undergoing skill testing or dual instruction.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 5454 above.

6558 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

The LAA is conscious of the need for establishing a simplified instrument rating
for PPL holders flying on non complex aeroplanes. Indeed, in recognition of the
particularly cloudy environment in the UK, we have a national IMC rating and
would like to see this extended into the Private Licence categories.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

6648 comment by: David PYE

FCL600. The BGA and hence I, do not consider it appropriate for NPA1l7 to
remove our existing privileges for IFR flight and our proposal to address this
and to further improve safety as a result is attached under v3 of our response
to NPA 17a, Subpart J, para 48, Page 29

Noted
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Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

6811 comment by: Colin Troise

These comments are applicable to Instrument rating for the purpose of piloting
a sailplane.

My understanding is that the right of a sailplane pilot to fly near, or in, cloud,
with some dependence on the height above sea-level, will be removed by the
NPA. This is a right that UK pilots have held for many years, and should not be
removed without good justification, which is not apparent withn the NPA.

In a country where a "good" day sees a cloudbase of 4000-4500, and an
excellent day has a cloudbase of 6000-7000 feet, and in a sport where the
clouds are the markers of the energy required to undertake the sport, this is a
highly restricting rule.

Although | have not personally flown as PIC within a cloud, | have undertaken
several flights as PIC, in wave conditions, where it was necessary to be very
close (within one hundred feet) of the cloud in order to use the conditions for
soaring flight.

Proposal:
Insert an IR for sailplanes within the NPA.

Split this into two variants:

a) full cloud-flying instrument rating, involving all normal manoeuvres,
including thermalling.

b) a qualification for straight-line descending flight on a heading, for
those circumstances where descent from a wave flight where the cloud
has filled in below the aircraft is necessary.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 350 above.

7366 comment by: Roger STARLING

As already mentioned in the comment to 17a para 48, the removal of existing
privileges for UK glider pilots to fly in IMC will seriously reduce safety and lead
to widespread dissatisfaction with glidind.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

7524 comment by: Cecilia Craig

Glider pilots historically have had the priviledge for IFR flight. | cannot see any
justification and in particularly in relation to safety, for the removal of this.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

7548 comment by: Douglas Gardner

It is not appropriate for NPA 17 to remove the existing privileges glider pilots
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have for IFR flights.

Speaking as an experienced cross-country glider pilot, a proposal that sailplane
pilots be no longer permitted to fly in, or in the vicinity of. Cloud in Class G
airspace would effectively curtail cross-country gliding in the UK as a viable
sporting activity. This would be the last straw amongst a plethora of over-
bureaucratic and disproportionate regulation that seems designed to drive
leisure pilots from the skies. The weather conditions often prevailing in the UK,
with its maritime moist airmass and generally low cloudbase, mean that
sailplane pilots cannot effectively fly cross-country on most days whilst
maintaining VMC. When transitioning from thermal conditions below convective
cloud to fly in lee wave above the level of such cloud it is often necessary to
enter cloud for a limited time. British glider pilots have always ranked highly in
international competitive gliding, but if their activities are curtailed to the
extent that is being hinted at in paragraph 48 there will be little prospect of
that continuing and indeeed little future for the sport at all.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

7570 comment by: Andrew Sampson

As a glider pilot | frequently fly cose to cloud. Without this privelide |1 would be
unable to fly cross-country in the UK, indeed it would serverley restrict even
local soaring and training, to the point that gliding may no longer be a viable
sport. See my response to NPA 17a, Subpart J, para 48, Page 29

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

7826 comment by: Dick Dixon

In order to fly cross country in the UK glider pilots have to be able to fly close
to cloud, and sometimes within cloud. This is because in a maritime climate
cloud base is rarely high enough to allow sufficient range to the next source of
lift without climbing up to within a hundred feet or so of cloudbase.

The current arrangements work well and it would be devastating to british
gliding if glider pilots were to have to maintain VMC at all times. | suggest a
cloud flying rating be introduced for glider pilots based on current training
methods available in the UK.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

8278 comment by: Paul Mc G

FCL600. Is it appropriate for NPA17 to remove the existing privileges for IFR
flight for gliders? This will destroy the sport for no advantage? How can a pilot
cloud fly?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.
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8279 comment by: Paul Mc G

There is a need for a simplified instrument rating for PPL holders flying on
simple aeroplanes. In the UK, there is a national IMC rating but this should
really be extended into the Private Licence categories as a mini IR rating which
is really needed. Actually the night and IR need be built into a skills ladder
which can be used to improve piloting and safety. PLEASE can you create a
logical part by part progression at low cost such that pilots can upskill over
time to a very high standard?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 131 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.605 IR — Privileges

comment

response

comment

response

comment

984 comment by: CAA Belgium

(c) should be deleted as it is already mentioned in FCL 625.A(b). As it is only
applicable to aeroplanes it should be under 625.A (b) and not under 605
Common requirements.

Not accepted

Your comment that paragraph FCL.605(c) is only applicable to aeroplanes is a
misunderstanding.

Paragraph FCL.605 (c) is referring to Appendix 8 to Part-FCL and in Appendix 8
there is the cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or class rating proficiency
check for A. Aeroplanes and B. Helicopters.

The reference to Appendix 8 is necessary here to make the IR privileges not
type-specific. Therefore, it should be maintained.

It should also be maintained in both paragraph FCL.625.A and paragraph
FCL.625.B to ensure that a there will be cross-crediting of a pass in a
proficiency check in a certain type, in accordance with Appendix 8.

3227 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Paragraph (c) and (d) should be deleted.
Not accepted

In your comment there is no explanation why subparagraph (c) and (d) should
be deleted.
In relation to subparagraph (c), please see the reply to comment 984 above.

In relation to subparagraph (d), this is a requirement coming from paragraph
JAR-FCL 2.180(a)(1). The Agency sees no reason to change it at this point.

3745 comment by: ANPI

If single engine aero planes (e.g. SE-T TBM 700/850) are certificated for lower
minima than 200Ft decision height, there is no reason to require the Pilot to
hold a multiengine IR. This requirement is probably based on current
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requirement for CATZ2 operations for which no single engine ACFT is certificated
YET.

Noted

The Agency follows closely Subpart E of JAR-FCL. Nothing has changed
concerning the privileges of minimum decision height.

3834 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.605:

Since the privileges of the holder of an IR rating are defined in FCL.605 (a) the
intention of the requirement in FCL.605 (c) is not understood. Deletion of (c) is
suggested. Furthermore, Appendix 8 appears to be questionable with regard to
helicopters (please note our comment on Appendix 8).

Furthermore, FCL.605 (d) appears to be of no practical value and cannot be
supported. Single pilot helicopter operation under IFR conditions is a heavier
workload and much more demanding than multi pilot helicopter IR operation.
Nonetheless, there is no such requirement for single pilot operation under IFR
conditions. If this requirement in FCL.605 would be justified how come that
there is no such a requirement on aeroplane pilots? We suggest deleting
FCL.605 (d).

Not accepted

Please see the replies above to comments 984 and 3227.

4476 comment by: AEA

Comment:

References to OPS Part and to AMC FCL 1.261(a) (LVP theoretical knowledge)
and Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.240 section 6 (practical training) are missing.
There is no AMC on FCL.605 to describe this “specific training” as in AMC JAR-
FCL 1.261 8 6 and Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.240 section 6.

Proposal: Precise what is this specific training and where it can be found

Partially accepted

According to the Cross-reference table in NPA 2008-17a, the AMC FCL 1.261(a)
is converted to the AMC No 1 to FCL.725(a). Appendix 2 to paragraph JAR-FCL
1.240 is converted to Appendix 9 to Part-FCL.

The reference to the proficiency check for IR can be found in Appendix 9 to
Part-FCL as mentioned in paragraph FCL.605(b). Here you can find the
practical training.

The Agency acknowledges that by copying the text from Appendix 2 to
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.240 in Appendix 9, some items disappeared (for example
section 6 for certain categories). This editorial mistake will be corrected and
the Agency will amend Appendix 9 to be in line with Appendix 2 to paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.240.

5457 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: FCL.605(b)
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Page No*: 31

Comment:

Is it intended to confer privileges to operate to decision heights lower than 200
feet on multi-engine (i.e. single pilot) aircraft?

Justification: Typographical error/inconsistency.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Revised FCL.605(b):

In the case of a multi-pilot IR, these privileges may be extended to decision
heights lower than 200 feet (60 m) when the applicant has undergone specific
training at an approved training organisation and has passed section 6 of the
skill test prescribed in Appendix 9 to this Part in multi-pilot aircraft.

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely the wording of paragraph JAR-FCL 1.180 which also
refers to the holder of a multi-engine IR.

The Agency is aware of the confusion of the phrases ‘multi pilot’, ‘multi pilot
operations’, ‘multi pilot aircraft’, ‘multi crew’ etc. The Agency will search the
entire NPA-FCL for those phrases and will edit these phrases where needed.

The Agency acknowledges that by copying the text from Appendix 2 to
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.240 in Appendix 9, some items disappeared (for example
section 6 for certain categories). This editorial mistake will be corrected and
the Agency will amend Appendix 9 to be in line with Appendix 2 to paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.240.

6029 comment by: British Airways

In the case of training for operations below 200 feet (60m) there is no AMC to
FCL.605 giving guidance. Appendix 9 has section 6 ommitted.

Noted

The JAR-FCL AMC [AMC FCL 1.261(a)] is now included in AMC No 1 to
FCL.725(a).

The Agency acknowledges that by copying the text from Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL
1.240 in Appendix 9, some items disappeared (for example section 6 for
certain categories). This editorial mistake will be corrected and the Agency will
amend Appendix 9 to be in line with Appendix 2 to JAR-FCL 1.240.

7465 comment by: Dorothy Pooley

The lack of mention of the IMC rating is an important omission for safety
reasons. The IMC rating has improved safety in the UK immeasurably and not
permitting the continuance of this rating (by all means limited to the UK as at
present) is a serious degradation in the safety of flying in the UK. The removal
of the 5 hours minimum IF training from the PPL syllabus has led to the
average PPL having little appreciation and understanding of the deterioration of
weather and how to avoid it and if anything has increased the need for the IMC
rating in the UK's difficult weather. What is needed is a much simpler form of
IR because the current IR is at a level not required by most PPLs and in any
event they are deterred because of the complexity of ground study required
and the prohibitive costs in the flight training required, from obtaining an IR. A
simpler form of IR that did not necessarily give privileges to fly in controlled
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airspace but provided the much-needed safety net of " a get you home safely"
rating would be a good compromise. A requirement for additional training each
year if the rating had not been used, coupled with a revalidation test annually
would be a more palatable transition than simply abolishing the IMC rating and
requiring a full IR for all 18,000 IMC rated pilots. It is unlikely that the UK
could provide sufficient capacity in the training market to retrain all of the IMC
holders in any event.

A further problem is that there are currently many instructors in the UK who
hold UK CPLs or ATPLs with embedded IMC privileges and who have never held
an IR or have long let it lapse. All of these pilots would also be required to gain
IRs and there are many instructors who could not afford this and would simply
give up as their licence would effectively be downgraded to a VFR only licence.
This is another example of a reduction in existing status for holders of UK
licences and is likely to be another breach of human rights by reducing existing
qualifications and thereby the holders job prospects. Such instructors who have
been able to supplement their meagre income as PPL instructors by teaching
for the IMC rating would have that part of their income removed and this is
another reason why they will be forced to give up instructing. Ironically these
are the people who are experienced and it will be a great loss to the industry
to lose so many of its experienced instructors.

response | 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.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.610 IR — Pre-requisites

comment | 149 comment by: GFD-OES

In case of a medical "stepdown", an experienced IR pilot should have the
change to keep his IR with a PPL or even a LPL. With an instrument
background the pilot should be able to fly IFR safely even with a LPL.
FCL.610 (a) should not be changed, because with a relatively inexperienced
pilot overall, the PPL with the night rating should be the minimum - for safety
consideration and for the experience.
For these reasons FCL.610 could read:
FCL.610 IR - Pre-requisites and crediting
Applicants for an IR shall:
(a) hold:

(1) a PPL with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category; or

(2) a CPL, with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category; or

(3) an ATPL in another category of aircraft;

(b) have completed at least 50 hours cross-country flight time as pilot-in-
command in aeroplanes, helicopters or airships of which at least 10 or, in the
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case of airships, 20 hours shall be in the relevant aircraft category.

(c) crediting:
(1) Applicants who have completed an integrated flying training course as
ATPL(H)/IR, ATPL(H), CPL(H)/IR or CPL(H) shall be exempted from the
requirement in paragraph (b);
(2) Holders of an ATPL/IR or CPL/IR shall undergo a skill test in the
appropriate class/type to get a PPL/IR or LPL/IR.

Partially accepted

This paragraph focuses on the prerequisites for the issuance of an IR rating. It
does not apply to the case you mention, of the holder of a CPL, for example,
losing medical certification and being able to exercise the IR privileges together
with a PPL. However, the Agency acknowledges your point, and paragraph
FCL.110 will be amended to ensure that when a person previously holding
another licence ‘steps down’ to a LPL for medical reason he/she will be able to
maintain the privileges of his/her IR.

Your editorial comment on the title is accepted. The title will be amended to
include the reference to crediting.

Subparagraph (c) of paragraph FCL.610 is a copy of paragraph JAR-FCL 2.190.
An equivalent requirement did not exist for aeroplanes in JAR-FCL 1. To make
this more clear, an editorial amendment of the paragraph will be made, to
indicate that this subparagraph (c) applies to helicopters only.

As already indicated above, this paragraph does not apply to the crediting
between different licences within the same aircraft category. A holder of an
ATPL/IR or CPL/IR does not have to undergo a skill test in the appropriate
class/type to get a PPL/IR or LPL/IR.

261 comment by: Oscar Tjernberg

The pre-requisite of a night qualification makes it impossible for any colour
vision defective pilot to obtain an instrument rating. Since there is no scientific
basis for requiring normal colourvision (only the usual it must be safer
attitude) it would be logical to remove the requirement completely from the
legislation as has been done in Australia. Requiring normal colourvision seems,
however, to be a touchy subject and if the requirement is not removed
completely it should be removed for all PPLs and LPLs. Following the
arguments for the establishment of the LPL it seems unreasonable to exclude
PPLs and LPLs from night VFR and IMC operations. If politics for some reason
prevents even this measure from being implemented it should at least be
possible to obtain a daylight instrument rating for colour deficient pilots. This
was previously possible in some European countries e.g. Sweden. It is time
that restrictions imposed on colour vision deficient pilots are based on fact
rather than fiction!

Noted

The restriction imposed on colour vision deficient pilots is not based on fiction
but is in compliance with paragraph 6.2.4 of Annex 1 to the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (ICAO), concerning colour perception requirements.
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448 comment by: AK Aviation GmbH
It should be possible to integrate the night rating in the IR schooling.

In Germany you first have to pass your CVFR rating to do the night rating
which does not make sense. The IR theory stuff highly extends the CVFR level.
Noted

Subpart | of NPA 2008-17b (Additional Ratings) does not contain a ‘CVFR’
rating. The holder of a PPL will be able to start the training for the night rating
without a need to fulfil any further specific prerequisite (see paragraph
FCL.810).

The Agency would like to clarify that the holder of a JAR-FCL licence in
Germany does not need to hold such a CVFR rating (CVFR was introduced in
Germany mainly to exercise Radio-NAV based procedures and to fly in airspace
C before JAR-FCL was implemented) prior starting the training for the night
rating. The CVFR rating is an obligatory training item for national PPL holders
only.

493 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
G/Section 1

FCL.610

for a better understanding, add the following editorial change.

Proposal:

FCL.610 (a) (1) and (2): Reference to FCL.810

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The Agency will redraft this paragraph in such a way that when referring to
night rating, the reference will be made to paragraph FCL.810.

810 comment by: Robert Corbin
For the reasons argued in comment to FCL.600 add clause:

(a) hold: ...

or (4) an LPL(S) or SPL.

amend (b) to read:

(b) (i) have completed at least 50 hours cross country flight time as pilot in
command in aeroplanes, helicopters or airships of which at least 10 or, in the
case of airships, 20 hours shall be in the relevant aircraft category; or (ii) for
LPL(S) or SPL have 50 hours flight time.

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.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
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Instrument Rating (IR).

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.

986 comment by: CAA Belgium
(a)(2) "with a night rating” should be deleted as the CPL already has a night
rating.

(c) is there any reason why this exemption only applies for (H) and not for (A)
or (As) ?

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The phrase ‘with a night rating’ in subparagraph (a)(2) of paragraph FCL.610
will be deleted.

In relation to subparagraph (c), please see the reply to comment 149 above.
1523 comment by: Keith WHITE
There is no mention of holding an SPL, and it would appear therefore that
gliders are not permitted IFR flight [entering cloud] under these rules. This
would be a considerable disadvantage to glider pilots, and an IFR training
syllabus and regulations should be developed in collaboration with the
various national gliding authorities.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 810 above.

1544 comment by: IAn
A night rating excludes unnecessarily PPL's who have a daytime only restriction
on their licence due to colour vision deficiency for instance. Colour vision is less
important when flying by instruments.

Noted

The restriction imposed on colour vision deficient pilots are not based on fiction
but is in compliance with paragraph 6.2.4 of Annex 1 to the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (ICAO), concerning colour perception requirements.
1546 comment by: IAn
there is no mention of transition from UK IMC to IR. Without such a route IMC
holders will face losing the skills and additional safety on economic grounds in
many cases. Loss of safety in these circumstances cannot be the intention
surely !

Noted
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Please see the reply to comment 810 above.

1895 comment by: French Army AVN. FTO

What is the pre-requisite ?

"A CPL., with a night rating in the appropriate category" : FCL.610 (a) (2)
or

"a PPL(H), with a night rating or a CPL or an ATPL": appendice 6 (B) (2)
(page 111).

Noted

CPL has indeed already a night rating, ruled in Appendix 3 to paragraph
paragraph FCL.315.

The phrase ‘with a night rating’ in subparagraph (a)(2) of paragraph FCL.610
will be deleted.

Please see the reply to comment 986 above.

1975 comment by: Nigel Roche
Regarding Paragraph (c)

"(c) Applicants who have completed an integrated flying training course as
ATPL(H)/IR, ATPL(H), CPL(H)/IR or CPL(H) shall be exempted from the
requirement in paragraph (b)."

Why are only integrated helicopter students exempt paragraph (b)

As paragraph (b) refers to aeroplanes, helicopters or airships | assume the
author meant all students on integrated courses:

ATPL (A), ATPL (H)/IR, ATPL (H) CPL (A), CPL(A)/IR, CPL(H)/IR, CPL (A) and
CPL(H)

"(b) have completed at least 50 hours cross-country flight time as pilot-in-
command in aeroplanes, helicopters or airships of which at least 10 or, in the
case of airships, 20 hours shall be in the relevant aircraft category."

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 149 above.

2038 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN

Applicants for an IFR shall:

(a) hold:

(1) a PPL or passed succesfylly skill test for PPL and...
(2) a CPL or passed succesfully skill test for PPL and...

Reason for comments 2037, 2038 and 2039 is finnish aviation authority:

It has hapen and hapens in future, that the student has to interrupt the studies
for about one month, because the authority reads the "book" "as there are the
words"”. Normal time to produce the lisence takes 2 weeks? by the finnish
authority, but many times this 2 weeks is not enough? We in the field are
wondering this sitution. This is a very small country, no many new lisences in
the year.
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Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart G of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the text
from Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.285: An applicant shall be the holder of a PPL(A)
issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1.

Next to that paragraph FCL.515.A indicates that applicants shall hold at least
a PPL(A). So this includes obviously the CPL(A). It only excludes licenses
‘below’ the PPL(A), like the LPL(A).

2563 comment by: CAA Belgium

Applicants for an IR shall....

What is the definition of “applicant” in this case: a candidate starting a course
or a person asking for a licence/rating after having finished a course and
having passed examinations ?

In JAR terminology an applicant is a person who applies for a licence or a
rating.

As FCL 610 are “Prerequisites” we should use the term “candidate” instead of
“applicant”

The correct use of these words should be checked elsewhere in this NPA and
even in all NPA’s.

Noted

In Part-FCL an applicant is the same as in JAR terminology, namely an
applicant is a person who applies for a licence or a rating.

To apply for an IR, the candidate needs to have the licence with rating as
mentioned under (a). These are the ‘prerequisites’ in the correct use of this
word in English.

3246 comment by: john daly

There does not appear to be any mention of alleviations from a full course of
training as proposed at Appendix 6 to this part. What about the case of a
holder of an ICAO IR(H) or IR(A), a JAR-FCL or Part FCL IR(A) or IR(H) or
military pilots holding military instrument ratings? Will these people really have
to undergo a full course of training?

Noted

It was already indicated in the Explanatory note to Part-FCL, under Transition
measures, number 46-48 (page 16 and 17), of NPA 2008-17a, that the
conversion from military to Part-FCL licence will be possible.

3341 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 610 (a)

- The night rating is included in the CPL except in the case of a conversion of
CPL(H) national licence to CPL(H) FCL licence.

- Hold an ATPL licence in a category doesn’t guarantee a relevant night flying
experience for undertaking an IR training in another category.
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Applicants for an IR shall:

(a) Hold :

(1) a PPL with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category ; or

&)

(1) a CPL —with—a—night—rating—in—the—appropriate—aircraft—eategery—ef—no

restricted to day VFR operations

(2) anAFPranothercategotry

response | Partially accepted

CPL has indeed already a night rating.

Please see the reply to comment 986 above.

comment | 3409

comment by: NACA

FCL.610

1.

response | Noted

In addition to ur comments on FCL.810 (night rating) we would now like

to point out another consequence of your proposed Night Rating

regulations in relation to an Instrument Rating (A/H).

It requires a minimum of only 100 hours to obtain a single-engine

Instrument Rating in a PPL(A) licence. These hours consist of:

8 45 hours for the PPL(A) course (no instrument training required)

8 5 hours night rating training (no additional instrument training
required)

8 50 hours instrument training for the IR(A) course

However, for a single-engine Instrument Rating in a PPL(H) licence the

minimum total amount required is 210 hours (!). These hours consist

of:

8 45 hours for the PPL(H) course (including 5 hours instrument training)

8§ 100 hours additional flight time

8 15 hours night rating training (including 10 hours additional
instrument training)

8 50 hours instrument training for the IR(H) course

One may question the importance and/or usefulness of an Instrument

Rating in a PPL but the fact is that there is a huge, inexplicable and

unacceptable difference in flying hours required. In our opinion a PPL(A)

+ IR(A) with only 100 hours total experience poses a serious flight

safety hazard.

This difference in the amount of hours between the night raging for aeroplanes
and helicopters is coming from JAR-FCL (see JAR-FCL 1.125(c) and JAR-FCL
2.125(c). To the Agency’s knowledge, there is not any evidence that the
aeroplane night rating is not safe. Therefore, we do not see a reason to change
the system of JAR-FCL in this respect.

comment | 3553

comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union
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(a) (1) and (2)delete “night rating”

Reason: The training in night flight should be done during the IR-education. In
many countries in Europe is a night flight training during summertime not
possible

Partially accepted

CPL has indeed already a night rating. Please see the reply to comment 986
above.

For a PPL this is not the case. Night rating is not automatically in a PPL,
therefore it should be written here as a prerequisite.

3626 comment by: M Wilson-NetJjets
FCL.610 (A(1)

¢ It should not be a pre-requisite to hold a night rating to apply for an IR.

Suggestion:
delete "with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category; or"

FCL.610 (A)(2)
e It should not be a pre-requisite to hold a night rating to apply for an IR.

Suggestion:

Delete "with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category; or"
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3553 above.

The reference to the appropriate aircraft category is because this paragraph is
in section 1, common requirements, for all the categories of aircraft. It is not
possible to have for example a CPL with a night rating for helicopters.

4737 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.610(a)(3)

Why this requirement to hold an ATPL in another category of aircraft? He/she
will need to hold a license in the appropriate category of aircraft, i.e. a PPL or
CPL, as covered in (1) and (2), to get an IR at all. The pilot could also be
holder of an ATPL(H), wanting to include an IR(H), in witch case he/she should
hold an ATPL in the appropriate category of aircraft?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3341 above.

4966 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment:
ECA recommends to include ICAO requirement of min 40h of instrument flying
prerequisite (2.7.3.2 b) of ICAO annex 1.
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Justification: This is non ICAO compliant, as a Copy-paste of JAR FCL1.190,
which was not ICAO compliant. EASA needs to fix this discrepancy.

Noted

The amount of hour of instrument flying is part of the training course. See
Appendix 3 and 6. Which is ICAO compliance was paragraph JAR-FCL 1.190
and Appendix 1 to paragraph JAR-FCL 1.190.

5463 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.610 — IR Pre-requisites

Page No*: 31 of 647

Comment: No mention of medical fitness

Justification: Clarification, JAR-FCL 1.174/2.174 required applicant to be
medically fit in accordance with JAR-FCL 3.355(b)

Noted

All the medical requirements can be found in Part Medical of NPA 2008-17a.
The cross-reference of paragraph JAR-FCL 1.174, Medical fitness, was already
indicated in the Cross-reference table JAR-FCL 1 and 2 to EASA Part-FCL of
NPA 2008-17a.

5467 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.610

Page No: 31

Comment: IR applicants should be aware that they need to have an
audiogram.

Justification: IR applicants shall have satisfactory hearing.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Add ‘(d) meet the audiogram requirements of MED.B.075 (c¢)’

Noted

See the response to your comment 5467. All the medical requirements can be
found in Part Medical.

6890 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.610 (a)(3)

Why "ATPL in another category of aircraft?

This could mean that a holder of a PPL(A) who want to obtain the IR(A), might
be a holder of a VFR ATPL(H) only and does not need the NIGHT qualification
on aeroplanes.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3341 above.

6891 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.610 (c)
Additionally the same credit should be applied for these applicants who passed
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an ATPL(A), CPL(A)/IR and CPL(A) integrated course.
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 149 above.

7035 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.610
The word “Applicant” should be changed to “Candidate”. This para covers the
pre-requisites.

Noted

In Part-FCL an applicant is the same as in JAR terminology, namely an
applicant is a person who applies for a licence or a rating.

To apply for an IR, the candidate needs to have the licence with rating as
mentioned under (a). These are the ‘prerequisites’ in the correct use of this
word in English.

7036 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.610(a)(3)

Why this requirement to hold an ATPL in another category of aircraft? He/she
will need to hold a license in the appropriate category of aircraft, i.e. a PPL or
CPL, as covered in (1) and (2), to get an IR at all. The pilot could also be
holder of an ATPL(H), wanting to include an IR(H), in witch case he/she should
hold an ATPL in the appropriate category of aircraft?

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3341 above.

7234 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland
(a) (1) and (2)delete “night rating”

Reason: The training in night flight should be done during the IR-education. In
many countries in Europe is a night flight training during summertime not
possible

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3553 above.

7238 comment by: ECOGAS

It should not be a pre-requisite to hold a night rating to apply for an IR.

Suggestion: delete "with a night rating in the appropriate aircraft category; or"
as follows

(a) hold:
(1) a PPL with-anightrating-in-the-appropriate—aireraft-category; or
(2) a CPL withanightrating-in-theappropriate—aireraftcategory: or

Partially accepted
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Please see the reply to comment 3553 above.

7587 comment by: Atlantic Training Support
FCL.610 (A)(2) delete ' with a night rating in the appropriate category’
Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3626 above.

7817 comment by: Tim FREEGARDE

FCL610

As with my comment to para 48 (p29) of NPA 2008-17A: the most serious
deficiency with the NPA is the impact upon UK (and northern latitudes) glider
pilots of the removal of IMC priviledges without the introduction in any form of
a corresponding IMC rating. For those of us who fly in a country in which
cloudbases are commonly in the 4000'-5000' region (and below), the inability
to fly within 1000’ of cloudbase or within the cloud itself stands to make a huge
difference to the nature of cross-country flight possible on perhaps half of the
days on which soaring flight is possible. The VFR requirement furthermore
places foolish constraints upon the ability of wave-flying pilots to return to
ground level. In this respect, the NPA threatens a major part of our UK
sailplane activities. It is not acceptable to defer the issue, which should be
addressed as part of this NPA.

In addressing this question, EASA should recognize that soaring flight in or
near cloud is of a fundamentally different nature from IFR flight in powered
aircraft; that for most of the time it involves flying near but not withi cloud,
according to precisely the same conditions of skills and airmanship as other
VFR soaring flight; that, by its nature, soaring flight involves a greater
awareness of and concentration upon other nearby aircraft and geography; and
that there is no evidence of a safety nature to prompt a change from current
practice. EASA may wish to consider that, since no sensible pilot would
undertake instrument-based flight within cloud without prior instruction, there
is already a structure of defacto IFR instruction even where no formal rating
results, and in some states there are indeed well-developed syllabi for glider
IFR training. EASA could choose to allow existing priviledges and practices to
continue, or introduce a gliding IFR licence, or adopt the BGA proposal of a
cloud-flying endorsement. | support the latter, as it offers a formal and
therefore internationally recognizable version of current best practice.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 810 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.615 IR — Theoretical knowledge and flight p. 31-32

instruction

comment | 447 comment by: AK Aviation GmbH

It absolutly does not make sense to prescribe an integrated training course or
a modular course. The majority of aspirants of an PPL/IR are people who are
highly engaged in their jobs or their own companies. So of course they do not
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have the time available to visit an integrated training course (actually 200
hours prescribed in Germany!!!) or to do a modular course. It is not the
legislators task to prescribe how an PPL/IR apsirant acquires his knowledge.
The legislator only has to check if the aspirant has acquired the knowledge, not
how he has.

Moreover, the amount of theory stuff is far too much. Actually it is based on
the ATPL theory that includes huge amounts of stuff an PPL/IR pilot never will
need while flying his piston-powered Cessna, Mooney, Cirrus etc. under IFR.
The legislator should do everything possible to enable all privatpilots doing the
IR in an uncomplicated way so it is possible for them flying small aircraft IFR.
In the USA the percentage of IR-holders is about 10 times higher than in
Europe! This is because of the possibility to do the IR in a very practial
schooling without any obligatory blown-up theory courses.

An easy to reach IR by a pragmatic training would highly increase flying saftey
in europe General Aviation!

Noted

The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

NPA 2008-17a, Appendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 36 (page 26) indicates that there are no substantive
differences with the content of JAR-FCL 1.

Under JAR-FCL 1 there was also the integrated training course or a modular
course.

The Agency considers that this is sufficiently open.

As for your comment on the amount of theoretical knowledge: all comments
related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and IR
(Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

515 comment by: Otto Karlig

To prescribe an PPL/IR applicant doing an integrated or modular training
course is the main reason that prevents PPL holders doing their IR! The usual
PLL/IR applicant is highly engaged in his job or his own company and does not
have the time doing theory knowledge courses. The legislators job is only to
check if the applicant has the necessary knowledge; the legislator should not
prescribe how he reaches this knowledge.

Another aspect is the enormous amount of theory stuff. Just a fraction is
needed for a PPL/IR pilot to fly his Cessna, Mooney, Cirrus... under IFR. The
theory knowledge, which is based an ATPL stuff, has to be cleared out!

Those are two reason that cause, that the percentage of PPL+IR holders in the
USA is about 10 times higher than in Europe!

The EASA has to enable europe pilots doing their IR in uncomplicated und
pragmatic way so they can use their aircraft for flying from A to B for business
or private travel. EASA should set the US regulation as a benchmark and do
things better or equal.

Furthermore this would absolutly improve GA saftey in Europe!

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 447 above.

811 comment by: Robert Corbin

add clause:
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(a)(3) a sailplane cloud flying course in accordance with Appendix 6 to this
part.

Appendix 6 will also need to be amended to include a section on the training
requirements suitable to enable a sailplane to fly in cloud.

(c) SPL and LPL(S) need only a skill test and are exempt from the
requirements of subsection (b).

Sailplanes cannot maintain a level or heading and so cannot be controlled in
IMC in the same manner as other aircraft categories. The IFR rating for
sailplanes will thus be more restricted to the needs to gain height and not in
controlled airspace. Air law, aircraft general knowledge, flight performance and
meteorology should already be covered by the basic SPL or LPL(S)
examination. Radio navigation and IFR communications will not be relevant to
gliders.

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.

985 comment by: CAA Belgium

(b) Air Law is missing in the Appendix2.
There also seem to be several mistakes for the other subjects.

Noted

In Appendix 2 there is indeed the item ‘Air Law’ missing. Appendix 2 has to be
in compliance with Annex Ill, 1.b, Theoretical knowledge, of the Basic
Regulation 216/2008. This is an omission and the text will be amended
accordingly.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1104 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: The text should be changed so it is uniform with LPL and PPL
Proposal: ...shall demonstrate to the competent authority a level of
knowledge...

Not accepted

The text of FCL.120 (for LPL) and FCL.215 (for PPL) concerning the Theoretical
knowledge examinations should be uniform with the text of FCL.310 (for CPL),
FCL.515 (for ATPL) and FCL.615(IR). It's the other way around from your
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comment.
The Agency will redraft FCL.120 and FCL.215 and delete the reference to the
competent authority.

1125 comment by: KLSPublishing

615 (a) There should be a third option: self-study.

There is no reason, except that the FTOs would object to it, to not offer the
possibility to learn the syllabus objectives by the student itself and then apply
for the examination.

(b) According to this draft, the theoretical syllabus for IR has even been
extended. For example: With Meteorology the learning objectives of
climatology are know part of the game.

In my opinion this is b y f ar t oom u ¢ h theory. In 2006 | have sent a
complete new assignment list for IR in the syllabus to the JAA authority (I
never got an answer), reducing the LOs by appr. 50 %.

The objective in my opinion must be to keep this in balance with the FAA IR
requirements to prevent a large amount of license tourism.

Not accepted
The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 36 (page 26) indicates that there are no substantive
differences with the content of JAR-FCL 1.

Under JAR-FCL there was no option for self-study. Next to that, the option for
self-study would not be in compliance with the requirements from paragraph
2.7 Instrument Rating of Annex 1 to the Convention on International Civil
Aviation (ICAO).

Please also see the reply to comment 810 above.

1545 comment by: IAn
Appendix 3 was missing from the version viewed online

Partially accepted

Appendix 3 can be found at page 82 of NPA 2008-17b.

If you try to find Appendix 3 via the bookmark list of the CRT tool you find
twice Appendix 2 with a different title. The second Appendix 2 from the
bookmark list should be written ‘Appendix 3’. The title is the right one:
‘Training courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL and an IR’. This bookmark will
be amended in Appendix 3.

1976 comment by: Nigel Roche

The page break for page 31 of 647 comes after " - Air Law" which has the
effect of breaking the list of requirements. The document would be easier to
read and comply with if the use of page breaks and widows and orphan text
was observed.

Noted
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The Agency does not see the effect of breaking the list of requirements,
because the requirements continue on the next page.

It is also a matter in which font or font size you read or print the document.
Even in official documents from the European Union, like the Basic Regulation
216/2008 itself, published in the Official Journal of the European Union, there
are breakings from list because the list continues on the next page (see Article
8, under 6).

1985 comment by: Nigel Roche

The duration of this course is not given here but refers the reader to appendix
6. | would suggest it would be better to give a table of hours required here.

Noted
The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

Under JAR-FCL 1, the duration of the course was also given in an appendix,
namely Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.205.

3235 comment by: Gérard VOLAN

IR theorical knowledge .. (FCL 615) and Appendix 3 ( training courses
for the issue.;)

This wording trends to make one's belief there are 2 possible options to get IR
rating for all categories of pilots, whether they are private or professional,
Looking at appendix 3, details of (1) option- integrated course- entirely denies
such a possibility, as it requires 500 hours of theory Instruction and 180 hours
for flying training, which is totally unpratical-economically and operationally-
for a private pilot.

Noted
The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 36 (page 26) indicates that there are no substantive
differences with the content of JAR-FCL 1.

Both FCL.615 and Appendix 3 are referring to the different types of training
courses for the issue of a CPL, an ATPL, and an IR.

3394 comment by: Richard DUMAS, PPL(A)

Simplifier les exigences pour I'IR Théorique :

e en restreignant le cursus théorique au strict nécessaire

e en autorisant le self-training
Raisons du commentaire :
a) Les JAR.FCL ont fermé I'IR aux pilotes privés. Le NPA ne corrige pas cette
abération, au contraire :

e l'utilisation d’un IR FAA est méme rendu plus difficile

Page 109 of 519



response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

e en I'état du NPA, I'IMC rating UK est interdit

b) L’aviation générale certifiée Francaise va donc continuer a avoir un taux
d’accident mortel par hdv double de celui du UK (IMC rating) ou des US (IR
accessible au privé), un écart qui, sur les 5 ans d’existence de I'ESEA, a
représenté plus de 100 morts. Plus grave : la sécurité au UK va désormais se
dégrader.

Quand I’EASA — ou le S signifie safety, consciente de son devoir vis-
a-vis de cette hécatombe, adressera-t-elle cette question de
sécurité et favorisera-t-elle I'accés des pilotes prives au vol en IMC
-doncen IFR ?

Enfin, il est trés regrétable que, dans ce NPA qui crée une licence "dirigeable"
qui ne concerne qu'une poignée de pilotes en Europe - I'EASA ne traite ni de la
reconduction ni de la généralisation Européenne de I'IMC rating du UK
souhaitées par des milliers de pratiquants ?

Noted
The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 36 (page 26) indicates that there are no substantive
differences with the content of JAR-FCL 1.

a. Under JAR-FCL there was no option for self-study. Next to that, the option
for self-study would not be in compliance with the requirements from
paragraph 2.7 Instrument Rating of Annex 1 to the Convention on
International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

b. 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.

3835 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.615:
Regarding FCL.615 (b), ,Flight Performance and Monitoring“ should read
»Flight Planning and Monitoring*

Noted

In Annex IIl, 1.b, Theoretical knowledge, of the Basic Regulation 216/2008,
under (iv) is written ‘flight perfomance’. The text here in paragraph FCL.615 is
in compliance with this Annex.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.
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comment | 4026 comment by: Steven Luys

response

I am a European private pilot with a JAA PPL(A) license. I have a FAA
instrument rating for which I almost entirely trained in European airspace, with
a European instructor, and | now fly almost exclusively under IFR in the
European airspace system on American registered airplanes. | believe that my
private flying has become much safer due to the training, and | feel safer in
the air when being controlled by ATC and fly according to well established IFR
procedures. The reason that | did not choose to obtain a JAA instrument rating
was purely based on its inflexibility, time consumption, cost and perceived
theoretical redundancy. | am not bound to anything American other that the
instrument rating itself would have costed 4 times the price according to JAA
as compared to FAA. | am convinced that there is no safety case why such
instrument rating should cost 4 times the price and should force me into a
classroom for 30 saturdays.

| strongly urge EASA to design a legislation that allows ICAO instrument rated
private pilots to obtain a EASA Instrument Rating without going through major
loss of time or cost. | don't mind to pick up some difference flight training (say
10hrs) and theoretical training (say instrument related airlaw) if needed, but
not redoing the whole exercise. Either crediting ICAO instrument time, or
instrument training up to 40 hours of the required 50 hr IFR training is do-
able. Or leave it to an instrument instructor, or examiner to decide how much
extra training would be required.

Secondly, | strongly recommend making a private instrument rating more
accessible to private pilots. Reason: IFR flying improves the safety of private
flying. Please do not reason that instrument rated private pilot seek to take
more risk. | am not. | don't go flying into icing clouds, I don't bust altitudes or
disrupt traffic around busy airports. | don't fly if the ceiling is too low. I find
flying above 4000 ft AGL in Europe very empty, for lack of private pilots (on
IFR flight plans) and hence safer.

A EASA instrument rating can be made simpler by making the theoretical
syllabus more simple, by dropping the mandatory class room sessions (people
who can afford it have a busy working life), and by dropping the mandatory
expensive FTO route, because FTOs tend to restrict the airplanes on which you
can train to their own overcharged line-up. | trained with an independent
instructor on a private owned aircraft and | got an extremely good service for a
decent price.

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 Meteorolgical Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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.
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5413 comment by: CAA Belgium

Regarding FCL.615 (b), ,Flight Performance and Monitoring“ should read
»Flight Planning and Monitoring*

Noted

In Annex IIl, 1.b, Theoretical knowledge, of the Basic Regulation 216/2008,
under (iv) is written ‘flight perfomance’. The text here in paragraph FCL.615 is
in compliance with this Annex.

All comments related to Theoretical Knowledge Syllabus for the ATPL, CPL and
IR (Appendix 2) will be reviewed by Rulemaking Task FCL.002.

6534 comment by: IAOPA Europe

A PPL-IR is still missing. The knowledge requirements include turbine engines,
autothrottle, Inertial Navigation, FMS. All this is irrelevant for PPL-holders
flying typical GA aircraft and should be covered by Type Ratings, High
Performance Ratings when required.

IAOPA fully supports the EASA FCL.008 initiative for a more accessible IR!
Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

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 Meteorolgical Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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.

7585 comment by: Atlantic Training Support
FCL.610(A)(1) delete 'with a night rating in the appropriate category, or'
Partially accepted

A CPL has already a night rating, ruled in paragraph FCL.315 and Appendix 3.
The phrase ‘with a night rating’ in (a)(2) will be deleted.

The reference to the appropriate aircraft category is because this paragraph is
in section 1, common requirements, for all the categories of aircraft. It is not
possible to have for example a CPL with a night rating for helicopters.

7594 comment by: Hans Nobis

It is incomprehensible why the instrument rating in Europe continues to require
a pilot of a Cessna 172, to demonstrate comprehensive knowledge of
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turboprop and jet power plants. As a logical step in the past, many ambitious
pilots have chosen to acquire the US IFR rating which is far more in step
with practice.

It almost seems as though unwelcome competition should be excluded by rigid
regulations, instead of focusing primarily on safety aspects and easy bilateral
accreditation. This is absurd in an increasingly networked global world
economy.

Therefore | propose to implement a trimmed down and adapted IR for Private
Pilot needs and possibilities.

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 Meteorolgical Conditions (IMC) is
currently being discussed in a separate Rulemaking task, FCL.008.

One objective of this task is to review the JAR-FCL requirements for the
Instrument Rating (IR) with the aim to make the IR more accessible for the
PPL licence holder.

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.

7830 comment by: Ulrich Ablassmeier

A theoretical course should not be mandatory. It is not important how a
student gets the knowledge but that he has the knowledge and 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 courses for self study. If the
course is not mandatory cheaper books would do. This would reduce cost and
the student is free to learn as he likes.

Noted
The Agency follows closely paragraph JAR-FCL 1.195 and JAR-FCL 1.205.

NPA 2008-17a, Apendix | — Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, A.
Explanatory Note, number 36 (page 26) indicates that there are no substantive
differences with the content of JAR-FCL 1.

Under JAR-FCL 1 the theoretical course was also mandatory.

8075 comment by: Lasham gliding society

By excluding sailplanes from being able to have any kind of instrument
qualifaction you are removing the privilidge of flying near or in cloud that glider
pilots often use when flying.

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
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submitted to public consultation, and on which you will be able to place your
comments.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.620 IR — Skill test P-

32

comment

response

comment

response

812 comment by: Robert Corbin

Amend clause (a) to read

(a) Applicants for an IR shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 7-A
to the Part, or in the case of SPL or LPL(S) in accordance with Appendix 7-B to
the Part to demonstrate the ability to perform the relevant procedures and
manoeuvres with a degree of competency appropriate to the privileges
granted.

The skill test as detailed in Appendix 7 is mostly not relevant to the
characteristics of sailplane flight and so an additial appendix part will be
required specifically for sailplanes cloud flying.

Not accepted

Applicants for an IR shall pass a skill test in accordance with Appendix 7. The
first part of the Appendix 7 contains requirements for all the categories of
aircraft mentioned in the second part of Appendix 7 under ‘Content of the test’.
There you find the category A for aeroplanes, B for helicopters and C for
airships. This means that for example for aeroplanes you have to comply with
the requirements from the first part and then with the special requirements for
aeroplanes under A; same way for the helicopters and airships.

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 place your
comments.

3628 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
FCL.620(b)

e Proposed wording does not all for the propect of taking the test in a
centreline thust twin. The unique aspects of this aircraft type should be
included in the proposal.

Suggestion:

add "If the aircraft used to conduct the skill test has centre-line thrust, the
privileges are restricted to single engine or multi engine with centre line thrust”

Not accepted
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The Agency follows closely the system of JAR-FCL (see paragraph JAR-FCL
1.210(c), where there was no such limitation of privileges as you suggest in
your suggestion. The Agency is not aware of any evidence that the current
wording poses a safety risk, and therefore has decided not to change it.

The Agency will however add the reference to the centreline thrust as it was
mentioned under paragraph JAR-FCL 1.210(c).

3682 comment by: OAA Oxford

Proposed wording does not allow for the prospect of taking the test in a
centreline thrust twin. The unique aspects of this aircraft type should be
included in the proposal. Suggestion: add "If the aircraft used to conduct the
skill test has centre-line thrust, the privileges are restricted to single engine or
multi engine with centre line thrust.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3628 above.

5469 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL620 (a) IR skill Test

Page No*: 32 of 647

Comment: Nowhere does it require the training or skill test to be conducted
by sole reference to instruments

Justification: IRT must demonstrate instrument flying skills: this cannot be
done if the applicant can see external visual references.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Applicants for an IR shall pass a skill test flown by sole reference to
instruments in accordance with.....

Partially accepted

Your comment that there is not a requirement that the training or skill test
must be conducted by sole reference to instruments is right. This was not the
case under the JAR-FCL either.

The Agency sees however the need for this requirement and after consulting
the Review group FCL.001 decided to change Appendix 7 and add in paragraph
10 starred (**) items in the different sections where there shall be flown solely
by reference to instruments.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7196
across Europe

(b) Does this mean the skill test cannot be conducted in an approved
simulator? If not, could justifcation be included.
Request clarification.

Noted

The skill test must be conducted in an aircraft.

This was already regulated under JAR-FCL. The only exception JAR-FCL made
was in paragraph 1.246(a) after (I11) in a specific case for revalidation.
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7242 comment by: ECOGAS

Proposed wording does not all for the propect of taking the test in a centreline
thust twin. The unique aspects of this aircraft type should be included in the
proposal.

add the following to para (b): "If the aircraft used to conduct the skill test has
centre-line thrust, the privileges are restricted to single engine or multi engine
with centre line thrust.”

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3628 above.

7589 comment by: Atlantic Training Support

FCL.620(b) add ' if the aircraft used to conduct the skill test has centre-line
thrust, the privileges are restricted to single engine or multi-engine with
centre-line thrust'

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3628 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.625 IR — Validity, revalidation and renewal

comment

102 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

I understand from this article that every IR renewal has to be made on an
aircraft. Am 1| right ??2?

If yes, can we image men and women being pilots on large aircrafts (747-
777..) having to come back to a school doing some twin engines planes to
renew their IR ???

They (for the most) will feel better in their previous plane and FFS than on a
twin engines they have never seen and working in crew (which is the job they
are paid for) than as a single pilot.

In that case, may | suggest to keep the spirit of the revalidation :

(1) When combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall pass a
proficiency check on FFS, in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part;

(2) when not combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall
performed a proficiency check on aeroplane.

New text :

FCL.625 IR Validity,

revalidation and renewal

(a) Validity. An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the
date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before its expiry date,
from that expiry date.

(b) Revalidation.
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(1) An IR shall be revalidated within the 3 months immediately preceding the
expiry date of the rating.

(2) An applicant who fails to pass the relevant section of an IR proficiency
check before the expiry date of the IR shall not exercise the IR privileges until
he/she has passed the proficiency check.

(c) Renewal. If an instrument rating has expired, in order to renew his/her
privileges the applicant shall:

(1) go through refresher training at an approved training organization, to reach
the level of proficiency needed to pass the instrument element of the skill test
in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part; and

(2) complete a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part—in

(d) If the IR has not been revalidated or renewed within the preceding 7 years,
the holder will be required to pass again the IR theoretical knowledge
examination and skill test.

Not accepted

It was not the intention of the Agency to exclude the possibility of having the
IR renewal made in an FSTD. That should be clear by the reference to
Appendix 9, which indicates clearly that FSTDs may be used. The reference to
aircraft category is included, and is necessary to make clear that a proficiency
check in an aeroplane (or an FSTD representing the aeroplane) will not renew
an IR(H). That is the meaning of the sentence that you suggest should be
deleted. It does not mean that the check needs to be done in an aircraft.

349 comment by: Colm Farrell

The 1 year validity period is not appropriate for a private pilots licence. This
should be changed to a 2 year period.

Revalidation for a private pilots licence should be by further training, similar to
the revalidation of the underlying pilots licence. Revaladition by test should
only be required every 6 years for an IR attached to a private pilots licence.

The annual test will put off pilots training for this rating, for private purposes.
The additional training should be encouraged as it helps to improve safety.

Not accepted

The validity period of 1 year in paragraph FCL.625(a) is not a new requirement
and already existed under JAR-FCL. The requirement has been taken over from
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.185(a).

494 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

G/Section 1

FCL.625(a) Validity: Is in contradiction with AR:FCL.215

FCL.625 (b)(1): "shall" is not acceptable. Check can be done on any
date.

FCL.625 (d) With regard to FCL.025 (c) (2) similar text is required.
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Proposal

If the IR has not been revalidated or renewed within 7 years from the
last validity date of the IR entered in the licence, the holder will be
required to pass the IR theoretical knowledge examination and skill
test again.

Not accepted

The validity period in paragraph FCL.625(a) doesn’'t contradict paragraph
AR.FCL.215. In fact, they are complementary, and together mean exactly what
is intended in your comment. However, the text will be amended accordingly.
Please see the reply to comment 3814 below.

The use of ‘shall’ in paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and
existed already under JAR-FCL. The text has been taken over from paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.246(a). It also does not mandate the proficiency check to be passed
at a certain date, as you seem to have understood, but ‘within’ a certain
period.

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(d) is not a new requirement and
existed already under JAR-FCL. The requirement has been taken over in the
same wording from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.185(c). This requirement is about the
renewal or revalidation of the IR. Paragraph FCL.025(c)(2) applies to
something different: the validity period of the completion of the ATPL.

Furthermore, the Agency does not see the difference between your proposal
and the text of the NPA. The meaning of both texts seems to be exactly the
same. Of course the 7 years count from the last expiry date entered in the
licence.

562 comment by: Rod Wood
(b)(2) line one after ....... fails add "to".
Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.

628 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association

(c) Strongly disagree. There can be no valid reason to require refresher
training for all expired ratings. This will require training for a renewal of a
rating that has expired by just one day. There should be a reasonable time
after expiry before training is required before test.

Noted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c) for renewal of an IR is not a new
requirement and existed already under JAR-FCL. The requirement has been
taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b).

Please see also the reply to comment 1266.

813 comment by: Robert Corbin
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Add to the clause:
(a) (2) Validity for SPL and LPL(S) is indefinite.

The requirement to revalidate and renew yearly will impose significant burden
on gliding examiners where the costs would be disproportionate to the safety
gain in demonstrating that the pilot can safely control the glider in cloud. The
two main risks in cloud flying are collisions with other aircraft and losing contiol
and overspeeding or overstressing the airframe. The former is not a flight
licencing issue whereas the skill of maintaing control once learnt is not likely to
be forgotten after one year. Glider pilots are aware of the risks of flying and
have accepted them. The law and licences should not protect them from
themselves but should only be in place for the protection of third parties. There
are no third parties in a loss of control incident.

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 place your
comments.

987 comment by: CAA Belgium

(c) in case of renewal a certain standardisation of the refresher training
programme should be provided in proportion with the period during which the
IR has expired.

Noted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c)(1) for the refresher training for a
renewal is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The
requirement has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(1)(i).

If you look at AMC to paragraph FCL.635(c) (page 361 of this NPA) you will see
that the time lapsed since the expiry of the rating is taken into account for the
training programme.

Please see also the reply to comment 1266.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1102 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: This should be changed to be uniform with the requirements for
ATPL-theory. Ref. FCL.025 ¢ (2) page 6. As it is written, the IR is valid 7 years
from renewal/revalidation, but the ATPL theory is valid 7 years from last
validity date. This gives a difference of one year in validity of the theoretical
examinations.

Proposal: If the IR has not been revalidated or renewed within 7 years from
the last validity date of the IR, the holder will be required to pass the IR
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theoretical knowledge examination and skill test again.
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 494 above.

1135 comment by: CAA Belgium

The initial IR check has to be performed in an aircraft. Nothing is sais for the
revalidation or renewal. Is a FS,FNPT I or Il or a BIDT acceptable ?
Should be clarified.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 102 above.

1145 comment by: KLSPublishing

625 (a) In addition to what I have commented under FCL 600 in general, the
valid time of just 1 year for the IR is too low.

Most of the pilots in the area of General Aviation do not have enough time to
keep track on the various revalidation issues with such a license, which orients
itself completely on the commercial side.

| suggest to extend the valid time to 2 years and synchronize it with the main
Pilot License. As you can see on my graphics this would do no harm since the
standard and the commercial license blocks are decoupled.

Private IR-license holders in the US appr. 45 % (of PPL)
Private IR-license holders in Germany < 1 % (of PPL)

Noted

The validity period of 1 year in paragraph FCL.625(a) is not a new requirement
and already existed under JAR-FCL. The requirement has been taken over from
paragraph JAR-FCL 1.185(a).

1266 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

JAR-FCL 1.246 (b) currently reads: "b) Renewal (1) If an instrument rating,
has expired, the applicant shall (i) meet refresher training and additional
requirements as determined by the Authority"

There is no current requirement that refresher training must be at an approved
FTO and there is no safety case for introducing such a requirement.

This imposes the scheduling and overheads of an organisation which is
typically focused on integrated ATPL training. Any instrument instructor should
be able to provide refresher training. The independent instructor community is
also better placed to provide training on aircraft types outside the limited
range available in FTO fleets.

AMC to FCL.625 sensibly provides that no training is mandated if the rating has
expired by less than 3 months. Therefore a candidate should be able to present
themselves to an IRE for a skill test without the bureaucracy of going through
an instructor or FTO. Additionally, this period should be increased to 6 months.

Our proposed wording is
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(c) Renewal. If an instrument rating has expired, in order to renew his/her
privileges the applicant shall:

(1) complete a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part, in
the relevant aircraft category; and

(2) If the rating has expired by more than 6 months, go through refresher
training, with an instrument instructor, to reach the level of proficiency needed
to pass the proficiency check

[AMC to FCL.625(c) will require appropriate amendment]
Not accepted

After consulting the Review group FCL.001 it has been decided that the text of
paragraph FCL.625 in this context, and the AMC to FCL.625, will not be
amended. This means that all training will be done under the supervision of an
ATO.

1314 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification:

This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be more elegant for
the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.

(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification: Typographical error.
Partially accepted

Please see the replies to comments 494 and 3814.

Editorial comment accepted. The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be
amended accordingly.

1977 comment by: Esko RUOHTULA

According to draft FCL.625 (b) and (b) an IR is valid for one year and it shall
be revalidated within three months preceding the expiry date. This short
window available for revalidation is unnecessarily restrictive if a pilot has
several type/ class ratings. Consider a pilot who has three type ratings, one
that expires in September, one that expires in January and one that expires in
May. As | read the draft, he has only one IR that expires e.g. together with the
first TR in September. If he doesn’t need this type rating any more and doesn’t
fly a proficiency check in July - September, his IR expires. He has two valid
type ratings but he may not fly IFR without approaching competent authority
and paying for a new licence as the proficiency checks (that included the
instrument flying part) for these remaining ratings were outside of the three
month window for revalidating his IR.
To avoid this kind of situations | propose to combine FCL. 625 (a) and (b)and
to replace the draft text with following:
FCL.625 IR — Validity, revalidation and renewal.

(a)Validity and revalidation.
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(1) When issued or renewed an IR is valid for 12 months from the end
of the month of issue or renewal.

(2) When a proficiency check for revalidation or renewal of a type or
class rating includes the instrument element, the IR is revalidated to
expire at the same date as that type or class rating.

(3) When revalidation is not combined with class or type rating, an IR
shall be revalidated within 3 months immediately preceding the
expiry date of the rating and is valid for 12 months from that expiry
date.

Not accepted

Please see the replies to comments 494 and 3814.

2032 comment by: Nigel Roche

(b) Revalidation.
(1) An IR shall be revalidated within the 3 months immediately preceding the
expiry date of therating.

I would suggest rewording of (1) as follows to make it clearer to the reader.
Revalidation of an IR shall be completed within three months of the ratings
expiry date.

or

If the holder of an IR revalidates the rating within three months of the expiry
date, the 12 month validity of the IR will be taken from expiry date, not the
actual test date.

Noted

The text of paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) for the revalidation period of 3 months is
an exact copy of the text of paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(a).
The Agency considers this text clear enough to the reader.

2033 comment by: Nigel Roche

b) Revalidation.

(2) An applicant who fails pass the relevant section of an IR proficiency check
before the expiry date of the IR shall not exercise the IR privileges until he/she
has passed the proficiencycheck.

Insert " to " between "who fails pass” so it reads "who fails to pass"
Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.

2124 comment by: British International Helicopters

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification: This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be
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more elegant for the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.
(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification: Typographical error.

Partially accepted

Please see the replies to comments 494 and 3814.
The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be amended accordingly.

3629 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
FCL.625 (c)(1)

e Proposed wording does not allow for brief expiration period before
renewal

Suggestion:
change "and" to "or"

Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c)(1) for the refresher training for a
renewal is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The
requirement has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(1)(i). In
this paragraph you also find at the end of the sentence ‘and’ which means the
applicant has also to fulfil the following requirement. In this case FCL.625(c)(2)
and under the old regime of JAR-FCL, JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(2)(ii).

Please see also the reply to comment 1266.

3810 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

FCL.625 IR

"to" is missing !

(b)

(2) An applicant who fails to pass the relevant section of an IR proficiency
check before the expiry date of the IR shall not exercise the IR privileges until
he/she has passed the proficiency check.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.

3814 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL .625 (a)

This wording is consistent with FCL.940 and FCL.1025 (a).

Strokes elements are not consistent with AR.FCL.215 which says :

"When issuing, revalidating or renewing a rating or instructor certificate, the
competent authority shall extend the validity period of the rating or instructor
certificate until the end of the month in which the validity would otherwise
expire. That date shall remain the expiry date of the rating or instructor
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certificate.”

Future work ' AMC to FCL.1025 should be withdraw and AR.FCL.215 amended
as follow : "When issuing, revalidating or renewing a rating er instructor or
examiner certificate, the competent authority shall .....b

We propose the following modification :

Validity. An IR shall be is—valid for 1 year. Fhis

Partially accepted

The text of paragraph FCL.625 (a) will be amended accordingly.

The Agency does not understand your request to withdraw AMC to paragraph
FCL.1025. In our view, it is not in contradiction with paragraph AR.FCL.215.

3836 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.625:

FCL.625 seems to be in contradiction to FCL.905.TRI because FCL.625 does not
provide instructional requirements regarding the revalidation and/or renewal of
an instrument rating (see our comment on FCL.905.TRI).

FCL.625 (b) (1) should state explicitly that the revalidation shall happen by
means of a proficiency check.

Noted

Paragraph FCL.625(b) for revalidation has to read together for (1) and (2). In
(2) it is stated very clear that the applicant had to pass a proficiency check.

The text of paragraph FCL.905.TRI (a)(2) will be amended into: (2) the
revalidation and renewal of instrument ratings, provided the TRI holds a valid
instrument.

3914 comment by: DCA Malta
FCL.625 / FCL.740 / AR.215 Need to be harmonized

FCL.625 (b)(1) "shall" is not appropriate - it is possible that a check is done
before the 3 months immediately preceding the expiry date.

Noted

The use of ‘shall’ in paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and
already existed under JAR-FCL. The text has been taken over from paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.246(a).

4403 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

(a) Change Validity to:
An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
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expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification:

This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be more elegant for
the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.

(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification: Typographical error.
Partially accepted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.
The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be amended accordingly.

4644 comment by: Héli-Union

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification: This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be
more elegant for the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.

(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification: Typographical error.
Accepted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.
The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be amended accordingly.

4738 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.625(a)

The validity period is counted from the date of issue or renewal, or if
revalidated before expiry date, from that expiry date. This brings up several
issues:

First, for issue or renewal, the validity period should be counted from the date
of the skill test/proficiency check. This is necessary for consistency. Just
because one authority takes longer time in processing than another authority
should not lead to a longer validity period from the date of the test/check. The
counting should start on the date the candidate actually proves his/her skills or
proficiency, not at a purely administrative point in time.

Secondly: The last sentence of the para states that “...if revalidated before
expiry date, from that expiry date”. This does not make sense. As it is written,
a candidate could do a skill test on day 1, then, 10 days later, do a proficiency
check. As this para is written, he/she would then get another full validity
period added to the rating. Then, 10 days later, do yet another proficiency
check..... and he/she could indeed accumulate a very long validity this way.
Anyway all revalidations have to be done prior to expiry date - otherwise it is a
renewal, not a revalidation - so the sentence has to be re-written. This should
also take into account the two possible revalidation scenarios: Within the last
three months of validity (maintains same expiry date) and before the three last
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months of validity (results in new expiry date, 12 months from date of
proficiency check.

Noted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.

4772 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.625.A Is in contradiction with AR.FCL.215

FCL.625/FCL740/AR.215: Validity, revalidation and renewal: Needs to be
reviewed and harmonized with regard to structure, content, etc. (expect
comment from Ireland).

Noted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.

4773 comment by: CAA Belgium
(b) (1): “shall” is not acceptable: Check can be done on any date.
Noted

The use of ‘shall’ in paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and
already existed under JAR-FCL. The text has been taken over from paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.246(a).

4821 comment by: Chris Gowers
FCL.625 (b) (2) Insert “to” between “fails” and “pass”
Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.

4858 comment by: HUTC

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification: This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be
more elegant for the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.

(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification: Typographical error.
Partially accepted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.
The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be amended accordingly.

4967 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
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Comment: editorial change underlined in (b)(2):

(2) An applicant who fails to pass the relevant section of an IR proficiency
check before the expiry date of the IR shall not exercise the IR privileges until
he/she has passed the proficiency check.

Accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended accordingly.

5309 comment by: AEA

Relevant text

(c) Renewal. If an instrument rating has expired, in order to renew his/her
privileges the applicant shall:

(1) go through refresher training at an approved training organisation, to reach
the level of proficiency needed to pass the instrument element of the skill test
in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part; and

(2) complete a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part, in
the relevant aircraft category.

Comment:

(C) (1) is a new requirement not specified in JAR—FCL 1.185

Proposal:

(C)Renewal

If an instrument rating has expired, in order to renew his/her privileges the
applicant shall complete a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to
this Part, in the relevant aircraft category.

Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c)(1) for the refresher training for a
renewal is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The
requirement has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(1)(i).

Please see also the reply to comment 1266.

5362 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment: This should be changed to be uniform with the requirements for
ATPL-theory. Ref. FCL.025 c (2) page 6. As it is written, the IR is valid 7 years
from renewal/revalidation, but the ATPL theory is valid 7 years from last
validity date. This gives a difference of one year in validity of the theoretical
examinations.

Proposal: If the IR has not been revalidated or renewed within 7 years from
the last validity date of the IR, the holder will be required to pass the IR
theoretical knowledge examination and skill test again.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 494 above.

5415 comment by: CAA Belgium
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FCL.625 seems to be in contradiction to FCL.905.TRI because FCL.625 does not
provide instructional requirements regarding the revalidation and/or renewal of
an instrument rating.

FCL.625 (b) (1) should state explicitly that the revalidation shall happen by
means of a proficiency check.

Noted

Paragraph FCL.625(b) for revalidation has to read together for (1) and (2). In
(2) it is stated very clear that the applicant had to pass a proficiency check.

5473 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL.625 — IR Validity, revalidation and renewal

Page No*: 32 of 647

Comment:

Paragraph (b) (1) states the IR is valid for 1 year from date of issue. In the
UK, we issue the IR from the date of the test completed for 12 months. If the
IR validity is calculated from the date of issue the applicant could delay their
application for a number of months and then apply for endorsement. This
would mean that a longer period of 12 months between tests could be
possible.

There is no provision to extend validity to the end of the month as required by
NPA Part AR and to align with requirements for the Operator Proficiency Check.

Paragraph (d) states that the IR exams need to be passed when an IR has not
been revalidated/renewed within the preceding 7 years. Does this apply as
long as any IR has been revalidated/renewed (i.e in another category of
aircraft). Could any other ICAO IR held be recognised and the 7 years expiry
based on that?

Justification: Clarification

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

(a) Validity. An IR is valid for one year and the remainder of the month in
which renewal would become due. This period shall be counted from the date
of test, or if the rating is revalidated before its expiry date, from that expiry
date.

Noted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.

5483 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

625/625.A

Page No: 32

Comment:

It is unclear as to whether any form of FSTD may be used to renew a single
pilot IR either as part of an LPC or as a standalone item, especially as the
column heading showing this information in Appendix 9 is blank. It can be
implied that, as a relaxation to use a FTD 2/3 or FFS is given specifically in
625.A (a)(3), no such relaxation exists for renewals or revalidations when
combined with a LPC. If the intention is that a FFS may be used for a combined
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LPC/IR revalidation or renewal and for a standalone renewal in accordance with
Appendix 9 then it seems unfair that a FFS is not acceptable for alternate
revalidations (625.A (a)(3)). If an FFS is not acceptable for standalone
renewals or for combined LPC/IRs then this should be stated.

Justification:

Clarification is required.

Partially accepted

Due to the required standards for the devices as described in FSTD, only an
FNPT 11, FNPT Il MCC or FFS can be used for stand-alone IR(A)-Revalidation.
In combination with proficiency checks only a FFS can be used.

The requirement to perform each alternate proficiency check in an aeroplane is
the same as in JAR-FCL 1, Amendment 7.

The Agency will conduct a revision of all the references to the different kind of
simulators in Part-FCL to ensure correctness and consistency.

5485 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: 625.A

Page No: 32

Comment:

625.A(a)(3) allows the use of a FFS or FTD 2/3 for standalone revalidation.
JAR-FCL allowed the use of FNPT 2 and these devices may be used for initial
training for the IR. Very few current FNPT 2s are also FTD 2s. There are no
fixed wing FTD 3s at present

Justification: This is an unnecessary restriction of current JAR-FCL rules.
Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read: ‘An FNPT 2, FTD 2/3 or a FFS may be used in the case of
paragraph (2), but at least each alternate proficiency check for the revalidation
of an IR(A) in these circumstances shall be performed in an aeroplane.’

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 5483 above.

5935 comment by: Icelandic CAA

(a) The reference to date of issue or renewal should be replaced by the date of
skill test or proficency check since the the validity of the rating should not
depend on lead times of processing applications within the authority.

Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(a) is not a new requirement and
already existed under JAR-FCL under the same wording. The requirement has
been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.185(a) were also is written ‘date of
issue or renewal’.

Please see also the reply to comments 494 and 3814 above.

6292 comment by: DCAA

FCL.625 (b)(1): Text changed to: Revalidation of IR Rating can be done at any
date
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Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and
already existed under JAR-FCL. The text has been taken over from paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.246(a).

6542 comment by: TAOPA Europe

To have IR Refresher courses only in a ATO is not reasonable. Any IRI can also
offer the refresher training, an ATO environment is not necessary

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1266 above.

6895 comment by: CAA CZ

para (a)

Validity of rating cannot be counted as 12 or 24 months from the date of issue
or renewal but from the date when the skill test was conducted to obtain the
rating.

Noted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.

6900 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.625 (b)(1)

When a requirement for renewal of the rating within 3 months before the
expiry is applied, it should be stated what happens when the proficiency check
is performed earlier, for example 4 months before the expiry date. For these
cases it should be stated that validity of the qualification will be calculated from
the date of passing the proficiency check, i.e. + 12 or 24 months.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 6292 above.

6944 comment by: Austrian Aero Club

FCL.625 IR — Gultigkeit, Verlangerung und Erneuerung (b) (1)

Es wird festgelegt, dass die Verlangerung einer Instrumentenflugberechtigung
innerhalb drei Monaten vor dem Ablaufdatum erfolgen soll. Der Osterreichische
Aero Club schlagt eine Erweiterung auf drei Monate und bis zu drei Monate
nach dem Ablaufdatum vor.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 6292 above.

7037 comment by: CAA Norway

625(a)
The validity period is counted from the date of issue or renewal, or if
revalidated before expiry date, from that expiry date. This brings up several
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issues:

First, for issue or renewal, the validity period should be counted from the date
of the skill test/proficiency check. This is necessary for consistency. Just
because one authority takes longer time in processing than another authority
should not lead to a longer validity period from the date of the test/check. The
counting should start on the date the candidate actually proves his/her skills or
proficiency, not at a purely administrative point in time.

Secondly: The last sentence of the para states that “...if revalidated before
expiry date, from that expiry date”. This does not make sense. As it is written,
a candidate could do a skill test on day 1, then, 10 days later, do a proficiency
check. As this para is written, he/she would then get another full validity
period added to the rating. Then, 10 days later, do yet another proficiency
check..... and he/she could indeed accumulate a very long validity this way.
Anyway all revalidations have to be done prior to expiry date - otherwise it is a
renewal, not a revalidation - so the sentence has to be re-written. This should
also take into account the two possible revalidation scenarios: Within the last
three months of validity (maintains same expiry date) and before the three last
months of validity (results in new expiry date, 12 months from date of
proficiency check.

Noted

Please see the reply to comments 494 and 3814 above.

7038 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.625(b)(1)

This requires the revalidation to take place within the last 3 months of the
validity. This is rigid, if a pilot for any reason wants to revalidate earlier,
he/she should have that possibility. Of course, the new expiry date should then
be counted from the date of the proficiency check. The only reason the 3
months were introduced in JAR-FCL was to keep the same expiry date,
something that is not reflected here. It was never intended — nor serves any
logic purpose — to restrict all revalidations to take place within these 3 months.

This para should read “To keep the same expiry date, an IR shall be
revalidated within....”

Then there needs to be inserted a new sentence covering revalidations done
prior to these 3 months, resulting in the new expiry date.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 6292 above.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7110
across Europe

(a) Change Validity to:

An IR is valid for 1 year. This period shall be counted from the end of the
month of the date of issue or renewal or, if the rating is revalidated before the
expiry date, from that expiry date.

Justification:

This is already allowed elsewhere in the rules, but it would be more elegant for
the basic validity period to reflect this to avoid confusion.
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(b)(2) Insert to in "An applicant who fails to pass"

Justification:
Typographical error.

Partially accepted

Please see the replies above to comments 494 and 3814.
The text in paragraph FCL.625(b)(2) will be amended accordingly.

7248 comment by: ECOGAS

Proposed wording "Renewal. If an instrument rating has expired, in order to
renew his/her privileges the applicant shall:

(1) go through refresher training at an approved training organisation, to reach
the level of proficiency needed to pass the instrument element of the skill test
in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part; and” does not allow for brief
expiration period before renewal

Suggestion: change the final "and" to "or"

Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c)(1) for the refresher training for a
renewal is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The
requirement has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(1)(i). In
this paragraph you also find at the end of the sentence ‘and’ which means the
applicant has also to fulfil the following requirement. In this case FCL.625(c)(2)
and under the old regime of JAR-FCL, JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(2)(ii).

Please see also the reply to comment 1266 above.

7302 comment by: trevor sexton

FCL.625 IR validty revalidation and renewal

(c) strongly disagree

There can be no valid reason to require refresher training for all expired
ratings, evewhen the rating has expired by one day.

There should be a reasonable time before re test.
no safety case.

Noted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c) for renewal of an IR is not a new
requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The requirement has been
taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b).

Please see also the reply to comment 1266.

8115 comment by: Wolfgang Lamminger

To have IR Refresher courses only in a ATO is not reasonable. Any IRI can also
offer the refresher training, an ATO environment is not necessary

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1266 .
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8208 comment by: Klagenfurter Flugsport Club
(b) (1)

Es wird festgelegt, dass die Verlangerung einer Instrumentenflugberechtigung
innerhalb drei Monaten vor dem Ablaufdatum erfolgen soll. Wir schlagen vor,
dass die Verlangerung in einem Zeitraum von drei Monaten vor und nach
Ablaufdatum erfolgen kann.

Noted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and
already existed under JAR-FCL. The text has been taken over from paragraph
JAR-FCL 1.246(a).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 2:
Specific requirements for the aeroplane category — FCL.625.A IR(A) — p. 32-33

Revalidation

comment

103 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

As not indicated, we may think, that this article means every IR renewal has to
be made on an aircraft. If this is right, can we image pilots in companies after
twenty years having to go to a school doing some twin engines planes just to
renew their IR in single pilot ??

They will feel better in their plane or FFS than on a twin engines they have
never seen and working in crew (which is the job they are paid for) than as a
single pilot.

May | suggest to keep the spirit of the revalidation :

FCL.625.A IR(A) Revalidation and renewal
(a) Revalidation. Applicants for the revalidation of an IR(A):

(1) When combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall pass a
proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part;

(2) when not combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall :

(i) for single pilot aeroplanes, complete section 3b and those parts of section 1
relevant to the intended flight, of the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix
9 to this Part; and

(ii) for multi-engine aeroplanes, complete section 6 of the proficiency check for
single pilot aeroplanes in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part by sole
reference to instruments.

(3) An FTD 2/3 or a FFS may be used in the case of paragraph (2), but at least
each alternate proficiency check for the revalidation of an IR(A) in these
circumstances shall be performed in an aeroplane.

(b) Renewal. If an instrument rating has expired, in order to renew his/her
privileges the applicant shall:

(1) go through refresher training at an approved training organization, to reach
the level of proficiency needed to pass the instrument element of the skill test
in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part; and
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(2) When combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall pass a
proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part;

(3) when not combined with the revalidation of a class or type rating, shall :

(i) for single pilot aeroplanes, complete section 3b and those parts of section 1
relevant to the intended flight, of the proficiency check prescribed in Appendix
9 to this Part; in the relevant aircraft category , and

(ii) for multi engine aeroplanes, complete section 6 of the proficiency check for
single pilot aeroplanes in accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part in the
relevant aircraft category by sole reference to instruments.

Noted

It was not the intention of the Agency to exclude the possibility of having the
IR renewal made in an FSTD. That should be clear by the reference to
Appendix 9, which indicates clearly that FSTDs may be used.

See also the reply on your comment 102 on paragraph FCL.625.

988 comment by: CAA Belgium

(2)(2)(i) "and those parts of section 1 relevant to the intended flight” is not
clear.
Proposal: delete and replace by "and section 1".

Not accepted

If the requirement would be redrafted to ‘and section 1’ it will mean that all the
manoeuvres/procedures apply. This does not necessarily have to be the case.
This depends on the kind of intended flight. For that reason the Agency has
written here ‘and those parts of section 1 relevant to the intended flight'.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1068 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment: An FTD 2 A has no visual system so it can't be used for
revalidation of an IR (A). An FTD 2/3 H has a visual system, which means it
can be used for IR (H).

There is no FTD 3 for aeroplane; only for H. An FNPT Il A or an FNPT Il MCC A
can be used for revalidation of an IR (A).

Proposal: 3) An FNPT Il A/Il MCC A or a FFS A may be used in the case of
paragraph (2), but at least each alternate proficiency check for the revalidation
of an IR(A) in these circumstances shall be performed in an aeroplane.

Accepted

Your comment is correct that the used device needs to be equipped with a
visual system as you need visual cues for decision making at the decision
height. You are also right that there is no FTD 3 for aeroplane; only for H.

The Agency will conduct a revision of all the references to the different kind of
simulators in Part-FCL to ensure correctness and consistency.

The Agency will redraft subparagraph (3) accordingly, but there is no need to
add an (A) because FCL.625.A refers to the aeroplane category.
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2914 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

(2)(2)(i) Change "and those parts of section 1 relevant to the intended flight"
by "and section 1".

Justification: Is not clear.
Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 988 above.

3055 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

It is stated that instrument rating shall be revalidated within three months
preceding the expiry date. This should be extended from three months before
to three months after expiry date.

Noted

The Agency assumes that your comment applies to FCL.625, while in
FCL.625.A there is no mentioning of the 3 months revalidation period.

The requirement of the revalidation within 3 months in paragraph
FCL.625(b)(1) is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL.
The text has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(a).

3196 comment by: Susana Nogueira

New wording:

(2)(2)(i) for single-pilot aeroplanes, complete section 3b and section 1 of the
proficiency check ...

Justification: The proposed text is not clear.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 988 above.

3837 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.625.A:

FCL.625.A (a)(2) (ii) is in contradiction to FCL.740.A (a) (4) and imprecise with
respect to FCL.625.A (a) (2) (i). What are the requirements for a pilot with a
type rating for a single pilot multi engine aeroplane? Section 3b and parts of
section 1? Or section 6?7 Or section 3, section 6 and parts of section 1? And
how come he is allowed to do the IR check and proficiency check for class/type
rating separately when FCL.740.A (a) (4) requires a combination of the two?

Actually, doing the IR- check separately from a proficiency check seems to
make sense only for pilots with a SEP class rating due to its validity of two
years whereas the validity of a IR rating is one year. Aeroplane class/types
other than SEP require a proficiency check for revalidation every 12 months,
thus FCL.740.A applies and a combination of IR check and proficiency check is
required every 12 months.

Apparently, the only reasonable application of FCL.625.A is towards pilots of
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SEP aeroplanes. In this respect FCL.625.A (a) (3) does not make any sense
because FTD 2/3 and FFS are type specific devices and therefore generally do
not apply to SEP. (by the way, whereas here it is written FTD 2/3 in FCL.625.H
it is referred to FTD I1/111. We suggest using one way of spelling consistently in
the NPA throughout). FCL.625A (b) does not make any sense as well. How can
an IR check on a SEP aeroplane be cross credited to a type specific IR check
that needs to be conducted in conjunction with a type rating proficiency check?
This definitely appears to be in contradiction with FCL.740.A and is considered
as counterproductive with regard to an enhancement of Safety.

Therefore it is suggested to rework FCL.625.A in total:

FCL.625.A:

(1) Except for single-pilot single engine piston aeroplanes, applicants for the
revalidation of an IR(A) shall pass a proficiency check in accordance with
Annex 9 to this part.

(2) For single-pilot single engine piston aeroplanes, the applicants for the
revalidation of an IR may choose to revalidate the IR(A) separately from a
revalidation of the SEP class rating. The revalidation of an IR(A), if not
combined with a revalidation of a class rating, shall comprise section 3 and
those parts of section 1 relevant to the intended flight, of the proficiency check
described in Appendix 9 to this part.

(Regarding cross crediting please note our comments on Appendix 8 to this
Part)

Noted

This comment is related to the comments in Subpart H on this issue. The
Agency will take the same approach.
Please see the replies to this issue in Subpart H.

5363 comment by: CAA Belgium

Comment: An FTD 2 A has no visual system so it can't be used for
revalidation of an IR (A). An FTD 2/3 H has a visual system, which means it
can be used for IR (H).

There is no FTD 3 for aeroplane; only for H. An FNPT Il A or an FNPT Il MCC A
can be used for revalidation of an IR (A).

Proposal: 3) An FNPT Il A/Il MCC A or a FFS A may be used in the case of
paragraph (2), but at least each alternate proficiency check for the revalidation
of an IR(A) in these circumstances shall be performed in an aeroplane.

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 1068 above.

5416 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.625.A (a)(2) (ii) is in contradiction to FCL.740.A (a) (4) and imprecise with
respect to FCL.625.A (a) (2) (i). What are the requirements for a pilot with a
type rating for a single pilot multi engine aeroplane? Section 3b and parts of
section 1? Or section 6?7 Or section 3, section 6 and parts of section 1? And
how come he is allowed to do the IR check and proficiency check for class/type
rating separately when FCL.740.A (a) (4) requires a combination of the two?
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Actually, doing the IR- check separately from a proficiency check seems to
make sense only for pilots with a SEP class rating due to its validity of two
years whereas the validity of a IR rating is one year. Aeroplane class/types
other than SEP require a proficiency check for revalidation every 12 months,
thus FCL.740.A applies and a combination of IR check and proficiency check is
required every 12 months.

Apparently, the only reasonable application of FCL.625.A is towards pilots of
SEP aeroplanes. In this respect FCL.625.A (a) (3) does not make any sense
because FTD 2/3 and FFS are type specific devices and therefore generally do
not apply to SEP. (by the way, whereas here it is written FTD 2/3 in FCL.625.H
it is referred to FTD I1/111. We suggest using one way of spelling consistently in
the NPA throughout). FCL.625A (b) does not make any sense as well. How can
an IR check on a SEP aeroplane be cross credited to a type specific IR check
that needs to be conducted in conjunction with a type rating proficiency check?
This definitely appears to be in contradiction with FCL.740.A and is considered
as counterproductive with regard to an enhancement of Safety.

Therefore it is suggested to rework FCL.625.A in total:

FCL.625.A:

(1) Except for single-pilot single engine piston aeroplanes, applicants for the
revalidation of an IR(A) shall pass a proficiency check in accordance with
Annex 9 to this part.

(2) For single-pilot single engine piston aeroplanes, the applicants for the
revalidation of an IR may choose to revalidate the IR(A) separately from a
revalidation of the SEP class rating. The revalidation of an IR(A), if not
combined with a revalidation of a class rating, shall comprise section 3 and
those parts of section 1 relevant to the intended flight, of the proficiency check
described in Appendix 9 to this part.

(Regarding cross crediting please note our comments on Appendix 8 to this
Part)

Noted

Please see the reply above to comment 3837.

6034 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

FCL.625.A IR(A)-Revalidation
(a) Revalidation. Applicants for the revalidation of an IR(A):
(3) An FTD 2/3, FNPT I/11 or a FSS may be used ...........

Also FNPT should be approved because FNPT is used for IR-training
Partially accepted

For aeroplanes (A) para (3) should read:
An FNPT II, FNPT Il MCC or a FSS may be used ...

Please see also the reply to comment 1068 above.

6415 comment by: DCAA
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FCL.625.A (a)(3)
A need of method for recording of IR Proficiency Check
conducted in FTD2/3 shall be established.

The use of FNPT 2/3 shall be allowed
Noted

For the first part of your comment:
Each alternate proficiency check for the revalidation of an IR(A) should be
recorded in the logbook of the pilot.

For the second part of your comment (use of FNPT Il), please see the replies
above to comment 1068 and 6034.

6500 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment:
Covered by FCL.605 (c¢)

Proposed Text: Delete (b)
Not accepted

Paragraph FCL.605(c) is referring to Appendix 8 to Part-FCL and in Appendix 8
there is the cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or class rating proficiency
check for A. Aeroplanes and B. Helicopters.

Because the cross-crediting is already mentioned in paragraph FCL 625.A (b)
and paragraph FCL 625.H(b), the Agency will redraft paragraph FCL.605 and
delete subparagraph (c).

7364 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy

FCL.625.A IR(A)-Revalidation
(a) Revalidation. Applicants for the revalidation of an IR(A):
(3) An FTD 2/3, FNPT I/11 or a FSS may be used ...........

Also FNPT should be approved because FNPT is used for IR-training
Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 6034 above.

7590 comment by: Atlantic Training Support
FCL.625(c)(1) change 'and' to ‘or’
Not accepted

The requirement in paragraph FCL.625(c)(1) for the refresher training for a
renewal is not a new requirement and already existed under JAR-FCL. The
requirement has been taken over from paragraph JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(1)(i). In
this paragraph you also find at the end of the sentence ‘and’ which means the
applicant has also to fulfil the following requirement. In this case FCL.625(c)(2)
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and under the old regime of JAR-FCL, JAR-FCL 1.246(b)(2)(ii).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 3:

Specific requirements for the helicopter category p. 33

comment | 6736 comment by: CAA CZ
References to FS, FFS, FTD 2/3, FTD II/11l, FNPT 11, FNPT I1I/11l should be
suitably harmonized through the whole NPA. Symbols used for synthetic
devices sometimes follow JAR-FCL and sometimes have been changed.
E.g. In the same requirement in JAR-FCL 1.246 (a)(2) FNPT Il and FS is
mentioned and corresponding requirement in FCL.625(a)(3) has amended this
to FTD 2/3 and FFS.

response | Noted

The Agency is aware of the different references to FS, FFS, FTD 2/3, FTD I1I/111,
FNPT 11, and FNPT 11/111.

The Agency will conduct a revision of all the references to FSTDs in Part-FCL to
ensure consistency.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 3:
Specific requirements for the helicopter category — FCL.625.H IR(H) — p. 33

Revalidation

comment

response

comment

372 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT
According FCL.625H for the IR(H)-revalidation a prof check has to be
performed on each helicopter the candidate intends to operate under IFR.

PROPOSAL

The IFR(H)-Revalidation shall be completed within a 24 months period on the
base of one of the helicopter, the pilot is IFR-rated for (according his/her
licence entries).

Not accepted

In the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under Subpart G, number 32
(page 26), of NPA 2008-17a, is indicated that in relation to helicopters the
FCL.001 group suggested that the system of JAR-FCL 2, according to which the
instrument rating was specific, should be changed. The Agency agreed with
this proposal; therefore the requirements of JAR-FCL 2 were amended as
necessary to harmonise them with JAR-FCL 1.

The wording of paragraph FCL.624.H(a)(1) for helicopters is harmonised with
the wording of paragraph FCL.625.A(a)(1) for aeroplanes.

The period of revalidation can be found in section 1, common requirements,
from this Subpart G, under paragraph FCL.625.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1604 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT
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According FCL.625H for the IR(H)-revalidation a prof check has to be
performed on each helicopter the candidate intends to operate under IFR.

PROPOSAL

The IFR(H)-Revalidation shall be completed within a 24 months period on the
base of one of the helicopter, the pilot is IFR-rated for (according his/her
licence entries).

Noted

In the Explanatory memorandum to Part-FCL, under Subpart G, number 32
(page 26), of NPA 2008-17a, is indicated that in relation to helicopters the
FCL.001 group suggest that the system of JAR-FCL 2, according to which the
instrument rating was specific, should be changed. The Agency agreed with
this proposal; therefore the requirements of JAR-FCL 2 were amended as
necessary to harmonise them with JAR-FCL 1.

The wording of paragraph FCL.624.H(a)(1) for helicopters is harmonised with
the wording of paragraph FCL.625.A(a)(1) for aeroplanes.

The period of revalidation can be found in section 1, common requirements,
from this Subpart G, under paragraph FCL.625.

3497 comment by: SHA Guido Brun

Statement: introduction of helicopter class ratings is required. Therefore IR
revalidation should include classes of helicopters.

Proposal: (1) When combined with the revalidation of a type or class rating ...
Noted

In Part-FCL there is no class rating for helicopters, similarly to JAR-FCL. The
Agency sees no reason to change this system.

3838 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.625.H :

FCL.625.H (a) (1) requires the revalidation of an IR(H), if combined with the
revalidation of a type rating, to be conducted on the relevant type of
helicopter. This is well done and supported. But according FCL.625.H (a) (2)
the revalidation of an IR(H), if not combined with a revalidation of a type
rating, may be conducted in a FTD II/11l1 or a FFS but at least each alternate
for the proficiency check for the revalidation of an IR(H) under these
circumstances shall be performed in a helicopter.

1st: the reference to ‘at least each alternate the proficiency check for the
revalidation of an IR(H)’ is not clear since apparently this paragraph deals with
a revalidation of an IR(H) that is not combined with a proficiency check.

2nd: whereas the combination with the proficiency requires the relevant type
of helicopter, the relevant type of helicopter apparently does not play a role if
IR(H) revalidation and proficiency check are not combined. Since this appears
to be incomprehensible, we have to ask if this is really EASA’s intention.
Allowdly, an FTD I1I/11l or an FFS are type specific devices, but according to
FCL.625 any FTD II/111 or FFS will do. Is that on purpose? This is as unspecific
as the reference to ‘a helicopter’ in the same sentence. Should it not be a
helicopter of the relevant type to ensure consistency with FCL.625. (a) (1) and,
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more significant, ensure safety? In what do the relevant tasks that are related
to an IR(H) revalidation conducted in combination with a proficiency check
differ from the tasks if the check is conducted separately?

3rd: What is the cross-crediting according to FCL.625.H (b) all about? A close
look to the appropriate part B of the Appendix 8 reveals that EASA intends to
grant credits regardless of the helicopter type. This is absolutely
incomprehensible because this is definitely in contradiction to FCL.625.H (a)
(1). This is also in contradiction with 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. According to Appendix 9, all procedures/manoeuvres of section 5
need to be conducted on a helicopter of the relevant type, simply because the
IR(H) privileges are specific to the helicopter type, for which the licence holder
must be rated, qualified and proficient.

Thus, FCL.625.H is in contradiction to EASA’s own pretension with regard to
safety and therefore needs total reworking with respect to the following:

The requirements according to FCL.625.H (a) (1) should be transferred to
FCL.740.H with respect to our comments on FCL.740.H.

In order to avoid any contradictions any requirement according to the contents
of FCL.625.H.(a) (2) should read explicitly that the revalidation, if conducted in
an FST 1I/111 or FTD, shall be conducted in an FST 1I/111 or FTD of the relevant
type for which the licence holder must be rated, qualified and proficient.

Do not mention requirements for proficiency checks in relation to an IR
revalidation; proficiency checks are subject to Subpart H of this NPA.,

Delete FCL.625.H (b) because cross-crediting cannot be appropriate in case of
IR-privileges that are specific to a helicopter type, for which the licence holder
must be rated, qualified and proficient (please note our comments on Appendix
8).

Noted

Regarding to your first comment on subparagraph FLC.625.H(a)(2): this
subparagraph also required the proficiency check to be conducted on the
relevant type of helicopter. However, the Agency acknowledges that the text
may not be very clear, and will change it.

Regarding to you second comment: Not combined with the proficiency check
for the type rating. But there is a proficiency check for the IR revalidation.

Regarding to you third comment: Please see the reply to comment 372 above.

5418 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.625.H (a) (1) requires the revalidation of an IR(H), if combined with the
revalidation of a type rating, to be conducted on the relevant type of
helicopter. This is well done and supported. But according FCL.625.H (a) (2)
the revalidation of an IR(H), if not combined with a revalidation of a type
rating, may be conducted in a FTD II/11l or a FFS but at least each alternate
for the proficiency check for the revalidation of an IR(H) under these
circumstances shall be performed in a helicopter.

1st: the reference to ‘at least each alternate the proficiency check for the

revalidation of an IR(H)’ is not clear since apparently this paragraph deals with
a revalidation of an IR(H) that is not combined with a proficiency check.
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2nd: whereas the combination with the proficiency requires the relevant type
of helicopter, the relevant type of helicopter apparently does not play a role if
IR(H) revalidation and proficiency check are not combined. Since this appears
to be incomprehensible, we have to ask if this is really EASA’s intention.
Allowdly, an FTD II/11l or an FFS are type specific devices, but according to
FCL.625 any FTD II/111 or FFS will do. Is that on purpose? This is as unspecific
as the reference to ‘a helicopter’ in the same sentence. Should it not be a
helicopter of the relevant type to ensure consistency with FCL.625. (a) (1) and,
more significant, ensure safety? In what do the relevant tasks that are related
to an IR(H) revalidation conducted in combination with a proficiency check
differ from the tasks if the check is conducted separately?

3rd: What is the cross-crediting according to FCL.625.H (b) all about? A close
look to the appropriate part B of the Appendix 8 reveals that EASA intends to
grant credits regardless of the helicopter type. This is absolutely
incomprehensible because this is definitely in contradiction to FCL.625.H (a)
(1). This is also in contradiction with 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. According to Appendix 9, all procedures/manoeuvres of section 5
need to be conducted on a helicopter of the relevant type, simply because the
IR(H) privileges are specific to the helicopter type, for which the licence holder
must be rated, qualified and proficient.

Thus, FCL.625.H is in contradiction to EASA’s own pretension with regard to
safety and therefore needs total reworking with respect to the following:

The requirements according to FCL.625.H (a) (1) should be transferred to
FCL.740.H with respect to our comments on FCL.740.H.

In order to avoid any contradictions any requirement according to the contents
of FCL.625.H.(a) (2) should read explicitly that the revalidation, if conducted in
an FST 1I/111 or FTD, shall be conducted in an FST 1I/111 or FTD of the relevant
type for which the licence holder must be rated, qualified and proficient.

Do not mention requirements for proficiency checks in relation to an IR
revalidation; proficiency checks are subject to Subpart H of this NPA.,

Delete FCL.625.H (b) because cross-crediting cannot be appropriate in case of
IR-privileges that are specific to a helicopter type, for which the licence holder
must be rated, qualified and proficient (please note our comments on Appendix
8).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3838 above.

6501 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment: Covered by FCL.605 (c)
Proposed Text: Delete (b)

Not accepted

Paragraph FCL.605 (c) is referring to Appendix 8 to Part-FCL and in Appendix 8
there is the cross-crediting of the IR part of a type or class rating proficiency
check for A. Aeroplanes and B. Helicopters.

The reference to Appendix 8 is necessary here to make the IR privileges not
type-specific. Therefore, it should be maintained.
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It should also be maintained in both paragraph FCL.625.A and paragraph
FCL.625.H to ensure that there will be cross-crediting of a pass in a proficiency
check in a certain type, in accordance with Appendix 8.

6737 comment by: CAA CZ

This paragraph should be completed by the requirement in JAR-FCL
1/2.185(b):

If the IR(A)/(H) is restricted for use in multi-pilot operations only, the
revalidation or renewal shall be completed in multi-pilot operations.

and also by part of paragraph 9 of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1/2.210:

Whenever the examiner or another pilot functions as a co-pilot during the test,
the privileges of the instrument rating will be restricted to multi-pilot
operations. A multi-pilot restriction may be removed by the applicant carrying
out a skill test in accordance with Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1/2.210 in a single-
pilot aeroplane/helicopter with no other crew member involved in the conduct
of the flight. The skill test for this purpose may be conducted in an FNPT Il or a
flight simulator

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3838 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 3:
Specific requirements for the helicopter category — FCL.630.H IR(H) — p. 33
Extension of privileges from single-engine to multi-engine helicopters

comment

response

comment

response

comment

495 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

G/Section 2
FCL.630 (H): Missing reference for aeroplane (A):

Proposal: The same para to add accordingly under aeroplane (A).

Noted

The relevant requirements for aeroplanes are included in Appendix 6: Modular
training courses for the instrument rating.

3241 comment by: john daly

It is assumed that if a FNPT Il is used, it should be a multi-engine device
rather than one representing a single-engine helicopter. If so, this should be
made clear.

Accepted

The Agency will revise all references to FSTDs in Part-FCL for consistency
purposes.

3839 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.630.H:
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Instead of being part of Subpart G, FCL.630.H could as well be part of Part B of
Appendix 6. Accordingly, analogous requirements referring to aeroplanes are
subject of Appendix 6, Part A, No 9.

The headline of FCL.630.H is confusing because it implies the existence of a
generic instrument rating for single engine helicopter and a generic instrument
rating for multi engine helicopter. Both do not exist because IR(H) privileges
are specific to a type for which the licence holder must be rated, qualified and
proficient. Thus, the headline should read:

IR(H) — Extension of privileges from single-engine helicopter types to multi-
engine helicopter types.

FCL.630.(b): Delete the words ‘for single-pilot or multi-pilot helicopters’
because in this respect they are meaningless.

response | Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.

The extension of privileges of FCL.630.H could indeed be part of Part B of
Appendix 6 as well. This will be then accordingly analogous with the extension
of privileges referring to aeroplanes which is the subject of Appendix 6, Part A,
No 9.

The Agency acknowledges that the current text may not be very clear, and will
change it. The extension of privileges of FCL.630.H will be put in Part B of

Appendix 6.
Regarding your comment to FCI.630(b): The Agency will change the text
accordingly.

comment | 5419 comment by: CAA Belgium

Instead of being part of Subpart G, FCL.630.H could as well be part of Part B of
Appendix 6. Accordingly, analogous requirements referring to aeroplanes are
subject of Appendix 6, Part A, No 9.

The headline of FCL.630.H is confusing because it implies the existence of a
generic instrument rating for single engine helicopter and a generic instrument
rating for multi engine helicopter. Both do not exist because IR(H) privileges
are specific to a type for which the licence holder must be rated, qualified and
proficient. Thus, the headline should read:

IR(H) — Extension of privileges from single-engine helicopter types to multi-
engine helicopter types.

FCL.630.(b): Delete the words ‘for single-pilot or multi-pilot helicopters’
because in this respect they are meaningless.

response | Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3839 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 4:
Specific requirements for the powered-lift category

comment | 7892 comment by: Peter Reading
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Pilots in the UK currently can fly in IMC without any instrument qualification. In
general it is not possible to make a cross country flight in a glider and maintain
VMC (1NM horizontally, 1000" vertically from cloud). In particular, during
mountain wave flying, one must be in close proximity to cloud.

There should be no requirement to hold an Instrument Rating in order to fly in
IMC, in gliders.

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 place your
comments.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart G: Instrument Rating — IR — Section 5:
Specific requirements for the airship category — FCL.625.As IR(As) — p. 33

Revalidation

comment

response

3338 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
After FCL625.As add a new paragraph « FCL 630.As »

Justification : In order to have the same structure of the text between
aeroplane and helicopter and (b) requirement is missing because, in JAR FCL1
it is required to pass the IR skill test on a multi-engine aeroplane to obtain an
IR ME

If necessary a similar paragraph (FCL 630 As) could be needed for airship.
Modification :

Add a paragraph :

FCL 630 As IR(A) — Extension of privileges from single-engine to
multi-engine aeroplane

The holder of a single-endine IR(A) who also holds a multi-engine _type
or _class rating wishing to obtain a multi-engine IR(A) for the first time
shall:

(a) complete a course at an approved training organisation comprising
at_least 5 hours instruction in_instrument flying in_multi-engine

aeroplanes,. of which 3 hours may be in a flight simulator or ENPT 11.

(b) pass the IR skill test on a multi-engine aeroplane.

—

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Page 145 of 519




CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

After discussing this issue and proposal with the airship experts, it doesn’t
seem to be necessary for the category of airship to distinguish between single-
engine and multi-engine 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 amended.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings p. 34

comment

response

comment

response

3688 comment by: Susana Nogueira
A skill test formfor IRl and CRI should be included
Noted

Please see replies to comments on Appendix 12.

3770 comment by: Belgian Air Component

In some cases, military employed types of aircraft/helicopter did not figure on
the JAA-published list of aircraft/helicopter types. Although JAR-FCL 1.020
provided the national authority with the possibility to take the experience
gained in military service into account, the military type ratings could not be
endorsed on a JAA license. Since the validity of a license is defined by the
validity of the rating, this puts military aircrew at a disadvantage when they
want to pursue their flying careers in civil aviation, since they would have to
start their type conversion without valid license.

Several solutions have been elaborated by different countries :

e Either military ratings are endorsed on JAR “National” licenses, with the
restriction to military aircraft in national airspace. This does not seem
an ideal solution to apply internationally for a job.

e Either the closest civil variant was selected for license endorsement.
This does not provide for military types that have no close civil relative.

e Either no license was issued, although pilots fulfilled every other
requirement to obtain one, except the type rating endorsement.

To avoid workarounds, and to fully acknowledge the training and experience of
military aircrew, following solutions are proposed :

1. All military types of aircraft / helicopter that are eligible to fulfil EASA
Licensing requirements are included in the list of types, or

2. It is left to the appreciation of National Authorities to publish and
endorse military types that are in use in their country.

Noted

Provisions on the conversion of military qualifications and training into Part-FCL
qualifications have been included in the cover regulation. Please see text as
published with this CRD.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 1:
Common Requirements P-
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1768 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT

"...in accordance with Part-21..."

The Document "Part-21" is not listed in the Envisaged structure of EASA
Requirements.

PROPOSAL
Define more precise which document is meant

Partially accepted

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type p. 34
ratings are required

comment

response

comment

response

496 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

H/Section 1
FCL.700

For logical reason and harmonisation, a similar system should be for helicopter
as it is for aeroplane.

Proposal:

The following system should be implemented:
e Multi-engine single pilot (individually)
e Single-engine single pilot piston
e Single-engine single pilot turbine

For helicopter cross-crediting according App. 1 to JAR-FCL 1.245
(b)(3) shall apply.

Not accepted

Creation of class ratings for helicopters would require a preliminary regulatory
impact assesment. Therefore, it will not be dealt with during the comment
response period of NPA 2008-17.

629 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association

(b) "in the case of flights related to the introduction of new aircraft types,”
Does this relate to test flying new types?

Noted

Yes, it does. But it is not limited to it. The intention of this text is to cover the
text of paragraphs 1.230/2.230 of JAR-FCL.
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Please see also the reply to comment 2547 below.

1707 comment by: Sven Koch

AulBer im Falle LPL, SPL oder Schulung, darf ein Pilot nur Rechte auslben,
wenn giltiges Typen-oder Klassenberechtigung

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.700.

2520 comment by: ETPS CI

FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type ratings are required

(a) Except in the case of the LPL, the SPL and the BPL, holders of a pilot
licence shall not act in any capacity as pilots of an aircraft unless they have a
valid and appropriate class or type rating, except when undergoing skill testing
or receiving flight instruction.

Comment 1: ETPS currently flies and instructs under military regulations.
Instructors are rigorously monitored and examined but do not necessarily hold
civilian licenses. ETPS would seek either an exemption or an Acceptable Means
of Compliance (AMC) for this rule, i.e. an acceptance of UK MOD regulation
equivalence which would lead to ETPS becoming an EASA “accepted flight test
training organisation”.

Noted

Your comment seems to relate to NPA 2008-22, which contains the
requirements for training organisations.

Please see the reply to comments in that NPA.

Please note also that nothing prevents ETPS to apply for an approval as a
training organsiation under civil aviation rules, as long as the requirements are
met.

Please note also that provisions on the conversion of military qualifications and
training into Part-FCL qualifications have been included in the cover regulation.
Please see text as published with this CRD.
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comment | 2547 comment by: Airbus

response

comment

response

THIS COMMENT IS SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF ASD

AFFECTED PARAGRAPH:

FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type ratings are required
Subparagraph (b)

PROPOSED CHANGE:

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), in the case of flights—related-to—the

introduction-of-rew-airerafttypes Category 1 or 2 flight tests, as defined
in Appendix XII to Part 21, performed under a permit to fly issued in

accordance with paragraph 21A.711 of Part 21, the pilot in command
shall hold a special-certificate flight test rating given by the competent
authority—authorising-himto-perform-theflights—Fhisauthorisation-shall
haveftsvalidityirmited-to-the-specific-Flights.

JUSTIFICATION:

e More accurate definition of flights for which a flight test rating is
required;

e Applicable to pilot in command only;

e Proposal to describe holder's privileges in FCL 1. 820.

Partially accepted

The Agency has amended paragraph (b) to include a specific reference to flight
test, based on your proposal.

However, the more general text of paragraph (b) is also retained, since it
transposes the text of JAR-FCL 1.230/2.230, which had a wider scope than just
flight tests.

Furthermore, it is still necessary to cover flight tests for which a flight test
rating is not required, as for instance Category 3 and 4 flight tests.

3989 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 700 (b)

CAT1 and CAT2 Test flights can be done not only on new aircraft

Flight test training has to be considered as test flights, but those flights can be
done on serial aircrafts

(b) NotW|thstand|ng paragraph (a), |n the case of ﬂlghts—remla{eel—te—the

au%heﬁsaaen—shaH—have—ms—vaHdﬁy—m%&ed—te%e—speemc—ﬂ@ht& category 1
or 2 flight tests, as defined in paragraph FCL.820, performed under
permit to fly or in the case of flight tests training, the pilot shall hold a
flight test rating.

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2547 above.
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5316 comment by: CEV. France

CEV commentn 1
CEV proposal

FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type ratings are required

(a) Except in the case of the LPL, the SPL and the BPL, holders of a pilot
licence shall not act in any capacity as pilots of an aircraft unless they have a
valid and appropriate class or type rating, except when undergoing skill testing
or receiving flight instruction.

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), in the case of category 1 or category 2

flight tests as defined in paragraph FCL.820 performed under permit to
fly or in the case of flight tests training the pilot shall hold a flight test

Explanation

CAT 1 and CAT 2 test flights can be done not only on new aircraft; but all flight
test generally are performed under Permit to Fly.

Flight test training has to be considered as test flights, but those flights can be
done on serial aircraft.

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2547 above.

6038 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy
FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type ratings are required
@ , except when undergoing skill test, proficiency check, or

receiving flight instruction.
For the renewal of class or type rating the applicant shall pass a
proficiency check (FCL.740 (b) (2))

Accepted

The text will be amended accordingly.

6300 comment by: Axel Schwarz

Whenever reference is made to "new types or classes of aircraft” this should be
expanded to include vintage aircraft, types or variants not previously operated
in one of the member states, ex-military aircraft or single-seat aircraft if for
such types or classes of aircraft no suitably qualified personnel and/or training
organisation is available.

Not accepted

Vintage aircraft, ex-military aircraft and single-seat aircraft which would not be
covered by a class rating are not in the scope of community regulation (cf.
Annex Il of Basic Regulation). ‘New types or classes of aircraft’ cover only
aircraft within the scope of the Basic Regulation.

6306 comment by: Axel Schwarz

The list of types and class of aeroplane currently published contains licence
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endorsements that encompass piston-powered and turbine-driven aeroplanes
(e.g. the rating PA46).

This is in contradiction to ICAO Annex 1, 2.1.3.2, Note 1, which reads: "Where
a common type rating is established, it shall be only for aircraft with similar
characteristics in terms of operating procedures, systems and handling"”, since
operating procedures and handling characteristics differ significantly between
piston-powered and turbine-engined aeroplanes, even if they are of the same
basic design.

Therefore separate ratings should be established for such aeroplane variants.

Noted

Thank you for your comment. However, NPA 2008-17 does not encompass a
list of types and class of aeroplanes.

6412 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.700(b):
Amended text proposal: authorising him/Zher to

Partially accepted

The text will be amended in accordance with the relevant agreement.

7365 comment by: Finnish Aviation Academy
FCL.700 Circumstances in which class or type ratings are required
@ . , except when undergoing skill test, proficiency check, or

receiving flight instruction.

For the renewal of class or type rating the applicant shall pass a
proficiency check (FCL.740 (b) (2))

Accepted

The text will be amended accordingly.

8092 comment by: HeliAir Ltd
.... or as SOLO commander in connection with training?
Noted

This case is actually covered by the expression ‘receiving flight instruction’, as
included in FCL.700(a).

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 1:

Common Requirements — FCL.705 Privileges of the holder of a class or type p. 34
rating
comment | 630 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted
response | Noted
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Thank you for providing this feedback.

1918 comment by: MT-Propeller Entwicklung GmbH - DOA EASA 21].020

FCL.700 (b)

It must still be possible to receive special authorization for type and class
rating from the authority as currently referenced in JAR-FCL 1.230 to perform
CAT 1 and CAT 2 flight tests without a type or class rating training at an e.g.
FTO or TRTO to conduct the appropriate flight tests under a Permit to Fly
legally. This procedure has been used successfully and legally for LBA TB-1 and
TB-2 flight test pilots in Germany since the establishment of JAR-FCL. These
special authorization are limited to respective projects. This procedure must be
retained. It is impossible to conduct ground and flight test training for 6 or
more type or class ratings per year to say nothing of the costs which are
related to. The current proposed wording under FCL.700 (b) will definately stop
a lot of the STC business in Europa and especially at MT-Propeller which is the
leading GA propeller manufacturer in Europa.

e.g. MT-Propeller is doing STCs (Propeller / engine installations on
FAR/JAR/CS-23 and FAR/JAR/CS-23 Commuter aircrafts) which are classified
as major change, significant and non-significant.

Proposal:

Delete ...the introduction of new aircraft types, insert ...flight tests according
to Part 21A.701 No 1 (Development) and No 2 (Showing compliance with
regulations or certification specifications).

Noted

The purpose of FCL.700 (b) is precisely to cover the text of JAR-FCL
1.230/2.230.

Based on the comments received, the Agency has amended the text of the
paragraph. Please see amended text.

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

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

2244 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

Comment: In order to provide provisions for a future NPA on Cruise Relief
Pilots add the following sentence:

Proposal: Add :(b) When a class or type rating is issued with limited privileges
such limitations shall be endorsed in the licence.

Not accepted

FCL.015(b) already contains such provisions.

4477 comment by: AEA

Comment:

In order to provide provisions for the future NPA on Cruise Relief CoPilot, add
the following sentence.

Proposal:

Add :

(b) When a class or type rating is issued limiting the privileges such limitations

Page 152 of 519



response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

shall be endorsed in the licence.
Not accepted

FCL.015(b) already contains such provisions.

5690 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

This article does not stand for exceptions. We would open the door to more
flexibility adding:

(b) “Whenever a class of type rating is issued with privileges limitations, such
limitation shall be specified in the licence”

Not accepted

FCL.015(b) already contains such provisions.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 1:

Common Requirements — FCL.710 Class and type ratings — Variants p. 34

comment | 631 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
(b) Disagree. Once the variant differences training has been completed there
should be no requirement for further differences training on the same variant.

response | Not accepted
The Agency acknowledges your opinion. However, the text of FCL.710 (b)
reproduces exactly the text of JAR-FCL 1.235 (c), and the Agency sees no
reason to change it at this time.

comment | 1267 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

There is no safety case to introduce the 2 year variant differences currency
requirement in para (b) for the Class of Multi-Engine Piston aircraft and JAR-
FCL does not have such a requirement. It is a "solution" to a "problem" that
doesn't exist and we believe the temptation to ratchet up regulation in this way
should be avoided as a matter of principle.

We understand that the "2 year rule" for variants was introduced specifically to
address the issue of large transport aircraft with variants that share a common
type rating (eg. 757 and 767) in order to prevent pilots flying a variant without
any recent experience. It should not have "spilled over" to impact the MEP
Class Rating.

Our proposed wording is

(a) In order to extend its privileges to another variant of aircraft within one
class or type rating, the pilot shall undertake differences or familiarisation
training, as defined in accordance with Part21

(b) If the variant has not been flown within a period of 2 years following the
differences training, further differences training or a proficiency check in that
variant shall be required to maintain the privileges, except for types or variants
within the single engine piston and multi engine piston class ratings.

(c) The differences training shall be entered in the pilot's logbook or equivalent
document and signed by the instructor as appropriate.
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Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion. However, the text of FCL.710 (b)
reproduces exactly the text of JAR-FCL 1.235 (c¢), and the Agency sees no
reason to change it at this time.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1605 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

"...in accordance with Part-21..."

The Document "Part-21" is not listed in the Envisaged structure of EASA
Requirements.

PROPOSAL
Define more precise which document is meant

Noted

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

1708 comment by: Sven Koch

Zur Ausweitung auf anderes Flugzeug muss Vertraut machen oder
Differenzschulung erfolgen, wie in Part-21 definiert. Wurde 2 Jahre nicht auf
dem Muster geflogen, dann muss erneutes Vertraut machen/Differenzschulung
erfolgen und vom Fluglehrer in Flugbuch bescheinigen

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.710.

1969 comment by: Dr. Tobias MOCK

English version of the German comment: see below

Leider finde ich den Wortlaut von Part-21 im Internetauftritt der EASA nicht,
deshalb muss ich hier "ins Blaue" kommentieren. "Eine andere Variante
innerhalb einer Klassen- oder Typenberechtigung" - das scheint mir eine
schwammige Formulierung zu sein, zumal der Begriff "Variante" in FCL.010
nicht definiert wird. Gehen wir von der Klasse aus, die nach JAR heute SEP
heil3t. Ist eine Cessna 172 M schon eine andere Variante als eine Cessna 172
N? Ist eine Cessna 152 eine andere Variante als eine Cessna 172? Ist eine
Piper 28 eine andere Variante als eine Cessna 172 (oder gar nach FCL.010 ein
anderer Flugzeugtyp, weil ein Schulterdecker ja nun geringfligig andere
Flugeigenschaften hat als ein Tiefdecker)?

Wie gesagt, Part-21 liegt mir nicht vor, deshalb ist dieser Kommentar
moglicherweise Uberflissig. Sicherheitshalber moéchte ich jedoch darauf
hinweisen, dass ich hier die JAR-Regelung sinnvoll finde: Innerhalb der SEP-
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Klasse ist hier lediglich ein Vertrautmachen nétig, und nach vorherrschendem
Verstandnis kann sich der Pilot hier auch mit Hilfe des Handbuchs selbst mit
dem Flugzeug vertraut machen. Wer einen Seat lbiza fahren kann, dem trauen
wir auch zu, einen VW Touareg zu steuern, ohne vorher erneut zur Fahrschule
zu mussen. Vielleicht sollten wir es wagen, auch Piloten ein Mindestmald an
Flexibilitdat und Verantwortungsbewusstsein zuzutrauen. Der Pilot wird ein
eigenes Interesse daran haben, sich hinreichend mit den Charakteristika seines
Flugzeugs vertraut zu machen. Innerhalb der SEP(land)-Klasse ist das auch
kein Problem, die Unterschiede zwischen Piper 28 und Cessna 172 sind
sicherlich nicht schwerwiegender als die zwischen Seat Ibiza und VW Touareg.
Letztlich werden die Vercharterer ohnehin selbst Kriterien entwickeln, wem sie
ein Flugzeug anvertrauen und wem nicht.

Ich pladiere also daftir, dass innerhalb der Klasse SEP kein "Familiarisation
Training”, sondern wie bislang nach JAR, lediglich "Familiarisation" gefordert
wird. Sollte Part-21 das bereits so regeln, ware dieser Kommentar naturlich
gegenstandslos.

Unfortunately, I cannot find the text of part-21 within the EASA webspace, so I
have to comment "out of the blind". The term "another variant of aircraft”
seems rather fuzzy to me, especially since the term "variant" is not defined by
FCL.010. Lets take a look at the class that, according to JAR, is called "SEP"
today. Is a Cessna 172 M another variant than a Cessna 172 N? Is a Cessna
152 another variant than a Cessna 172? Is a Piper 28 another variant than a
Cessna 172 (or even, according to FCL.010, another aircraft type, as a
shoulder wing airplane does have slightly different flight characteristics from
the ones of a low wing airplane)?

Since part-21 is not presently available to me, this comment may be void.
Nonetheless I would like to point out, that I consider the present JAR-
regulation reasonable: within the SEP class, familiarisation is sufficient, and
according to widespread opinion, it can be absolutely sufficient to achieve
familiarisation all by oneself simply by studying the aircraft handbook. If a
person is capable of driving a Seat Ibiza, we deem him able to also conduct a
Volkswagen Touareg without prior driving lessons. Maybe we should dare to
attribute a comparable amount of flexibility and responsibility to pilots as well.
Any pilot will have an interest in making himself familiar with the
characteristics of his airplane. Within the SEP class, this is not particularly
difficult; the differences between handling a Piper 28 and handling a Cessna
172 are certainly not of a higher degree than the differences between handling
a Seat Ibiza and a VW Touareg. Anyhow, the charter operators will eventually
develop their own criteria on which they will decide whether they allow a pilot
to rent their airplanes or not.

So I advocate the present JAR regulation that demands "familiarisation"
instead of "familiarisation training" within the SEP class. In case part-21
already rules in the proposed manner, this comment would of course be void.

Noted

In relation to your questions about Part-21, please see the reply to comment
1605 above.

The wording ‘familiarisation training' was already used in JAR-FCL.

In fact, the text of FCL.710 reproduces exactly the provisions if JAR-FCL 1.235
(a) and (c). The only difference is the reference to Part-21.

As for your question on how to identify if a certain aircraft is or not a variant,
or whether differences or familiarisation training is required, please consult the
EASA website, where the list of aircraft types and license endorsements is
published.
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2442 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann

Problem: In subparagraph (b) the TMG is missing.

Proposed solution: Add TMG in the last sentence: except ..... single-engine
piston aircraft and touring motor glider class rating

Justification: SEP and TMG are dedicated throughout the document. See
FCL.740.A (b) for reference.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

3993 comment by: Airbus
Page 34 FCL.710 (a)

¢ Comment: adjust the text so that the link with the Operational
Suitability Certificate is clearer.

e Proposal: FCL.710 (a) to read:
(a) In order to extend the privileges to another variant of aircraft within
one class or type rating, the pilot shall undertake differences or
familiarization training, as defined in the Operational Suitability
Certificate established in accordance with Part 21.

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to improve clarity on the reference to Part-21.

4968 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment:

See also ECA General comment on Part 21 references. Cross-reference to “Part
217:this Part (Regulation 1702/2003) does not contain anything about
Difference of Familiarisation Training. Generic Cross-reference without specific
numbers is not acceptable. As long as there is nothing established in “Part 21"
this regulation is not valid.

Noted

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

5488 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.710(a)

Page No*: 34 of 647

Comment: The reference to Part-21 is confusing in this context

Justification:

It is the class or type rating that is defined in accordance with Part-21 and not
the differences and familiarisation training, which is defined in GM to FCL.710
Proposed Text: (if applicable)
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In order to extend its privileges to another variant of aircraft within one class
or type rating as defined in accordance with Part-21, the pilot shall undertake
differences or familiarisation training.

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to improve clarity on the reference to Part-21.

5489 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL. 710/725/720A/720H

Page No*: 34/35/38 of 647

Comment: Part-21 mentioned in these paragraphs with no statement of the
full reference.

Justification: Clarification

Noted

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

5691 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

(c)does not take into account the state of the art practices, which include
dematerialization of the records on electronic signing within huge organization
(airlines, ATO, TRTO...). We request to keep open this possibility:

“ the different trainings shall be annotated in the training records of the
training organization, or in the pilot’'s logbook or any equivalent (including
electronic documentation) validated by the instructor as appropriate.”

Partially accepted

The wording has been adjusted to provide for adequate flexibility. Please see
also the text of FCL.050 and the related AMC.

6502 comment by: Austro Control GmbH

Comment:
It's an undue burden for aircraft manufactures who develop and produce
aircrafts which can be operated as SEP or MEP.

Proposed Text:

(a) In order to extend its privileges to another variant of aircraft within one
class or type rating, the pilot shall undertake differences or familiarisation
training, as defined in accordance with Part21 limited to aircraft certified
according CS 25 (or equivalent) or being able to be operated according
CS 25.

(c) The differences training shall be entered in the pilot’s logbook or equivalent
document approved by the authority and signed by the instructor as
appropriate.

Not accepted
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The text of FCL.710 reproduces what was established in JAR-FCL 1.235. The
Agency sees no reason to limit variants to CS-25 aircraft only.

The text of paragraph (c) is in compliance with what is established in FCL.050,
for recording of flight time. The Agency considers that the addition you propose
iS not necessary.

comment | 7770 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

710 a calls for familiarisation with another variant of aircraft within one classif
the privilege should be extended. To avoid confusion and different, misleading
inertpretation by some Member States we recommend to explain in the
AMC/GM the term: variant. As classic example the Cessna family from the
150/152/170/172/ 182 could be treated as one variant. On the other hand,
somebody could develop the idea and claim that a Cessna 172 with Lycoming
Engine and one with a Conti are different variants.

This topic should be thoroughly discussed in the review group.
response | Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1969 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 1:
Common Requirements — FCL.725 Requirements for the issue of class and p. 34-35
type ratings

comment | 394 comment by: Rod Wood
(b) (3) A written examination should be retained for this group.
response | Not accepted

In accordance with the Basic Regulation, theoretical knowledge must be
assessed. However, taking into account the principle of proportionality, a
verbal examination was considered sufficient for single engine class ratings.

comment | 497 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

H/Section 1
FCL.725

Proposal

(a) JAR-FCL rule 1.261 (c)(3) shall be integrated in the whole rule as
otherwise it would have an impact for FI and CRI to conduct training.

response | Not accepted

The Agency considers that training for the class and type ratings should be
performed in an approved training organsiation.

comment | 990 comment by: CAA Belgium

(c) last paragraph: as it is written one can apply for the issue of a rating even
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20 years after the skill test. A limitation of the validity of the test should be
introduced.

"class rating" should be added.

(d) remains ununderstandable even after several readings: very unclear !
Accepted

(c) Text has been clarified to read "pass the skill test after completion of the
type or class rating course and within a period of 6 months preceding
application for the issue of the type or class rating".

(d) This text intends to transpose JAR-FCL 2.261 (a). Text has been amended
to improve clarity.

1154 comment by: KLSPublishing

725 (b) (4) If the aircraft falls in the category where a type rating is
mandatory and with it a type rating skill test, there is no need for an additional
test. If not, then the pilot would have to familiarize with this aircraft and would
fly it then under the scope of a class rating. In my opinion the HPA test is
therefore superfluous.

Not accepted

This requirement was already included in JAR-FCL, and the Agency sees no
reason to change it at this time.

1229 comment by: Ryanair

Comment

The text presented in the NPA is difficult to apply in practice and begs the
following questions: -

1. Can the type rating course extend over an unspecified period?
2. At what point is the type rating course deemed to be completed?
3. When does the specified six month period commence from?

Proposal

FCL.725(c) The type rating course, including theoretical knowledge, shall be
completed within the 6 months preceding the skill test. Each applicable item in
the appropriate skill test shall be satisfactorily completed within the six months
immediately preceding the date of receipt of the application for the rating.

Justification
The propsed text: -
1. Defines the time within which the type rating must be completed.

2. Fixes the six month period within which the LST must be fully and
sucessfully completed.

Partially accepted
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Text will be clarified to read ‘pass the skill test after completion of the type or
class rating course and within a period of 6 months preceding application for
the issue of the type or class rating’.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1606 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT
Helicopters and Airships. An applicant already holding a type rating...
This article is not understandable.

PROPOSAL
Write more clearly

Accepted

This text intends to transpose JAR-FCL 2.261 (a). Text has been amended to
improve clarity.

1709 comment by: Sven Koch

Ausbildung nur an anerkannter Flugschule. Kurs basiert auf Syllabus der Klasse
bzw Muster.

Theoretische mundliche Prufung bei SEP durch Prufer. Praktische Prifung
gemal Anhang 9 und innerhalb 6 Monaten nach Trainingsabschluss

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.725.

1769 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT
Helicopters and Airships. An applicant already holding a type rating...
This article is not understandable.

PROPOSAL
Write more clearly.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1606 above.

2211 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

H/Section 1
FCL.725

Proposal

(c) The applicant shall pass the skill-test within a period of 24 months after the
completion of the type rating training course and preceding the application for
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the issue of the type or class rating.

Alternatively: Delete the whole last part of (c)
response | Not accepted

6 months after completion of the training course was assessed as being
necessary and sufficient, and was included in JAR-FCL. The Agency does not
intend to change this.

comment | 2548 comment by: Airbus

THIS COMMENT IS SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF ASD

AFFECTED PARAGRAPH:
FCL.725 Reguirements for the issue of class and type ratings

PROPOSED CHANGE:
Add a new subparagraph (e), as follows:

(e) Notwithstanding paragraphs (a) to (d):

(1) A test pilot who was involved in the development and certification
flight tests for an aircraft type, including at least 10 hours as pilot in
command, shall be entitled to get a type rating for that same
aircraft type;

(2) A pilot holding a flight test rating shall be entitled to obtain a type
rating from the competent Authority upon justification of a proper
amount of theoretical knowledge and flight experience on the
corresponding type.

JUSTIFICATION: The type rating of test pilots having flown the aircraft for its
development and certification needs to be addressed as a special case.

response | Partially accepted

The Agency has amended the text to include the provision that a pilot who was
involved in the development and certification flight tests for an aircraft type,
and has completed a certain amount of hours of test flights in that type, shall
be entitled to apply for the issue of the relevant type rating, as long as he/she
complies with the prerequisites and experience requirements for the rating.
Please see amended text.

comment | 2566 comment by: CAA Belgium

Question: why are the requirements of JAR-FCL 1.240 (5), (6), (7) and (8) not
in the IR’s ? There is sometimes a need for the industry.

response | Noted

Those proposed requirements apply to licences issued by EASA Member States.
Requirements regarding licences from non EASA Member States, as well as
transition measures, are considered in other parts of the regulation.

Please see amended text of Annex IlI.

comment | 2751  comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580
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French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots
FCL 725 (b) (3) :

FFA approves the lighter requirement related to the single engine aircraft for
which the theoretical knowledge examination will be conducted verbally.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

3439 comment by: Susana Nogueira
(c) Delete last paragraph: 'The applicant shall pass the skill test...’
Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 2211 above.

3446 comment by: Boeing

Boeing Commercial Airplanes comment re:
NPA 2008-17b

Page: 34

Paragraph: FCL.725 (b)(1)

Boeing suggests that the following changes be made:

Change:
".. the theoretical knowledge examination shall be written ..."

to read as follows:

ws

. the theoretical knowledge examination shall be written or
computer based ..."

JUSTIFICATION: This change will allow paperless computer-based testing.

Not accepted

The Agency considers that the expression ‘written’ does not prevent a test
from being done in using a computer or other electronic means. Therefore,
your addition is not necessary.

3916 comment by: DCA Malta
FCL 725 (c) Last sentence is not clear
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 990 above.

3995 comment by: Airbus
Page 34 FCL.725 (a)
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Comment: adjust the text so that the link with the Operational Suitability
Certificate is clearer.

Proposal: FCL.725 (a) to read:

(a) ...The training course shall be based on the training syllabi for the relevant
class or type, as defined in the Operational Suitability Certificate established in
accordance with Part 21.

Noted

Text will be amended accordingly.

4405 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters
(d) for a further type rating for the same type

Bad wording

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1606 above.

4481 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:
FCL 725 (b) (4) Requirements for the issue of class and type ratings

(b) Theoretical knowledge examination. The applicant for a class or type rating
shall pass a theoretical knowledge examination organised by the approved
training organisation to demonstrate the level of theoretical knowledge
required for the safe operation of the applicable aircraft class or type...

(4) For aeroplanes that are certified as high performance aeroplanes in
accordance with Part21, the examination shall be written and comprise at least
60 multiple choice questions distributed appropriately across the main subjects
of the syllabus

Proposal: In (4), specify “fighiperformance single=pilot:aeroplane”
Partially accepted

Text has been amended to refer specifically to single-pilot high performance
aeroplanes.

4648 comment by: Héli-Union

(d) for a further type rating for the same type
Bad wording

Noted

This text intends to transpose JAR-FCL 2.261 (a). Text has been amended to
improve clarity.

4774 comment by: CAA Belgium
(c) delete last line

Not accepted
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Please see the reply to comment 2211 above.

4862 comment by: HUTC
(d) for a further type rating for the same type

Bad wording

Noted

Text has been amended to increase clarity.

4970 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
Comment:

See also ECA General comment on Part 21 references. Cross-reference to “Part
21”:this Part (Regulation 1702/2003) does not contain anything about
Difference of Familiarisation Training. Generic Cross-reference without specific
numbers is not acceptable. As long as there is nothing established in “Part 21”
this regulation is not valid.

Noted

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

The proposed Part FCL has been amended to improve clarity.

4972 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
Comment:

Paragraph (d) should be included also for aeroplanes.

Justification: There is no safety justification for not including the aeroplane
category in this paragraph. A pilot who flies an aircraft knows it, independently
of the position occupied while flying. In this cases, the theoretical knowledge
should also be credited.

Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

5561 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: FCL. 710/725/720A/720H

Page No*: 34/35/38of 647

Comment: Part-21 mentioned in these paragraphs with no statement of the
full reference.

Justification: Clarification

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4970 above.

5579 comment by: UK CAA
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Paragraph: FCL.725-Requirements for the issue of class and type ratings
Page No*: 34 of 647

Comment: Paragraph (b) (4) (c) states applicant shall pass a skill test within
6 months after completion of the type rating course and preceding application
for issue of rating. There is also no mention of the period a type rating course
must be completed in.

This paragraph does not correspond to JAR-FCL which was more specific in
stating that the type rating course has to be completed in 6 months preceding
the skill test, and that all items of the skill test must be completed within 6
months preceding date of receipt of application for the rating.

Justification: Clarification for the avoidance of doubt

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

..type rating course and within 6 months preceding application for the issue of
the type or class rating.

Accepted

Text has been amended as proposed.

Please see also the reply to comment 990 above.

5582 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.725(a)

Page No: 34 of 647

Comment: The reference to Part-21 is confusing in this context

Justification: It is the class or type rating that is defined in accordance with
Part-21 and not the training syllabi, which are defined in AMC Nol to
FCL.725(a)

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Training course. An applicant for a class or type rating as established in
accordance with Part-21 shall complete a training course at an approved
training organisation. The training course shall be based on the training syllabi
for the relevant class or type.

Not accepted

The Operational suitability data for the aircraft type that will be established in
accordance with Part-21 will include additional elements for the training
course, so your proposal is not correct.

Please note, however, that the text of this paragraph has been amended to
improve clarity.

5584 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.725(b)(3)

Page No: 34 of 647

Comment: Questions for Single Engine theoretical knowledge should be
written and not verbal.

Justification:

Accountability - Verbal questioning is not auditable or quantifiable, a
‘satisfactory level’ knowledge cannot be recorded or assessed without a pass
mark.

Clarification - What is the definition of ‘satisfactory level’.
Safety/Standardisation - Level of theoretical knowledge will vary without
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standardisation of amount and content of the oral questions.

Consistency — This is inconsistent with other type rating theoretical knowledge
requirements -Form D at AMC to Appendix 9 requires 75% pass mark for
theoretical knowledge

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

FCL.725 (b)(2) For single — pilot single-engine and multi-engine....

Delete paragraph (3) in toto

Not accepted

In accordance with the Basic Regulation, theoretical knowledge must be
assessed. However, taking into account the principle of proportionality, a
verbal examination was considered sufficient for single engine class ratings.

5585 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.725(c)

Page No: 35 of 647

Comment: The second sub-paragraph could be better worded

Justification:

It is not clear that a maximum period of 6 months exists both between course
completion and skill test, and between skill test and application. Furthermore,
the wording does not set any time constraints on the length of course and this
is not determined elsewhere in the rules.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

The applicant shall pass the skill test within a period of 6 months after
commencement of the type rating training course and within a period of 6
months preceding the application for the issue of the type or class rating.

Accepted

The text has been amended accordingly.

Please see also the reply to comment 990 above.

5694 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

(b)(4) only applies for single pilot high performance aeroplanes. For multipilot
high performance aircraft type rating, an assessment of the theoretical
knowledge is already performed before the FFS phase and there is no need to
duplicate it. We suggest the following wording :

“high performance single-pilot-aeroplane”

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to refer specifically to single-pilot high performance
aeroplanes.

5860 comment by: EFLEVA

FCL 725 b 3 Issue of class and type ratings.
EFLEVA supports the proposed amendment whereby the theoretical knowledge
examination related to single engine aircraft will be conducted verbally.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.
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5983 comment by: Icelandic CAA
Second paragraph of item (c) indicates that skill test shall be passed within a 6
months period after completion of the type rating course. In our view the type
rating course (incl. landings in a/c if not ZFTT ) and the skill test should be
completed within a 6 months period (Ref. JAR-FCL 1.240(a)(4)).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 990 above.

6016 comment by: ENAC TLP
(3) the theoretical knowledge examination for single engine aircraft should be
written too (at least 40 multi choice questions)

Not accepted

Although a theoretical knowledge examination is necessary, a verbal
examination was assessed to be sufficient, in accordance with the principle of
proportionality.

This was the system in JAR-FCL, and the Agency does not intend to change it.
6289 comment by: Axel Schwarz
Under (c), 2nd paragraph refer to "type OR CLASS rating training course™.
Accepted

Text will be amended accordingly.

6413 comment by: CAA Finland
FCL.725(b)(3):

Headline is: examination organized by the approved training organization.
(b)(3) requires only verbal examination by the examiner. The paragraph
FCL.725(b)(3) shall be renumbered as FCL.725(c) and respectively current
(b)(4) as (b)(3).

Not accepted

The fact that the examination is conducted by the examiner doesn’t mean that
the training organisation shouldn’t be involved in its organisation.

6414 comment by: CAA Finland
FCL.725(b)(3), verbal examination:

An examiner's legal protection sometimes needs written documentation. The
regulations shall not prohibit the examiner to take appropriate examination. In
possible case of teasing the examinee may have another examiner.

theoretical knowledge examination shall be written or conducted verbally by
the examiner during the skill test, to determine whether or not a satisfactory
level of knowledge has been achieved.

Not accepted
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In accordance with the Basic Regulation, theoretical knowledge must be
assessed. However, taking into account the principle of proportionality, a
verbal examination was considered sufficient for single-engine class ratings.
This was the system in JAR-FCL, and the Agency does not intend to change it.

6421 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.725(c):
SKill test within 6 months. There is not guidance how to proceed if time limit is
exceeded. New text proposal (might be as an AMC as well):

....for the issue of the type or class rating or the applicant shall take refresher
training at an approved training organisation, to reach the level of proficiency
needed to pass the skill test. The amount of training needed to reach the
desired level of proficiency should increase with the time lapsed. The following
may be taken as guidance when determining the needs of the applicant:

(a) Expiry for a period shorter than 3 months: theoretical examination and 1
training session on FSTD/aircraft

(b) Expiry for longer than 3 months but shorter than 1 year: theoretical
examination and 2 training sessions on FSTD/aircraft

(c) Expiry for longer than 1 year but shorter than 3 years: theoretical
examination and 3 training sessions on FSTD/aircraft

(d) Expiry for longer than 3 years: the applicant should undergo the full
training course for the issue of the type or class rating.

Not accepted

Your proposal seems to be directed at the refresher training needed for the
renewal of a rating. It doesn’'t seem appropriate to this case. Furthermore, the
Agency considers that the amount of time given is appropriate.

6560 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

Paragraph b)3). The LAA approves the proposed amendment related to single
engine aircraft for which the theoretical knowledge examination will be
conducted verbally.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

6743 comment by: CAA CZ

The last sentence:

The applicant shall pass the skill test within a period of 6 months after
completion of the type rating training course and preceding the application for
the issue of the type or class rating.

has a different meaning than in JAR-FCL 1.240(a)(4) and 2.240(a)(3):

The type rating course, including theoretical knowledge, shall be completed
within the 6 months preceding the skill test.

The sentence should be amended to ensure that the NPA has the same

meaning as the original requirement in JAR-FCL, or added to the provisions of
FCL.725(a). Otherwise, the requirement for maximum length of a type course
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will not be specified in this NPA.
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 990 above.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7200
across Europe

(b) (1) 100 multi-choice questions seem excessive.
Request justification/rationale for this figure.

Not accepted

100 was assessed as a minimum by the experts.
This was the system in JAR-FCL, and the Agency does not intend to change it.

7799 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

EAS recommends clarification of 725 (b) (3) and the statement concerning
single engine single pilots that the theoretical knowledge examination shall be
conducted verbally by the Examiner.

To our opinion, any aeroplane PPL A license will contain a class rating like SEP
land or SEP sea or TMG. No other class ratings are available.

The only additional single engine class rating which can be acquired is for a
SEP PPL pilot the TMG class rating. But as the theoretical training is identical
for SEP and TMG in the PPL A training it does not make sense to ask for a
differential theoretical examination.

It is acknowledged that the situation is different for extending the SEP land to
SEP sea where there is a real difference in the rating.

Not accepted

In accordance with the Basic Regulation, theoretical knowledge must be
assessed. However, taking into account the principle of proportionality, a
verbal examination was considered sufficient for single-engine class ratings.

8116 comment by: HeliAir Ltd

Approved Training Course in the UK means fees and inspections, with a huge
‘administrative' input. Disproportionatly uneccessary for simple helicopters...

Not accepted

The requirement for an approval does not imply necessarily a huge
administrative input. The principle of proportionality is relevant in that respect.

8280 comment by: Paul Mc G

Para b3).If this means that the theoretical knowledge examination for single
engine aircraft will be conducted verbally, then this is a sensible simplification.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.
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375 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT

Unlike to the aeroplane regulations a class rating for helicopter doesn't exsist.
As a consequence each helicopter rating has to be evaluated individually -
beside the revalidation option within a certain group of single engine
helicopters.

PROPOSAL
Analog the aeroplane revalidation requirements, helicopters shall be collected
as classes:

1. Class - Single-Engine (piston or turbine)

2. Class - Multi-Engine

e The type ratings listed in the pilot's licence doesn't expire. Alternatively
to the profiency check, pilots have to pass an flight review each 24
months, taken by an instructor. The content of the flight review will be
decided by the instructor, who signs the pilot's logbook.

e If a pilot hasn't flown a helicopter during the preceeding 90 days,
he/she has to pass a flight review for the specific type rating.

1. Class - Single-engine

Pilots have to pass a flight review every 24 months on one of the single-engine
helicopters typs he/she rated for.

2. Class - Multi-engine

For Multi-Engine helicopters the pilot has to pass every 24 months a flight
review on each multi-engine helicopters he/she intents to fly.

Not accepted

Different classes were not assessed as an option for helicopters, and were not
included in JAR-FCL 2. The Agency does not intend to change it at this time.
You may wish to make a proposal for a rule amendment, with a different
assessment.

395 comment by: Rod Wood

This appears to be in contradiction to FCL 140.H and is introducing different
renewal/revalidation requirements. This is a more stringent requirement to
140.h and that is for a lower experienced license holder. The requirements
must be standardised to avoid confusion. See also 140(H).

Not accepted

FCL.140.H deals with recency requirements, whereas FCL.740 deals with
renewal requirements. Those are additional requirements. They do not
contradict.

498 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

H/Section 1
FCL.740
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General
For harmonisation reason there should be no difference between aeroplane and
helicopter class and type-ratings.

Proposal:

With reference to FCL.725 a similar validity for helicopter classes
should be possible.

(b) (1) Text to compare with AMC.FCL.740 (b)(1)

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 375 above.

539 comment by: Swedish Coast Guard

We are looking for a better flexibility if a pilot cannot perform his/her PC before
the exiry date.

We have instructors with SFI/TRE that we would like to use in this case but the
regulation indicates that we need to have a TRTO to perform the training
before PC.

regards

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment. The Agency nevertheless considers it
necessary for safety reasons to keep the requirement as proposed in the text.

632 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association

(b) Strongly disagree. There can be no valid reason to require refresher
training for all expired ratings. This will require training for a renewal of a
rating that has expired by just one day. There should be a reasonable time
after expiry before training is required before test.

Partially accepted

Refresher training is not required for all expired rating. Actually, AMC to
FCL.740(b)(1) even sets, as a guidance: ‘expiry shorter than 3 months: no
supplementary requirements’. The text will be reviewed accordingly.

805 comment by: Geschéftsflihrer Luftsportverband RP

Dem PPL wird quasi dieselben teuren Auflagen verpasst, die der Flugkapitan
erfullen muss. Es besteht aber ein gro3er Unterschied darin, wer die Kosten
tragt. Samtliche Priuferkosten kann der Privatmann nicht in die Sicherheit des
eigenen Fliegens stecken.

Bei Renewal sollte ein Punkt (3) angehéangt werden fir den single-pilot, single-
engine, dass:

take refresher training according FCL.740.A (b) (ii) with or under supervision of
an Fl, to reach the level to safely operate the relevant type or class of aircraft

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please refer to the response given to
comment no 1155 in this segment.
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1150 comment by: Schéfer

Bei einer Erneuerung mufl ein Auffrischungstraining mit einem Fluglehrer
ausreichend sein.mO

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please refer to the response given to
comment no 1155 in this segment.

1155 comment by: KLSPublishing

740 (b) there is point (3) missing for single-engine class up to 2.000 kg for
which the renewal is done mostly combined with the training flight every two
years

Not accepted

A mere training is not enough to assess the skills of a pilot, thus allowing to
renew his/her licence. For a renewal, it is necessary to pass a proficiency
check.

1199 comment by: Luftsportverband Rheinland Pfalz

FCL 740 (b) Renewal ist zu &ndern

Die deutsche Lizenz ist unberechtigt giltig. Durch ein refresher training und ein
Profiency check werden die alten Rechte eingeschrénkt. Ein Refresher training
und ein profiency check kosten Geld, das besser in Flugstunden investiert wird.
Die Erneuerung einer Lizenz wird durch refresher training und profiency check
deutlich teurer

Neuer Text Vorschag:

(b) Renewal. If a class or type rating has expired, the applicant shall:

Einen einstindigen Trainings-Flug mit einem Fluglehrer durchfihren und das
notwendige Training (Flugzeit und Starts) unter der Aufsicht eines Fluglehrers
nachholen. Das bendtigte Training (Flugzeit und Starts) entspricht den
Bedingungen fur eine Verlangerung.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please refer to the response given to
comment no 1155 in this segment.

1268 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

Comment on para (b)

JAR-FCL 1.245(f) currently reads

(f) Expired Ratings

(1) If a type rating or multi-engine class rating has expired, the applicant shall
meet any refresher training requirements as determined by the Authority and
complete a proficiency check in accordance with Appendices 1 and 2 or 3 to
JAR-FCL 1.240.

However, the practice for under JAR-FCL has not been to require formal

training at an FTO to renew an expired class rating. This practice has been
successful and there is no safety case to change it.
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General comment on FCL.625 and FCL.740

The requirement for refresher training at an approved organisation in the case
of an expired Instrument or Class rating adds unnecessary cost and
inflexibility, given that the Proficiency Check is, in of itself, a mechanism which
ensures that a pilot has undertaken training needed, or has sufficient currency,
to meet the standards of the rating.

Additionally, there is no case to mandate that refresher training must take
place at an approved training organisation. It has been normal and safe
practice that independent instructors may undertake recurrent and refresher
training.

Our proposed wording is:

(b) Renewal. If a class or type rating has expired, the applicant shall pass a
proficiency check in _accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part; having taken
refresher training if needed

Partially accepted

Please see replies to comments 539 and 632 above.

1315 comment by: Bristow Helicopters

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.
Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

1398 comment by: Wilfried Miiller

Renewal of a license would require flying time with and under control of a FI.
When the conditions are completed, the FI should be entitled to endorse the
license.

Wilfried Muller 11-27-2008
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 539 above.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1607 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT

Unlike to the airplane regulations a class rating for helicopter does not exist.
Consequently, each helicopter rating has to be evaluated individually - beside
the revalidation option within a certain group of single engine helicopters.
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PROPOSAL
Analog the airplane revalidation requirements, helicopters shall be collected as
classes:

1. Class - Single-Engine (piston or turbine)
2. Class - Multi-Engine
e The type ratings listed in the pilot's licence does not expire.
Alternatively, to the profiency check, pilots have to pass an flight review
each 24 months, taken by an instructor. Theinstructor, who signs the
pilot's logbook, will decide the content of the flight review.
e If a pilot has not flown a helicopter during the preceding 90 days,
he/she has to pass a flight reviewfor the specific type rating.
1. Class - Single-engine
Pilots have to pass a flight review every 24 months on one of the single-engine
helicopters types he/she rated for.

2. Class - Multi-engine
For Multi-Engine helicopters the pilot has to pass every 24 months a flight
review on each multi-engine helicopters he/she intents to fly.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 375 above.

1710 comment by: Sven Koch

Gultigkeit einer Klassen-/Typenberechtigung 12 Monate; fur SEP 24 Monate.
Zeitrechnung vom Datum der letzten Erneuerung. Erneuerung erfordert
Auffrischungstraining und einen Prufercheck Erneuerung: Auffrischung mit oder
unter Aufsicht eines FI

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.740.

1747 comment by: Stephan Johannes

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

wenn eine Lizenz wegen zu geringer Starts bzw. Stunden nicht mehr ausgeibt
werden darf, so sollten die fehlenden Starts und Stunden mit bzw. unter
Aufsicht eines Fluglehrers durchgefiuihrt werden kénnen.

Es ist kein Sicherheitsgewinn, wenn jetzt ein Prufungsflug und ein
Auffrischungstraining erforderlich ist. Hier werden nur die Kosten in die Hohe
getrieben.

Mit freundlichem Gruf3
Stephan Johannes

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
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1848 comment by: Reinhard Weihermueller

- Pflichtsunden sollen wie bisher bleiben 12h gesamt
- kein Uberprifung mit Priifer, Flugleher soll geniigen
- man kann den Ubungslug mit Flugleher standardisiern und dokumentieren

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

1991 comment by: Esko RUOHTULA

According to daft FCL.740 and 740.A the period of validity of class and type
ratings, except single-pilot single-engine class ratings, is 12 months from the
date of expiry, if revalidated before its expiry, and the revalidation may be
done up to three months before the date of expiry. In other words a type or
class rating can be revalidated for a period of up to 15 months from the date of
proficiency check. My question is, why can’t a proficiency check be done, and
an examiner revalidate, a rating more than three months before the date of
expiry? Why is a pilot “punished” for taking a proficiency check more often
than required?

In order to provide more flexibility, 1 propose to change FCL.740 (a) to read:

' Validity and revalidation

(1) The period of validity of class and type ratings shall be 12 calendar
months from the end of the month of issue or renewal, except for
single-pilot single class ratings, for which the period of validity shall
be 24 calendar months.

(2) The period of validity shall be 12 calendar months from the date of
issue, renewal or revalidation if revalidated within the three months
immediately preceding the expiry date, except for single-pilot single
class ratings, for which the period of validity shall be 24 calendar
months.

(3) If a class or type rating is revalidated more than three months
before the date of expiry, the period of validity is 14 months from
the end of the month of revalidation, except that for single-pilot
single-engine class ratings the period of validity is 26 calendar
months.

Not accepted

The validity periods proposed in the NPA were those established in JAR-FCL.
The Agency considers them as adequate, and does not intend to change them
at this time.

2126 comment by: British International Helicopters

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.

Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted
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Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

2176 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald
Erneuerung: Auffrischung mit oder unter Aufsicht eines FI.
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 539 above.

2335 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.
Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

2444 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann

Problem: In subparagraph (a) the TMG is missing.

Proposed solution: Add TMG in the first sentence: except for single-engine
piston aircraft and touring motor glider class rating, for which .... 24 calendar
month.

Justification: SEP and TMG are dedicated throughout the document. See
FCL.740.A (b) for reference.

Partially accepted

The actual wording is ‘single-pilot single-engine class ratings’, which includes
TMGs. However, the document will be checked for consistency.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2752 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FFA fully agrees with the extended period of validity for single pilot, single
engine, class ratings.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

3057 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

The period is here 12 calendar months or 24 calendar months. This is
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inconsistent with FCL.625 (a) where the validity is one year, either the period
is in regulated in years or in months.

Noted
The text of the NPA is consistent with JAr-FCL 1.245 (a) and (c).

3230 comment by: Egon Schmaus

FCL.740.A

(b) (2) ...requirements in (1)(i) "or comply with the requirements in (1)(ii(, but
inszead of a training flight conduct a check flight with a senior instructor
according to the demands of a proficiency check"

Reason: for non-Fl pilots, a check with a senior instructor according to the
demands of a proficiency-check is sufficient to save manpower of examiners

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment no 539 above.

3382 comment by: Christian Kérner

Let's switch to a really pratical system to renew a class rating, the biennial
flight review, as it is used in the US.
Therefore | suggest to remove section (2).

Not accepted

The proposal does not seem to be practical. It is dificult to envisage a biennial
flight review for a rating which has expired for more than two years.

3632 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
FCL. 740 (b)(1)

e Proposed wording does not allow for brief expiration period before
renewal

Suggestion: change "and" to "or"
Not accepted

Changing ‘and’ to ‘or’ would actually suppress the renewal concept. The
duration of expiration is to be taken into account when assessing the refresher
training needed, as stated in AMC to FCL.740(b)(2).

3815 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

FCL.740 (a)

This wording is consistent with FCL.940 and FCL.1025 (a). Strokes elements
are not consistent with AR.FCL.215 which says :

"When issuing, revalidating or renewing a rating or instructor certificate, the
competent authority shall extend the validity period of the rating or instructor
certificate until the end of the month in which the validity would otherwise
expire. That date shall remain the expiry date of the rating or instructor
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certificate.”

Future work ! AMC to FCL.1025 should be withdraw and AR.FCL.215 amended
as follow : "When issuing, revalidating or renewing a rating er instructor or
examiner certificate, the competent authority shall .....

we propose the following modification :
FCL.740 (a) should read : A class and type rating shall be valid for 1 year,
except for single-pilot single-engine class rating which is valid for 2

years Fhe—period—-ofvalidityefclass—and—type—ratings—shall-be 12 calendar

Partially accepted

Text has been amended as proposed.
This rule has to be applied naturally in conjunction with AR.FCL 240

3917 comment by: DCA Malta
FCL.740 (b)(1) is in contradiction with AMC.FCL 740(b)(1)
Accepted

The amount of refresher training has to be determined, as proposed in
AMC.FCL 740(b)(1), and may possibly be reduced to none.
The text will be revised accordingly.

4099 comment by: SFVHE
Wie bisher Ubungsfliige mit Fluglehrer oder dessen Aufsicht
Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 539 above.

4404 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.

Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

4631 comment by: Patrick Diewald
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Ein Priufungsflug ist vollkommen uberzogen, ein 1stindiger Uberprifungsflug
mit Fluglehrer reicht hier vollkommen aus.

Not accepted

In case of a rating expiry, it is necessary to check whether the pilot is still
proficient, thence the proficiency check requirement.

4647 comment by: Héli-Union

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.

Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

4739 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.740(a)

Here, the validity period is counted from the date of issue or renewal, or if
revalidated before expiry date, from that expiry date. This brings up several
issues:

First, for issue or renewal, the validity period should be counted from the date
of the skill test/proficiency check. This is necessary for consistency. Just
because one authority might need longer time for the issuing or renewing of
ratings than another authority should not lead to a longer validity period from
the date of the test/check. The counting should start on the date the candidate
actually proves his/her skills or proficiency, not at a purely administrative point
in time.

Secondly: The last sentence of the para states that “...if revalidated before
expiry date, from that expiry date”. This does not make sense. As it is written,
a candidate could do a skill test on day 1, then, 10 days later, do a proficiency
check. As this para is written, he/she would then get another full validity
period added to the rating. Then, 10 days later, do yet another proficiency
check..... and he/she could indeed accumulate a very long validity this way.
Anyway all revalidations have to be done prior to expiry date - otherwise it is a
renewal, not a revalidation. Renewals are covered in FCL.740(b). Para
FCL.740(a) does not take into account that revalidating within the 3 months
prior to expiry date results in keeping the same date - so the sentence has to
be re-written. This should take into account the two possible revalidation
scenarios: Within the last three months of validity (maintains same expiry
date), and before the last three months of validity (results in new expiry date,
12 months (24 for SE class rating) from date of proficiency check.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3815 above.
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4775 comment by: CAA Belgium
(b) (1) is in contradiction with AMC.FCL.740 (b) (1)

Accepted

The amount of refresher training has to be determined and may possibly be
reduced to none.

The text will be revised accordingly.

4860 comment by: HUTC

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
validity period.

Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

5576 comment by: Belgian Gliding Federation

FCL.740.A (b) (1)
(i) "within the three months preceding the expiry date of the rating, pass a
proficiency check in the relevant class in accordance with Appendix 9 to
this Part with an examiner; or”

Comment:

THe BGF does not agree with the three months “window” before expiry of the
licence if the applicant was not able to fulfil the requirements given under (ii).
We propose that the period preceding the expiry date should be 12 months
and that the check should be performed by a LAFI or FI.

Justification for this is, that gliding is a seasonal activity, highly weather
dependent, and particularly in northern Europe with restricted daylight hours
and therefore, there is not the capacity at all clubs or in all countries to meet
this requirement. A flight instructor will be able to validate the maintained
skills of the applicant and no further financial burden will be generated. We doe
not see any decrease in safety if the check is performed by a flight instructor.
See also comment against FCL 140 S re roles of instructors and examiners in
gliding.

Proposal:
(j) "within the twelve months preceding the expiry date of the rating,

pass a proficiency check in the relevant class in accordance with
Appendix 9 to this Part with an instructor; or”

Not accepted

According to the present FCL proposal, glider pilot will not be required to pass
class rating. Therefore, there is no reason to request this extension for class
ratings.
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5606 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL. 740

Page No: 35 of 647

Comment: If a helicopter rating has expired then the training required in
paragraph (b)(1) must at least consist of the revalidation requirements of
FCL.240.H (a) (2) i.e. 2 hours including the LPC.

Additionally the requirement for theoretical knowledge revision should be
specified.

Justification: Safety/Clarification/Consistency — If a minimum is not specified
then a pilot can renew an expired rating with less flight time than required for
the revalidation. If the rating has expired for a number of years theoretical
knowledge revision and testing will be required.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

New paragraph

FCL.7409b)(1) take theoretical and flight training at an approved training
organisation, to reach the level of proficiency necessary to safely operate the
aircraft type or class of aircraft, to include as a minimum the requirements of
the relevant type or class of aircraft revalidation and:

Not accepted

The renewal requirements are actually more stringent than the revalidation
requirements, since two conditions are required instead of one.

5861 comment by: EFLEVA

EFLEVA supports the extended period of validity for single pilot single engine
class ratings.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

5863 comment by: EFLEVA

EFLEVA is of the view that this rule amendment would require more FEs. FEs
holding a PPL rather than a CPL could be used for this task.

Noted
The rule has not changed in relation to JAR-FCL 1.245(f).

6294 comment by: Axel Schwarz

Requiring re-training in an ATO already after the first day of rating expiry
seems too restrictive. 1 suggest a period of e.g. 3 months during which the
pilot may renew the expired rating by fulfilling the revalidation requirements
(in analogy to the possibility to perform the revalidation 3 months in advance)
to cater for unforeseen circumstances (weather, illness, operational difficulties,
simulator serviceability, ...). After this period training in an ATO may be
required.

Partially accepted

Refresher training is not required for all expired rating. Actually, AMC to
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FCL.740(b)(1) even sets, as a guidance: ‘expiry shorter than 3 months: no
supplementary requirements’.

6567 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK
Paragraph a). The LAA approves the extended period of validity for single pilot
single engine class ratings. The safety case for requiring ‘refresher training’ at
an ATO has not been demonstrated: the UK system has a very good safety
record without this requirement. In addition, there is the associated cost
increase for the pilot.

Accepted

The amount of refresher training has to be determined, as proposed in
AMC.FCL 740(b)(1), and may possibly be reduced to none.

The text will be revised accordingly.

6822 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: FCL.740 (a)

Page No: 35 of 647

Comment: The validity of a type rating should extend from the date of
successful skill test and not from date of issue. The validity, revalidation and
renewal should be consistent with Part Ops and with the provision of
Examiners. The validity of a rating should be counted in additional to the
remainder of the month of issue.

Justification: This would standardise and align it with the Operator Proficiency
Check provisions that are normally conducted as a combined check and
Examiner provisions.

Proposed Text: The period of validity of class and type ratings shall be twelve
calendar months in addition to the remainder of the month of issue, except for
single-pilot single-engine class ratings, for which the period of validity shall be
24 calendar months in addition to the remainder of the month of issue. If
revalidated within the final three calendar months of validity of a previous
proficiency check, the period of validity shall extend from the expiry date of
that previous proficiency check.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

6897 comment by: CAA CZ
para (a)

Validity of rating cannot be counted as 12 or 24 months from the date of issue
or renewal but from the date when the skill test was conducted to obtain the
rating.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3815 above.

6904 comment by: CAA CZ

When a requirement for renewal of the rating within 3 months before the
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expiry is applied, it should be stated what happens when the proficiency check
is performed earlier, for example 4 months before the expiry date. For these
cases it should be stated that validity of the qualification will be calculated from
the date of passing the proficiency check, i.e. + 12 or 24 months.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3815 above.

6947 comment by: Austrian Aero Club

FCL.740 Gultigkeit und Erneuerung von Klassen- und
Musterberechtigungen

Der Osterreichische Aero Club regt eine einheitliche Regelung an, wobei die
Periode entweder in Jahren oder in Monaten geregelt werden sollte.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3815 above.

7039 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.740(a)

Here, the validity period is counted from the date of issue or renewal, or if
revalidated before expiry date, from that expiry date. This brings up several
issues:

First, for issue or renewal, the validity period should be counted from the date
of the skill test/proficiency check. This is necessary for consistency. Just
because one authority might need longer time for the issuing or renewing of
ratings than another authority should not lead to a longer validity period from
the date of the test/check. The counting should start on the date the candidate
actually proves his/her skills or proficiency, not at a purely administrative point
in time.

Secondly: The last sentence of the para states that “...if revalidated before
expiry date, from that expiry date”. This does not make sense. As it is written,
a candidate could do a skill test on day 1, then, 10 days later, do a proficiency
check. As this para is written, he/she would then get another full validity
period added to the rating. Then, 10 days later, do yet another proficiency
check..... and he/she could indeed accumulate a very long validity this way.
Anyway all revalidations have to be done prior to expiry date - otherwise it is a
renewal, not a revalidation. Renewals are covered in FCL.740(b). Para
FCL.740(a) does not take into account that revalidating within the 3 months
prior to expiry date results in keeping the same date - so the sentence has to
be re-written. This should take into account the two possible revalidation
scenarios: Within the last three months of validity (maintains same expiry
date), and before the last three months of validity (results in new expiry date,
12 months (24 for SE class rating) from date of proficiency check.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3815 above.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7113
across Europe

Validity period should be to the end of the month to align with IR and Ops
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validity period.

Change paragraph (a) text to:

This period shall be counted from the end of the month of issue or
renewal.......

Justification: End of the month validity is allowed elsewhere in the rules. It
would be more elegant if the basic rule reflected this validity period.

Partially accepted

Setting the validity to the end of the month is already provided in AR.FCL.215,
as proposed in NPA 2008-22.

7252 comment by: ECOGAS

Current wording as follows: "(b) Renewal. If a class or type rating has expired,
the applicant shall:

(1) take refresher training at an approved training organisation, to reach the
level of proficiency necessary to safely operate the relevant type or class of
aircraft; and"

does not allow for brief expiration period before renewal

Suggestion: change final "and" to "or"

Not accepted

Changing ‘and’ to ‘or’ would actually suppress the renewal concept. The
duration of expiration is to be taken into account when assessing the refresher
training needed, as stated in AMC to FCL.740(b)(1).

7384 comment by: Esko RUOHTULA

Holder of a LPL(A) is only required to pass a proficiency check once in every 6
years (FCL.140.A) but if a holder of a PPL, CPL or ATPL with a single-pilot
single-engine rating wants to fly single-engine piston airplane with MTOM 2000
kg or less, he is required, depending on recent experience, to pass a
proficiency check or complete a training flight with instructor (FCL.740.A(b)
once in every 24 months. This is not acceptable and the requirements should
be harmonized.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 5863 above.

8209 comment by: Klagenfurter Flugsport Club
Wir sind fur eine einheitliche Regelung, entweder in Jahren oder Monaten.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion which will be taken into account in
drafting the final text.

8225 comment by: AOPA Sweden

If the class/type or IR rating has expired, but has been unvalid for a shorter
period than 12 months, we suggest that no refresher training is needed.
Sweden is a large country and the distance to find an FTO is very long and a
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PC that is passed would be enough to fulfil any flight safety requirements. The
distance to a training organisation with the right privileges can often be 250
km or 1000 km for large parts of the country. In central europe this might not
be a problem but in sweden the costs for just travelling to a training
organisation will be much higher than the training itself. The requirement to
inpose refresher training if the rating has expired with ONE day is not
reasonable nor justified. In case the agency suggests that refresher training
will be needed, we suggest that it can be given by any certified instructor.

Accepted

The amount of refresher training has to be determined, as proposed in
AMC.FCL 740(b)(1), and may possibly be reduced to none.
Additionally, see the reply to comment 539 above.

8281 comment by: Paul Mc G

Para a). The extended period of validity for single pilot single engine class
ratings seems reasonable. The safety case for requiring refresher training at an
ATO has not been demonstrated: There is a cost increase for without obvious
safety improvement and how is a type rating on a single seater organised? Just
an additional though?

Accepted

The amount of refresher training has to be determined, as proposed in
AMC.FCL 740(b)(1), and may possibly be reduced to none.
The text will be revised accordingly.

8308 comment by: Bertram UNFRIED

Zur Vereinfachung der Termine bei der FCL, der verschiedenen Gultigkeiten
von Dokumenten etc. sollte eine verniinftige Anderung eingebracht werden.
Z.B. Gultigkeit der Dokumente 4 Jahre; Gultigkeit der Lehrberechtigung
ebenfalls 4 Jahre; Verlangerung der Berechtigung nach 2 Jahren durch einen
Fluglehrer. Damit wirde dem Termin Wirrwarr der zur Zeit herrscht Einhalt
geboten.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
The validity of qualifications was established in JAR-FCL. The Agency does not
intend to change it at this time, without a dedicated assessment.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 2:

Specific Requirements for the aeroplane category — FCL.720.A Experience

requirements and prerequisites for the issue of class or type ratings — p. 35-36
aeroplanes
comment | 297 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

FCL 720 A (c) Multi-pilot aeroplanes : Applicants for the first type rating
course:

IR(A) validity :

We have presently an equity problem with this point as the IR(A) has to valid
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before entering the course.

So the applicants whose IR (A) expires one day before entering the first type
rating course have to come back to an ATO to be trained and pass the skill test
on an aircraft (at least each alternate) before going to the type rating.

And the ones whose IR(A) expires when they have started the type rating may
renew it when passing the type rating skill test prescribed in Appendix 9 to this
Part (by taking section 6 of this Appendix).

We meet many recruited pilots waiting the companies to send them back to a
plane to revalidate (or even renew) their IR(A), certainly due to the costs.

We understand that for the first type rating the IR (A) competencies must still
be very present in the pilot skills.

The AMC to FCL 625 (c) determines the amount of training required.

So we would like an evolution of this paragraph to :

FCL 720 A Experience requirements......

(c) Multi-pilot aeroplanes. An applicant to the first type rating course for a
multi-pilot aeroplane shall be a student currently undergoing training on a MPL
training course or comply with the following requirements :

1) have at least 70 hours as pilot-in-command of aeroplanes;

2) have a multi-engine IR(A) valid (or not expired longer than six month and
having, after an evaluation, followed an adapted refresher training in the ATO
before entring the type rating course, in accordance with AMC to FCL 625(c)).

Not accepted

The Agency’s proposal is an exact copy of JAR-FCL 1.250(a)(ii). The Agency
does not intend to change it at this time, without a dedicated assessment.

499 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

H/Section 2
FCL.720.A

Proposal: (c)(4)(iv) This provision did not exist in JAR-FCL
Not accepted
This text was already included in JAR FCL 1.250(b)(3).

894 comment by: ERA

FCL.720.A Experience requirements and prerequisites for the issue of class or
type ratings aeroplanes

The concern regarding the size of this draft document and the complexity this
adds to any review is illustrated by FCL.720A. Tracing the exemption from the
requirement to hold a certificate of completion of additional theoretical
knowledge undertaken for class and type ratings for additional high
performance aeroplanes to be included on a pilot licence is virtually impossible
to find as there is no reference in FCL 720A to AMC 720A. ERA members are
seeking not only a better referencing system but also a review by EASA of the
way the drafting of these supposed intelligent documents can be presented and
thus ease confusion.
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Noted

The Agency acknowledges your concern. However, reference to AMC cannot be
made in the text of the rule. The Agency is working on a web-based tool to
help stakeholders with the day-to-day use of the rules.

991 comment by: CAA Belgium

(©)(4)(iv): as it is written flight experience on any SP/ME (i.e. PA34) can be
taken into account.

Question: Does such an experience equals an MCC training ? This is a serious
deviation from JAR-FCL.

Not accepted
This text was already included in JAR FCL 1.250(b)(3).

1173 comment by: Thomas Reusch

Kann nur abgelehnt werden, da die Altrechte mit dieser Regelung beschnitten
werden.

Noted
Thank you for your feedback.

2039 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN

(b)(2)(iii) hold,...or CPL(A)/IR or passed succesfully skill test for CPL(A)
with...

Not accepted

The Agency follows closely Subpart F of JAR-FCL 1 and has taken over the text
from JAR-FCL 1.251(a)(3). At this time, the Agency has no intention to change
this text, without a dedicated assessment.

2915 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

(©)(4)(iv): as it is written flight experience on any SP/ME (i.e. PA34) can be
taken into account.

Question: Does such an experience equals an MCC training? This is a serious
deviation from JAR-FCL.

Noted
This text was already included in JAR FCL 1.250(b)(3).

3064 comment by: Peter SCHMAUTZER

The revalidation of single engine class ratings should be done by a flight
review, which has to be done every two years by a flight instructor. The other
prerequisite regulated in FCL.740.A (b) (1) is an unnecessary burden
connected with costs for the examiners. This regulation is not covered by the
basic regulation and is also not requested by the ICAO recommendations.
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According to Annex Ill 1.e.2. is stated that there have to be regularly checks
or tests in order to maintain qualification. This kind of prerequisite as regulated
in FCL.740.A (b) is an unnecessary burden and causes costs for general
aviation. The Federal Aviation Regulations, which are in compliance with the
ICAO, require only a biannual flight review, performed by a FI (Flight
Instructor). In order to save costs the regulation should be as it was in the
JAR-FCL and according to the FAR’s.

Noted

The provisions in FCL.740.A (b)(1) are coming from JAR-FCL 1.251 and 1.255,
and the Agency does not intend to change them at this time.

If you are, however, referring to the provisions of FCL.940.A (b)(2), please
note that taking into account the comments received the Agency has amended
its initial proposal. For more details, please see the replies to comments on
FCL.940.A, and the amended text.

3459 comment by: Susana Nogueira
Paragraph (c)(4)(iv) This provision is not in JAR-FCL. Delete.

Not accepted

This text was already included in JAR FCL 1.250(b)(3).

3705 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

FCL.720.A

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 :
1) Add a paragraph (d) as followed :
FCL.720.A

(d) _Single pilot operated in multi-crew environment. An
applicant for a first single type rating operated in multi-crew
environment, except when the type rating course is combined
with multi-crew_ co-operation (MCC) course, shall hold a

certificate of satisfactory completion of an MCC course in
aeroplane. This rating shall be restricted to multi-pilot

operations.

Partially accepted

After carefully considering your comment, as well as other comments received
related to the introduction of new aircraft, the Agency has added new
provisions of FCL.720.A to require a pilot that intends to operate a single-pilot
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aeroplane in multi-pilot operations to comply with the same prerequisites for
MCC as those established for multi-pilot aeroplanes. Please see amended text.

3840 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.720.A:

The requirement stated in FCL.720.A (b)(1) does not sufficiently take into
consideration the complexity of CS 23 single pilot multi engine turbine driven
types (e.g. HPA). The requirements also should take into consideration that for
training, testing and checking these types might be operated with two pilots or
might even be required to be operated with two pilots (acc. to EU-OPS). Thus,
the requirements for experience and flying training for turbine driven CS 23
types should be more in line with the requirements on pilots of CS 25 types.
For this purpose EASA should take into consideration the complexity of
aeroplanes as a basis for the requirements on the pilot’s ability to operate an
aeroplane. The number of engines and the number of pilots does not provide a
very good basis for an assessment on how demanding it is to operate an
aeroplane.

Partially accepted

In any case, after carefully considering your comment, as well as other
comments received related to the introduction of new aircraft, and their
growing complexity, the Agency has added new provisions of FCL.720.A to
differentiate between different levels of complexity for single-pilot aeroplanes,
and also to take into consideration the fact that these aircraft may be operated
in multi-pilot operations (see also the reply to comment 3705 above).

Please see the amended text, and the explanatory note to the CRD for more
detailed explanations.

Furthermore, please note that this provision is intended to be complemented
by the OSD process, which will assess the complexity of each individual aircraft
type, and if necessary establish further elements for the type rating training.

3996 comment by: Airbus
Page 35 FCL.720A and Page 38 FCL.720H

Comment: adjust the text so that the link with the Operational
Suitability Certificate is clearer.

Proposal: FCL.720A & 720H to read:
An applicant for a class or type rating shall comply with the experience
requirements and prerequisites for the issue of the relevant rating _defined in
the Operational Suitability Certificate established in accordance with Part 21.

Partially accepted

Thank you for your proposal. The text has been reviewed to take into account
the developments in rulemaking task 21.039.

4034 comment by: phil mathews

Why ATPL theory for a HPA on a PPL. Surely JAA HPA exam syllabus is
adequate.
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Noted

Please note that the requirements in FCL.720.A (b)(2) are alternative. Holding
a PPL and having passed a specific HPA theoretical knowledge course is one of
the possibilities offered, in accordance with FCL.720.A (b)(2)(i).

4474 comment by: AOPA Switzerland

PIC flight experience hours are always welcomed. But again, we doubt if the
additional requirement of 70 PIC hours to start a High Performance Aircraft
training will rise safety. We believe that 200 hours of total flight experience is
enough to start with the HPA training.

Noted

The 70 hours as pilot-in-command were a requirement for single-pilot, multi-
engine aeroplanes, in accordance with JAR-FCL 1.255. When developing the
proposals in this NPA, it was considered that this requirement should apply
also to HPA. Please note, however, that the 70 hours as pilot-in-command are
not in addition to the 200 hours, but included in them.

4740 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL.720.A(c)(4)(iv)

What kind of commercial air transport operations are meant? Is this limited to
Part OPS-approved, or should also commercial air transport operations
approved by third countries according to their national regulations be
accepted? Based on what documentation?

Noted

Text will be clarified to include a reference to Part-OPS.

4974 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: ECA requests to include a definition on the Single-Pilot High
Performance Aeroplane.

Justification: Single-Pilot High Performance Aeroplane is not defined, so ECA
cannot understand which aeroplanes are affected by this regulation.
Same comment on references to Part 21.

Noted

High performance aeroplanes are classified as a result of their operational
evaluation. You can see which aeroplanes are affected if you consult the list of
class/type ratings published by the Agency on its website.

Part-21 is an Annex to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1702/2003, containing
implementing rules on initial airworthiness.

Reference to Part-21 addresses the proposed requirements for operator
suitability data for each type to be approved by EASA. For more details please
see NPA 2009-01.

4979 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: add the following text after paragraph (c)(4)(iv):
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(4) Except when the type rating course is combined with a multicrew
cooperation (MCC) course:

(i) hold a certificate of satisfactory completion of an MCC course in
aeroplanes;or

(ii) hold a certificate of satisfactory completion of MCC in helicopters and have
more than 100 hours of flight experience as a pilot of multipilot helicopters; or

(iii) have at least 500 hours as a pilot of multipilot helicopters; or

(iv) have at least 500 hours as a pilot in multipilot operations on singlepilot
multiengine aeroplanes, in commercial air transport operations, in compliance
with Part OPS.

Justification: The requirement was to have flown these hours under our own
regulation, not under third countries’ one. There is no assurance that those
hours have been flown under certain safety requirements. As there is no
justification for this change, ECA recommends to keep the old JAR-FCL text.

Accepted

Please see the reply to comment 4740 above.

4982 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: add the following paragraph (d):

(d) Additional multi-pilot type ratings. An applicant for the issue of additional
multi-pilot type ratings shall hold a multi-engine instrument rating.
Justification: The requirements laid down in (c) are for the first type rating.
JARs required a valid IR to make an additional type rating course. ECA cannot
understand why this requirement is lost. The course for a type rating is, on
ECA’s opinion, enough sort not to have to spend time on the training
requirement for renewal of the IR, which should be additional to the type
rating course.

Accepted

Text will be added as proposed.

4984 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Comment: add paragraph (e) (actual JAR paragraph):

(e) An aeroplane class or type rating may be issued to an applicant who meets
the requirements for that rating of a non-EU State, provided the revalidation
requirements of this subpart are met. Such a rating will be restricted to
aeroplanes registered in that non-EU State, or operated by an operator of that
non-EU State. The restriction may be removed when the holder has completed
at least 500 hours of flight as a pilot on the type/class and complied with the
revalidation requirements.

Justification: In ECA’s opinion, point 5 of the old JARFCL 1.240 should be kept.
This allows a FCL pilot to work in non EU countries with his/her license. If the
pilot goes to a third country in which an EU license is accepted, even though
he/she does not accept theirs, the pilot takes the course for a rating but only
has his/her FCL license to note the rating in, so there should be a way of
permitting those cases.

In this case, if inserted, paragraph 1.245 e)4) of JAR should also be inserted in
FCL.H.1.726 as paragraph f)
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Partially accepted

After carefully considering your proposal, the Agency has included the
provisions of JAR-FCL 1.240 (a)(5) in the cover regulation to Part-FCL. Please
see the proposals for the cover regulation, as published with this CRD.

5420 comment by: CAA Belgium

The requirement stated in FCL.720.A (b)(1) does not sufficiently take into
consideration the complexity of CS 23 single pilot multi engine turbine driven
types (e.g. HPA). The requirements also should take into consideration that for
training, testing and checking these types might be operated with two pilots or
might even be required to be operated with two pilots (acc. to EU-OPS). Thus,
the requirements for experience and flying training for turbine driven CS 23
types should be more in line with the requirements on pilots of CS 25 types.
For this purpose EASA should take into consideration the complexity of
aeroplanes as a basis for the requirements on the pilot’s ability to operate an
aeroplane. The number of engines and the number of pilots does not provide a
very good basis for an assessment on how demanding it is to operate an
aeroplane.

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3840 above.

5493 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL. 710/725/720A/720H

Page No*: 34/35/38of 647

Comment: Part-21 mentioned in these paragraphs with no statement of the
full reference.

Justification: Clarification

Noted

Thank you for your feedback.
A definition of Part-21 will be included in the cover regulation. Please see the
proposals for the cover regulation, as published with this CRD.

5609 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph:

FCL.720.A — Experience requirements and pre-requisites for the issue of class
or type ratings-aeroplanes

Page No*: 35 of 647

Comment: Paragraph (b) (2) (ii)) and (c) (3) should be more specific and
should refer to the ATPL(A) theoretical knowledge examinations in accordance
with Part FCL

Paragraph (b) (2) (iii) gives recognition for an ICAO Annex 1 licence; however
Article 12 of Regulation (EC) 216/2008 states that there must be a recognition
agreement between the Community and that third country.

Justification: Clarification

Partially accepted
Text of (b) (2) (ii) and (c) (3) will be amended to refer to Part FCL.
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As for your comment on (b) (2) (iii), the text doesn’t really recognise the
licence, since the paragraph says that you still need to hold a Part-FCL licence;
what the paragraph does is give a sort of ‘credit’ to holders of ICAO licences, in
relation to a theoretical knowledge prerequisite for a Part-FCL licence. In the
Agency’s view, this does not contradict the provision of article 12 of the Basic
Regulation.

5692 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

The assessment of FCL.720.A seems to be very difficult due:
1. To its length
2. To the absence of cross-reference table with current and applicant JAR-
FCL1
3. To the complete change of philosophy for some articles

We claim, not withstanding the creation of a cross-reference table, a specific
regulatory impact assessment for this article, stating precisely what may
change or not.

Meanwhile, we would be obliged to express our strongest reserves to this
article.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your reserves, but this article follows very closely
JAR-FCL 1.250, 1.251, 1.255 and 1.260. This was indicated in the cross-
reference tables JAR-FCL/Part-FCL that were published with the Explanatory
Note to this NPA.

5952 comment by: Icelandic CAA

Ref. para. (c)(4)(iv). It should not be possible to replace the requirements for
MCC by experience of 500 hours as a pilot in multi-pilot operations on single-
pilot multi-engine aeroplanes. This experince should be gained at least on a
HPA type or with reference to JAR/FAR 23 commuter category. (Ref. JAR-FCL
1.250 (b)(3))

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion, but this text was already included in
JAR FCL 1.250(b)(3), and the Agency sees no reason to change it at this time.

6427 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.720.A(b)(2)(ii):

Although FCL.025 gives the requirements that theoretical knowledge training
shall be done before the examination, it is possible to understandthat this
gives an exemption to do direct examination. Amended text proposal:

(i) have passed the ATPL(A) theoretical knowledge instruction and
examinations; or

Partially accepted

Text will be amended to refer to the ATPL(A) theoretical examination passed in
accordance with Part FCL.
This should fully cover the concerns expressed in your comment.
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6428 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.720.A(c)(3):

Although FCL.025 gives the requirements that theoretical knowledge training
shall be done before the examination, it is possible to understand that this
gives an exemption to do direct examination. Amended text proposal:

(i) have passed the ATPL(A) theoretical knowledge instruction and
examinations; or

Partially accepted

Text will be amended to refer to the ATPL(A) theoretical examination passed in
accordance with Part FCL.
This should fully cover the concerns expressed in your comment.

6547 comment by: IAOPA Europe

For the Single Pilot High Performance Rating, wide parts of the ATPL theoretical
knowledge are required, see "Syllabus to the ATPL(A) level"”. This requirement
goes too far and is too high a burden.

Instead knowledge tests should be included in the individual type ratings. This
would respect that there are differences between the kowledge required for
piloting a Piper Malibu and a Falcon 900. A type rating is the best opportunity
to teach and to test the required specific knowledge for the individual aircraft.

Noted

The Agency shares your opinion that the type rating course should be tailored
to the relevant type. This is why the Agency has included a reference to the
operational suitability data established in accordance with Part-21 which will
determine specific elements for the type rating course that are determined
based on an assessment of each individual type.

However, the Agency considers that in the case of HPA in general additional
theoretical knwoledge is required. One of the ways to fulfil this additional
knowledge, is through the proposed syllabus for HPA, which follows the
provisions of JAR-FCL, and was established on the basis of a dedicated
assessment. The Agency does not intend to change it at this time, without a
dedicated assessment.

6907 comment by: CAA CZ

FCL.720.A (b)(2)(ii)

For clarity, the requirement for exams should be completed by requirement for
a course to ensure that applicants for entering the HPA type will avoid the
requirement for ATPL course: "have passed the ATPL (A) theoretical course
and theoretical knowledge examinations; or".

Partially accepted

Text will be amended to refer to the ATPL(A) theoretical examination passed in
accordance with Part FCL.
This should fully cover the concerns expressed in your comment.

7040 comment by: CAA Norway
FCL.720.A(c)(4)(iv)
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What kind of commercial air transport operations are meant? Is this limited to
Part OPS-approved, or should also commercial air transport operations
approved by third countries according to their national regulations be
accepted? Based on what documentation?

Noted

Please see the reply to coment 4740 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart H: Class and Type Ratings — Section 2:

Specific Requirements for the aeroplane category — FCL.725.A Theoretical

knowledge and flight instruction for the issue of class and type ratings — p. 36
aeroplanes
comment | 508 comment by: Swiss glacier pilots association
The sea plane rating shall be treated as an additional rating. To list it under
FCL725.a does not fit the general systematic.
response | Not accepted
Sea plane ratings are aeroplane class or type ratings. They fit in FCL.725.A.
This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.1.3.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAQO).
comment | 542 comment by: Peter SCHMIDLEITNER

There should be the possibility to combine the MEP training and the training for
the MEP/IR for pilots who hold a SEP/IR rating already.

At the present MEP/VFR rating hass to be obtained first and the licence being
endorsed accordingly before the 5 hours IR training may commence.

A possible solution is shown below:
SUBPART H
CLASS AND TYPE RATINGS

SECTION 2
Specific Requirements for the aeroplane category

FCL.725.A Theoretical knowledge and flight instruction for the issue of
class and type ratings — aeroplanes

(a) Singlepilot multiengine aeroplanes.

(1) The theoretical knowledge course for a singlepilot multiengine class rating
shall include at least 7 hours of instruction in multiengine aeroplane
operations.

(2) The flight training course for a singlepilot multiengine class or type rating
shall include at least 2 hours and 30 minutes of dual flight instruction under
normal conditions of multi engine aeroplane operations, and not less than 3
hours 30 minutes of dual flight instruction in engine failure procedures and
asymmetric flight techniques.

NEW:
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(3) For a holder of a single engine IR(A) wishing to obtain both a singlepilot
multiengine class or type rating and a multiengine IR(A) the combined flight
training course for the singlepilot multiengine class or type rating and the
multiengine IR(A) shall include at least 10 hours instruction including

- at least 6 hours of dual flight instruction under normal conditions of multi
engine aeroplane operations, and

- not less than 4 hours of dual flight instruction in engine failure procedures
and asymmetric flight techniques,

whereby at least 5 hours thereof shall be instruction in instrument flying in
multiengine aeroplanes, of which 3 hours may be in a flight simulator or FNPT
1.

APPENDIX 6
MODULAR TRAINING COURSES FOR THE INSTRUMENT RATING
A. IR(A) - Modular flying training course

9 The holder of a single engine IR(A) who also holds a multiengine type or
class rating wishing to obtain a multiengine IR(A) for the first time and who
has not obtained muti engine IR(A) together with the singlepilot multiengine
class or type rating shall complete a course at an approved training
organisation comprising at least 5 hours instruction in instrument flying in
multiengine aeroplanes, of which 3 hours may be in a flight simulator or FNPT
1.

Noted

The Agency follows in this paragraph FCL.725.A closely paragraph JAR-FCL
1.261.

The possibility to combine the MEP training and the training for the MEP/IR for
pilots who hold a SEP/IR rating already has never been regulated 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: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

1069 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

Comment:

The requirement for the theoretical training is missing. That is an ICAO
requirement. The details for theoretical and practical training can be provided
in an AMC. Se enclosed proposal for an AMC.

Proposal:

b) Single-pilot aeroplanes - sea ratings. An applicant for a single-pilot
aeroplane - sea rating shall have received a theoretical instruction course and
a flight training course. The flight training course for a class or type-rating sea
for single-pilot aeroplanes sea shall include at least 8 hours of dual flight
instruction if the applicant holds the land version of the relevant class or type
rating, or 10 hours if the applicant does not hold such a rating.

New

AMC to 752 A:
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Theoretical knowledge and flight instruction for the issue of class
rating sea

1 The theoretical knowledge instruction should be conducted by an instructor
having appropriate experience of class rating sea.

2 Depending on the equipment and systems installed, the instruction should
include, but not be limited to, the following content:

3 Theoretical Knowledge

(a) The aim of the training is to teach:

- the student the importance of preparation for flight and the safe planning
taking into consideration all the factors for manoeuvring the aircraft with
respect to the wind, tidal currents, high and low water times and water
movements at sea, river estuaries and lakes In addition icing conditions, ice
covered water and broken ice flows,

- the techniques concerning the most critical moments at take-off, landing,
taxiing and mooring the aircraft,

- the construction methods and characteristics of floats and water rudders and
the importance of checking for leaks in the floats,

- the necessary requirements for the compliance of the rules for the avoidance
of collisions at sea, in regard to sea charts, buoys and lights and horns

(b) After completing the training, the student should be able to describe:

- the factors that have significance for planning and decision regarding
initiation of seaplane flying and alternative measures for completion of flight,

- how the water level is affected by air pressure, wind, tide, regularisations and
the flight safety depending on changes in the water level,

- the origin of different ice conditions in water areas,

- interpret nautical charts and maps regarding depths and shoals and risk for
water currents, shifts of the wind, turbulence,

- decide what required equipment to bring during seaplane flying according to
the operational requirements,

- the origin and extension of water waves, swells and water currents and their
effect on the aeroplane,

- how water and air forces effect the aeroplane on water,

- the effect of water resistance on the aeroplanes” performance on glassy
water and during different wave conditions,

- the consequences of taxiing with too high engine revolutions per minute
(RPM)

- the effect of pressure and temperature on performance at take-off and climb
from lakes located at higher altitude,

- the effect of wind, turbulence, and other meteorological conditions of special
importance for flight by lakes, islands in mountain areas and other broken
ground,

- the function of the water rudder and its handling, including the effect of
lowered water rudder at take-off and landing,

- the parts of the float installation and their function,

- the effect of the floats on the aeroplanes”™ aerodynamics and performance in
water and in air,

- the consequences of water in the floats and fouling of float bo