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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

When developing the requirements for the future European regulations for pilot licensing (Part-
FCL) based on the existing JAR-FCL requirements and national regulations, the European
Aviation Safety Agency (the ‘Agency’) decided that certain elements had to be postponed and
further reviewed at a later stage. With its Notice of Proposed Amendment (NPA) 2008-17b the
Agency agreed with stakeholder concerns that the proposed requirements for the instrument
rating seemed to be too demanding for Private Pilot Licence (PPL) holders and indicated that a
separate rulemaking task would be started for this purpose.

Within the same task the need for review of the existing national regulations for a cloud flying
rating for sailplane pilots was identified and it was decided to include the development of
requirements for a cloud flying rating in the same rulemaking task.

Consequently, the Agency initiated rulemaking task FCL.008(a)&(b) (new numbers RMT.0198
& RMT.0199), together with experts from national aviation authorities (NAAs), flight crew
organisations, training schools and the general aviation community. The NPA has been
published on 21 September 2011 and contained three main elements:

— an en-route instrument rating (EIR) for aeroplane licence holders;

— a more accessible ICAO compliant aeroplane Instrument Rating (IR) called competency-
based IR; and

— a cloud flying rating for sailplane pilots.

The Agency proposed some key changes compared with the IR-related requirements provided
in Part-FCL in order to establish more proportionate rules for PPL holders. Together with the
experts the Agency developed the EIR which should be a new entry level of instrument training
and experience. During the working group meetings it was also proposed to add EIR privileges
to Commercial Pilot Licence (CPL) holders. Compared with the existing IR (as introduced with
Part-FCL) the EIR requires less training, though nevertheless a slightly more detailed flight
training than for the basic instrument flight module of the IR. As the EIR focuses mainly on the
en-route part of an IFR flight, the future EIR holder should be enabled to fly safely under
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) and in IMC in the en-route phase of the flight. It was proposed
that the rating will not only allow the holder to get used to the en-route IFR procedures and to
cope with unforeseen deteriorating weather conditions, but should also be a module to be
credited for the IR using the new modular route proposed.

The proposed ‘competency-based’ modular IR is addressing the need for a more accessible
route to obtaining the full IR as requested by General Aviation stakeholders. This new training
route is accessible for both PPL and Commercial Pilot Licence (CPL) holders. Some key
elements of this proposal are the significantly reduced theoretical knowledge (TK) syllabus
focussing only on those items related to the PPL or CPL holder flying under IFR and reflecting
this change also with a different level of TK examinations. Moreover, the competency-based IR
includes a pre-entry assessment to evaluate prior instrument experience (e.g. as an EIR holder
or as a holder of a national IR) as well as the option for crediting flight training with an
instrument instructor outside of an Approved Training Organisation (ATO) completed before
commencing the final training course at an ATO. A high uniform level of safety is ensured by
requiring the applicants to pass exactly the same skill test as established already for the IR in
Part-FCL. It should be highlighted that this competency-based IR will also provide for a specific
crediting system for Part-FCL licence holders holding also an ICAO compliant IR issued by a
third country.

The third element, the cloud flying rating for sailplane pilots, already exists in a few Member
States. Based on these national regulations and the group’s proposals, the Agency developed
Implementing Rules (IRs) as well as Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) and Guidance
Material (GM) and proposes an EU cloud flying rating for sailplane pilots. This rating should
allow the rating holders to enter clouds taking into account the airspace structure and the
required minima in different airspace categories and the relevant Air Traffic Control (ATC)
procedures.
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EXPLANATORY NOTE

General

The purpose of this Comment-Response Document (CRD) is to amend the provisions
pertaining to qualification for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) of
Commission Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 (Annex I — Part-FCL), of Decision
2011/16/R, of Decision 2012/06/R, and of Decision 2012/07/R of the Executive Director
of the European Aviation Safety Agency of 3 November 2011 and 19 April 2012. The
scope of this rulemaking activity is outlined in the Terms of Reference (ToR) FCL.008(a)
& (b), Issue 1, published on 31 October 2008 and is described in more detail below.

The European Aviation Safety Agency (hereafter referred to as the ‘Agency’) is directly
involved in the rule-shaping process. It assists the Commission in its executive tasks by
preparing draft regulations, and amendments thereof, for the implementation of the
Basic Regulation! which are adopted as ‘Opinions’ (Article 19(1)). It also adopts
Certification Specifications (CSs), Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) and Guidance
Material (GM) to be used in the certification process (Article 19(2)).

When developing rules, the Agency is bound to follow a structured process as required by
Article 52(1) of the Basic Regulation. Such process has been adopted by the Agency’s
Management Board and is referred to as the ‘Rulemaking Procedure”.

This rulemaking activity is included in the Agency’s Rulemaking Programme for 2012. It
implements the rulemaking task RMT.0198 & RMT.0199 (FCL.008(a)&(b)) ‘Qualification
for flying in IMC'.

The Agency received in total 1535 comments from 731 different commentators
representing national aviation authorities, the FAA, General Aviation organisations,
training organisations and individual stakeholders. A majority of the comments received
dealt with the proposed sailplane cloud flying rating. Most of the remaining comments
dealt with the proposed new route of an en-route instrument rating and with the
crediting conditions for third-country IR holders.

The text of this CRD has been developed by the Agency with the assistance of the Review
Group RMT.0198 & RMT.0199 (FCL.008(a)&(b)). It is submitted for reactions in
accordance with Article 52 of the Basic Regulation and Article 7 of the Rulemaking
Procedure.

The proposed rule has taken into account the development of the European Union and
international law (ICAQ), and the harmonisation with the rules of other authorities of the
European Union’s main partners as set out in the objectives of Article 2 of the Basic
Regulation. The proposed rule on the competency-based IR is equivalent to the ICAO
Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs). The proposed sailplane cloud flying
rating and the en-route instrument rating will be European ratings only and are not
based on ICAO SARPs.

Summary of changes — Implementing Rule

As a general remark it should be noted that the Agency received several comments
identifying the need for using the following terms consistently:

— instrument flight time/instrument ground time;

1

Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 February 2008 on
common rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation Safety Agency, and
repealing Council Directive 91/670/EEC.

Management Board Decision concerning the procedure to be applied by the Agency for the issuing of

opinions, certification specifications and guidance material (Rulemaking Procedure), EASA MB Decision
No 01-2012, 13.3.2012.
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— dual instrument instruction time;
— flight time solely by reference to instruments;
— aerodrome/airfield.

The Agency followed this advice and reviewed all the terms used in order to clarify what
is exactly meant if a certain terminology is used.

As another general remark the Agency would like to point out that some comments have
been received addressing the question raised with the Explanatory Note of the NPA if a
similar rating should be developed also for helicopter operations in IMC. The feedback is
clear as all comments dealing with this issue indicated that such a review of the existing
requirements for an IR(H) would be useful and should be initiated soon. The Agency will
further discuss these proposals with helicopter experts and may initiate a similar task in
the future.

FCL.025(c)(1)(ii) ‘'Theoretical knowledge examinations for the issue of licences’
was amended to also include a requirement defining that the successful completion of the
theoretical knowledge examinations will be valid for a period of 36 months for the issue
EIR. This issue of validity of the examination and the total length of the training course
was questioned in several comments.

FCL.035 'Crediting of flight time’ has been amended as a result of the review of the
comments raising the question if ATPL theory examination would also be valid for the
EIR. As this was simply not discussed during the drafting phase of the NPA this issue was
overlooked and will be included now. As a consequence ATPL theory will also be valid for
the EIR.

As an additional item the phrase ‘in another’ was added in (b)(4) as this was an editorial
mistake published in the NPA. This requirement will now specify that the holder of an IR
who has completed a competency-based modular IR course shall only be credited in full
towards the requirements for theoretical knowledge instruction and examination for an IR
in another category of aircraft when also having passed the theoretical knowledge
instruction and examination for the IR part of the High Performance Aeroplane course
(see FCL.720(b)(2)). The same requirement applies for the EIR holder. _One comment
requested the removal of sub-paragraph (d) in FCL.055 ‘Language proficiency’ for the
competency-based IR to make the rating more accessible. The Agency reviewed the
request and concluded that the FCL.055 requirement asking IR holders to demonstrate a
certain level of English proficiency, although not required by the ICAO SARPs, is an
essential element to ensure high standards among IR holders in Europe. However, the
rule allows the competent authority to establish the method of assessment. Therefore,
through the use of AMC to FCL.055 or by developing an Alternative Means of Compliance
the competent authority will be able to make the English language assessment for IR
holders more reasonable for their licence holders wishing to obtain a competency-based
IR. Several comments stated that an English language proficiency requirement, in
accordance with FCL.055, would make the EIR too restrictive and thereby less accessible
for a majority of pilots. The Agency would like to highlight that the current text in
FCL.055 only refers to holders of an IR and not holders of an EIR.

The Agency received a reasonable number of comments proposing the review of
FCL.610 ‘IR — Prerequisites and crediting’ in order to solve the issue of pilots not
being able to obtain a night rating (i.e. due to non-compliance with the colour vision
requirements in Part-MED) but wishing to attain the EIR or IR. This issue was further
evaluated together with the Review Group. Based on these discussions and the fact that
ICAO SARPs do not require a night rating as a prerequisite for the IR, the Agency decided
to keep the proposed route to allow a day-EIR without any link to the night rating but to
also allow EIR operations by night if the required night rating is held. As a logical
consequence of this decision the text in FCL.610(a)(1)(i) for the IR was also amended in
order to clarify that a night rating according to FCL.810 is only required if the privileges
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of the IR will be exercised at night. However, it should be highlighted that current
medical requirements for IFR flying in Part-MED will be reviewed in order to verify the
impact on medical issues related to this decision.

FCL.825 ‘En-route Instrument Rating (EIR)’ provides the framework for the new
European rating detailing the privileges for flying IFR in the en-route phase of the flight
but not giving any IFR approach or departure privilege. The following issues were the
main items raised by the comments and reviewed by the Agency together with the
experts of the Review Group.

Type or class of aeroplane

The Agency proposed to make this rating available to all licence holders who hold at least
a PPL and not to limit this rating to a specific aircraft type or class. Some comments were
received proposing to limit the privileges to non-high performance non-complex
aeroplanes or to single-engine piston (SEP) aeroplanes only. No specific justification was
provided by the commentators why certain aircraft types or classes should be excluded.
In addition, based on the fact that to operate a high performance complex aeroplane the
licence holder needs to hold an IR, the Agency decided not to further limit the EIR
privileges. The same principles apply for the competency-based IR.

Extension to en-route instrument flights by night

Several comments proposed to introduce an option to extend the EIR to en-route IFR
flights at night. As already explained above the Agency discussed this proposal with the
Review Group. Although the initial idea was to limit the EIR to flights during day only, the
Agency reached the conclusion that holders of an EIR who also hold a night rating
according to FCL.810 should be allowed to fly also IFR in the en-route phase of the flight
at night. Please see item 13 of this document for further details.

Weather conditions

Based on some comments the Agency reworded the text in FCL.825(a)(2) under
‘Privileges and conditions’ in order to clarify the weather conditions for EIR pilot. On
departure the conditions shall be such as to enable the segment of the flight from take-
off to a planned VFR-to-IFR transition point to be conducted in compliance with VFR. In
addition to this, at the estimated time of arrival at the planned destination aerodrome the
weather conditions shall be such as to enable the segment of the flight from an IFR-to-
VFR transition point to landing to be conducted in compliance with VFR. The minima
provided in FCL.825 (a)(3) were also reworded to highlight that in any case the holder of
the EIR shall not, during departure or arrival, operate in IMC within 1 000 feet above the
highest obstacle within 5 NM of the aerodrome reference point.

ATC procedures

Several comments suggested that European Air Traffic Control (ATC) service providers
should also be aware of the limitations of the EIR, in particular those pertaining to the
prohibited instrument approach privileges. The Agency agrees that it would be beneficial
to emphasise these limitations and will liaise with the appropriate European ATC bodies
prior to the introduction of the EIR.

EIR Monitoring Board

During the review phase the Agency discussed with some Member States the idea of
setting up an EIR Monitoring Board similar to the MPL Advisory Board. This board should
assess the implementation of these new requirements for the EIR in Europe, identify
potential problems, and make an assessment if any further amendments would be
required.

Prerequisites to commence the training
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Several comments questioned the proposal to require a minimum amount of 20 hours
cross-country flight time on aeroplanes and proposed to allow also flight time on TMG. In
addition to this some comments proposed to change the wording in FCL.610 and to allow
that the required cross-country flight time for the IR should also allow for flight time be
allowed on a TMG. The Agency agrees that the required 50 hours of cross-country should
also be allowed for flight time on TMGs. However as the text for the IR further specifies
that at least 21 hours of these 50 hours shall be completed in the relevant aircraft
category this will be kept and the same principle transferred to the EIR. This is the
reason why this requirement will be changed to require 20 hours in total, but only 10 on
aeroplanes.

Flight instruction provided by an IRI(A) or an FI(A)

The proposal to allow some training (maximum of 5 hours) outside an ATO was on one
hand questioned by several commentators, mainly by national aviation authorities
(NAAs) but on the other hand heavily supported by a significant number of comments.
The supporting comments stated that this criteria of training provided by a qualified
instructor outside an ATO is a crucial element of these new proposals. The Agency
reviewed this issue and came to the conclusion that the proposed method of training
outside an ATO should be kept. The text was reworded in order to align the proposals
with the structure given by Part-FCL and with the principles proposed for the
competency-based IR. It is now clarified that the required minimum amount of 15 hours
flight training should normally be provided by an ATO. However, in the case of prior
instrument flight training completed with a qualified instructor, up to a maximum of
5 hours may be credited towards the 15 hours.

Several comments indicated that FCL.825(g)(4)(i) should include a reference to the TRI,
as the TRI has the privilege to instruct for renewal of the EIR according to the amended
FCL.905.TRI. The Agency agrees and has changed the text in FCL.825 to reflect this.

Documentation of flight instruction provided by IRI or FI in a training record

Several comments questioned the quality of training provided by a qualified instructor
outside an ATO. The comments also questioned where to find the course content or the
training syllabus to be followed in such cases. The Agency has introduced an additional
requirement and an AMC in order to structure the process and to define the
responsibilities and tasks. The completion of the instrument flight under instruction
provided by an IRI(A) or FI(A) shall be documented in a specific training record and
signed by the instructor. In addition the Agency decided to add a 5-year record-keeping
requirement. Further details are to be found in the newly developed AMC.

EIR course for multi-engine aeroplanes

The requirements developed for a multi-engine (ME) EIR were reviewed and amended.
Several commentators proposed to define the amount of hours on ME aeroplanes more
clearly. As a result this has been clarified and the total instrument flight time was
reduced to 16 hours of which at least 4 hours shall be on multi-engine aeroplanes. A
credit to be given for training outside an ATO up to a maximum of 6 hours was also
included. However, it was emphasised that in any case the required flight instruction on
multi-engine aeroplanes shall be provided by the ATO. The final skill test has to be flown
on ME aeroplanes.

Some comments also proposed to review the route for the single-engine (SE) EIR holder
to extend the privileges to ME aeroplanes. The Agency agrees with these proposals and
will keep this route similar as the route for the IR. The proposed text was changed and
will now require at least 2 hours instrument flight instruction in multi-engine aeroplanes.

Revalidation and renewal
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A few stakeholders criticised the published validity period of one year for the EIR and
proposed to extend the time frame to 24 months or even to 36 months. The Agency is
not in favour of changing this 12-month time frame as it is also a general principle for
the IR. Only with such a 1-year period, requiring either a proficiency check or a certain
minimum amount of flight time under IFR, the required high level of training and
experience can be guaranteed. In parallel several comments addressed the issue of
revalidation of an EIR by proposing other means than simply the proficiency check. The
Agency reviewed the issue and introduced in addition to the proficiency check an
alternative requirement asking for the completion of 6 hours as PIC under IFR and a
training flight of at least 1 hour with an instructor holding privileges to provide training
for the EIR. However, for at least each alternate subsequent revalidation the holder of
the EIR shall have to pass a proficiency check.

Since there were no specific criteria included so far for the revalidation of an ME EIR, the
Agency added also a new requirement clarifying that if a ME EIR is held the proficiency
check and the training flight mentioned above have to be completed in a multi-engine
aeroplane. It was also clarified that if a ME EIR is held, the proficiency check taken in a
multi-engine aeroplane will also revalidate the SE EIR.

Crediting for third-country IR holders

As some commentators raised the question why there is no credit for third-country IR
experience in a similar way as for the competency-based IR, the Agency decided to
introduce such credit for consistency reasons as an additional requirement under
FCL.825(h). Although being aware that most of these licence holders with a third-country
IR will prefer the competency-based IR, the same crediting principles should apply for
the EIR. The text included clarifies that applicants for the EIR holding a Part-FCL PPL or
CPL and a valid IR issued in compliance with the requirements of Annex 1 to the Chicago
Convention by a third country may be credited in full towards the training course
requirements. In order to have the EIR, the applicant shall:

— successfully complete the skill test for the EIR;

— demonstrate an adequate level of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology
and flight planning; and

— have a minimum experience of at least 25 hours of instrument flight time.

FCL.830 ‘Sailplane cloud flying rating’ provides the Implementing Rules for an
European rating for sailplane pilots to operate a sailplane or powered sailplane (except
TMG) within cloud. The majority of the comments received on the NPA addressed issues
concerned with this rating. Many commentators also referred to the items addressed by
one national gliding association (see comment No 121). The Agency started the review
by identifying the main technical items addressed in the comments. The following issues
were the main topics stakeholders commented on.

LAPL and SPL

Some concerns were raised about whether the sailplane cloud flying rating would be
available for LAPL(S) and SPL holders. The Agency clarified that this was already
proposed by the NPA and therefore it remains part of the proposal.

Restricted cloud flying rating

The Agency explained in the Explanatory Note of the NPA why the NPA does not support
the development and introduction of an additional restricted cloud flying rating (as
actually in place in one Member State). As this issue was heavily debated and raised in
hundreds of comments it was reviewed again and discussed also with the Review Group.
The Agency concluded that a rating with basically no training requirements but with
certain additional privileges which would allow sailplane pilots not to comply with the
ICAO airspace requirements will not be introduced. However, it should be stated as well
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that Member States may further continue to define certain specific airspace categories in
which sailplane operations have to follow specific rules. But this cannot be solved and
addressed by the licensing rules in Part-FCL.

Use of the TMG

Several comments referred to the use of the Touring Motor Glider (TMG). The NPA was
not clear on whether exercising the privileges of the cloud flying rating were allowed on a
TMG or whether a TMG could be used during training or the skill test. The Agency
reviewed the issue and decided that the privileges of a cloud flying rating should not
allow a rating holder to use a TMG to exercise the associated rating privileges. In
addition, the Agency decided to allow certain elements of the training (as already
proposed by the NPA) and the skill test to be conducted on a TMG. As the instructor and
examiner will have the same cloud flying rating privileges and as in addition no TMG is so
far certified for cloud flying, the exercises and test items performed in a TMG shall be
flown under simulated IMC and not in clouds. The approval for the use of a TMG during
the skill test was clarified in AMC2 FCL.830.

Prerequisites

The Agency received quite a number of comments questioning the proposed prerequisite
of 30 hours as pilot-in-command of sailplanes after licence issue. The Agency believes
that such an amount of experience will guarantee skills which are needed to operate a
sailplane safely in clouds.

Flight instruction required

A significant humber of comments was received questioning the need for the proposed
5 hours flight instruction. Although this requirement was based on existing national
requirements in some Member States and discussions with the Review Group, it seems
that the exercises required and contained in the syllabus could be completed in a shorter
time frame. It was therefore decided during the review phase to lower these training
requirements to 2 hours but to keep the requirement for at least 1 hour to be provided in
a sailplane (except TMG).

An additional credit for holders of an EIR or an IR was also introduced in the
Implementing Rule. These rating holders will be credited against the training
requirements but will have to complete at least 1 hour dual flight instruction. This was
already included in a similar way in AMC1 FCL.830 but has now been moved to the rule
level.

Recency criteria

Based on the input received the Agency decided to amend the recency criteria for this
rating and to use the same principles as for the LAPL or SPL. The NPA proposed that a
proficiency check must be completed every 24 months. The text was amended and now
provides several options for maintaining recency.

Use of sailplane simulators for training

Several comments suggested the use of sailplane simulators to replace parts of the cloud
flying training elements, thereby reducing cost. The Agency understands the potential
cost benefits of the use of simulators during training; however, currently no ‘certified’
sailplane simulators exist. Therefore, the Agency at present cannot allow the use of
sailplane simulators for sailplane cloud flying training.
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Conduct of sailplane towing near clouds

Several comments requested a sailplane towing aeroplane to be exempted from the
requirement to remain 1 000 ft clear of clouds above 3 000 ft MSL during sailplane
towing activities. The Agency cannot exempt these flights not to comply with the ICAO
requirements. In any case, the Agency does not believe that sailplane towing up to the
cloud base is required for the sailplane cloud flying training as the sailplanes are normally
released far below the cloud base and climb afterwards by using the a thermal or a wave
system. If a sailplane towing pilot intends to fly close to clouds, within 1 000 ft vertical
distance flying above 3 000 ft MSL, then he/she shall have either an EIR or IR(A).

Availability of Approved Training Organisation (ATO)

Several concerns were raised on the availability of ATO’s to provide training for the cloud
flying rating. Sailplane clubs or training schools intending to provide training for the
rating will need to establish a non-complex ATO by April 2015 at the latest in order to
give or continue training for sailplane licences and/or ratings. Since Member States have
chosen different dates to start applying the new Aircrew regulations, the exact date can
differ for different ATO’s. The Agency believes that the time frame given will provide
ample time for such organisations to be established. Requirements for establishing an
ATO are contained in Part-ORA.

Availability of instructors and examiners

Several concerns were raised on the availability of instructors and examiners for the
cloud flying rating. The Agency believes that sufficient instructors and examiners will be
available, as existing licences and ratings may be converted into Part-FCL licences and
ratings during the conversion process.

Subpart J — Instructors

Some comments were received dealing with the instructor categories being allowed to
provide training for the EIR and the competency-based IR. The proposal to lower the
experience requirements for the instructor who wishes to provide training only for the
EIR but not for the IR (and create a new instructor category for this task) was discussed
with the Review Group. Based on the principle that the syllabus for the EIR contains now
two ‘real’ IFR approaches in an emergency context and several exercises which require a
high level of experience and skill of the instructor it was decided to maintain the same
criteria as for the instructors being allowed to provide training for the IR as already
proposed with the NPA.

Subpart K — Examiners

FCL.1005.FE Privileges and conditions for the FE(A)

Several comments addressed the issue of extending the privileges, in a similar way as for
the instructors above, for some examiner categories to the EIR or the IR. The Agency
reviewed the proposal and noticed that so far the privileges were not defined in a
consistent way. As the FI(A) with a certain amount of IFR experience will be allowed to
provide training for the EIR and IR, the FE(A) with a certain amount of instruction
experience for the EIR or IR should receive the privilege to conduct tests or checks for
these instrument ratings. At this stage the Agency will add a privilege for the FE(A) to
conduct proficiency checks for the revalidation and renewal of the EIR, provided that the
FE complies with the requirements of FCL.1010.IRE(a). The introduction of a similar
privilege for testing and checking for the IR will not be proposed with this CRD as it is a
general question with some consequences to be further reviewed.
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FCL.1005.FE Privileges and conditions for the FE(S)

Several comments expressed the concern that the experience required to become an
FE(S), allowed to conduct skill tests or proficiency checks for the sailplane cloud flying
rating, will only be achieved by few examiners. With the NPA the Agency proposed to
require the applicant for such examiner certificate to have completed at least 10 hours of
instruction time for the cloud flying rating or other instrument ratings. The Agency
followed the proposals and reduced the experience requirement. In conclusion, an FE(S)
wishing to conduct a test or check for the cloud flying rating shall have completed at
least 200 hours of flight time as pilot on sailplanes, including at least 5 hours or 25
flights of flight instruction for the cloud flying rating or at least 10 hours of flight
instruction for the EIR or IR(A).

FCL.1005.TRE

In order to address some comments dealing in general with examiner qualifications for
the EIR or IR, the Agency reviewed all examiner categories. The TRE(A) already has the
privilege to conduct proficiency checks for the revalidation and renewal of the IR(A).
Based on this fact there is no justification to not allow an TRE(A) to also conduct tests or
checks for the revalidation or renewal of the EIR. The text was amended to reflect this.

FCL.1005.CRE

Following the same logic as explained above for the TRE(A) the privileges of the CRE(A)
were amended accordingly. The part-FCL text already allowed the CRE(A) to conduct
proficiency checks for the revalidation and renewal of IR(A)s, provided that the CRE(A)
complies with the requirements of FCL.1010.IRE(a). As a result the Agency added a
reference to the EIR revalidation and renewal.

Appendix 1 — Crediting of theoretical knowledge

As correctly identified by some comments the Agency decided to add in section 4 of this
Appendix a reference to the EIR. Not only the applicant for an IR but also an applicant for
the EIR having passed the relevant theoretical examinations for a CPL in the same
aircraft category may be credited towards the theoretical knowledge requirements in the
subjects ‘Human performance’ and ‘Meteorology’.

Appendix 6 A.2 — IR(A) Competency-based modular flying training course

General issues

An majority of the comments received on the proposed competency-based IR support
the general approach to create a more accessible IR which remains compliant with the IR
ICAO criteria. Only a few technical changes were proposed but the new rating was not
questioned.

Prerequisites

Several comments requested that the competency-based route should also be available
for a CPL holder. This was already proposed in the NPA and the Agency confirms the
rating will be kept for both PPL and CPL.

Also several comments requested the deletion of ‘including the privileges to fly at night’,
to allow the IR rating to be restricted to IFR by day. The Agency reviewed the IR
requirements and compared them to ICAO and agrees that IFR by day only should be
allowed. It was also agreed to extend privileges to IFR by night for holders of a night
rating in accordance with FCL.810. Please refer to item 13 of this document for the
changes to FCL.610 ‘IR — Prerequisites and crediting’. Please note that, as stated
previously, current medical requirements for IFR flying in Part-MED will be reviewed in
order to verify the impact on medical issues related to this decision.

Page 11 of 991



CRD to NPA 2011-16 (A) 26 Oct 2012

Maximum time given for completion of training

Some comments questioned the maximum time allowed to complete the training for the
competency-based IR course. The Agency reviewed and changed the course completion
requirement to the wording used in Appendix 6 for the modular IR.

Theoretical knowledge training course

A significant nhumber of comments was received concerning the theoretical knowledge
course requirement. Some comments requested that there should be no minimum hours;
others requested a further reduction of the proposed 100 hours. The Agency and the
Review Group discussed the issue and the Agency decided to keep a minimum amount of
hours to ensure a minimum level of harmonisation. However, the number of hours were
reduced to 80. In addition, some comments questioned whether theoretical training
should be combined with practical flight instruction. This was also discussed and the
Agency decided to delete the possibility to combine theoretical and practical training. The
requirement for a minimum amount of classroom training, in accordance with
ORA.ATO0.305, was kept. As the same general theory requirements will apply for the EIR
all the explanations provided above are also valid for the EIR theoretical knowledge
training course.

Maximum amount of instrument ground time

Although addressed in only one comment the Agency amended the allowed maximum
amount of training in FSTDs for the competency-based IR to ensure compliance with the
ICAO SARPs. This has been reflected in the resulting text.

Completion of training with IRI(A) or FI(A) to be documented in a training record

Some comments queried to which training syllabus, in the absence of course approval,
the IRI(A) or the FI(A) will provide the training outside an ATO. Similarly, comments also
indicated that there should be a formal process which will allow an ATO to verify the
quality of training provided to the student pilot outside the ATO. The Agency introduced a
training record to address these issues. The requirements for the content of the training
record are contained in a GM2 to Appendix 6 (see item 31 of this document for detailed
information). In addition the Agency decided to add a 5-year record-keeping
requirement.

Furthermore, the Agency believes that any below standard training provided outside an
ATO will be communicated to the competent authority overseeing the ATO via the
existing communication link. It is expected that the competent authority will investigate
below standard training brought to its attention.

Aircraft used for training outside an ATO

During a review of the resulting text, the Agency recognised that no requirements
existed for aircraft used for training outside an ATO. Therefore, it was decided to develop
a new AMC to both the EIR and competency-based IR, with similar requirements as
contained in Part-ORA (AMC1 ORA.AT0.135), and to amend the AMC in Part-ORA in order
to reflect training towards the EIR.

Pre-entry assessment

Several comments requested clarification of the content of the assessment. The Agency
believes that the content of the assessment should be established by the ATO based on
the competency-based IR(A) training syllabus.
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Crediting of prior experience

Several comments requested that prior dual instrument flight time provided by an IR
instructor, other than a Part-FCL IR instructor, should be credited towards the 25 hours
dual flight instruction requirement. The Agency reviewed the issue and decided to
develop a GM defining the criteria for the circumstances under which PIC flight time by
reference to instruments may be credited. In addition, this GM explains how to credit 15
hours of dual instrument flight instruction time, with other than Part-FCL IR instructors,
towards the 25-hour requirement. In any case, 10 hours of dual instruction at an ATO
will be required. Please see item 31 of this document for further details.

Separate course for the ME competency-based IR

Based on the input received and after consultation with the Review Group the Agency
developed an additional course for the multi-engine competency-based modular IR(A).
This training course shall include at least 45 hours of instrument time under instruction.
For details see resulting text, Appendix 6, section A.2.

The same principles of crediting of prior flight time as already introduced for the single
engine competency-based IR will apply, with the exception that 35 hours will be credited
towards the 45 hours. In any case, the flight instruction part of the training course shall
include at least 10 hours of dual instrument flight instruction in a multi-engine aeroplane
at an ATO. The total amount of dual instrument instruction time shall not be less than 25
hours of which at least 15 hours shall be completed on a multi-engine aeroplane.

Training syllabus

A few comments were received on the exercises contained in item 7 of this appendix. The
Agency reviewed these comments and proposals but based on the fact that all the
exercises are based on the existing syllabus for the IR it was decided to keep this
unchanged.

Crediting for third-country licence holders

The Agency introduced a few changes in order to simplify the criteria for Part-FCL licence
holders also holding a third-country IR, to obtain their IR converted into a Part-FCL IR.

Firstly, the demonstration of theoretical knowledge was clarified by allowing the applicant
to demonstrate an adequate level of knowledge to the examiner during the skill test. The
number of subjects was also reduced to three and cover air law, meteorology, and flight
planning & performance.

Secondly, several comments proposed to further review the requirement of 100 hours
prior instrument flight time as PIC. As this requirement stems from criteria already
established for the acceptance of licences and ratings, the Agency came to the conclusion
that this could be reduced to 50 hours of minimum experience (instrument flight time) as
PIC. The Agency also made provisions for those pilots with less than the 50 hours of
minimum experience by allowing them to credit PIC hours towards the EIR and
competency-based IR(A) courses. Please see paragraph ‘crediting of prior experience’ in
this section and items 13 and 31 for further details.

Finally, several comments requested the deletion of the skill test and English language
requirements. The Agency strongly believes that to ensure a minimum standard and
consistency both requirements should be kept and therefore decided to keep the skill test
and the FCL.055 English language proficiency requirements as proposed by the NPA. The
method of assessment shall be established by the competent authority.

Summary of changes — AMC and GM

The Agency published 7 AMC to FCL.615 containing the Learning Objectives (LOs) for the
theoretical knowledge instruction for the EIR and the competency-based IR. Most of the
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comments clearly supported the deletion of the LOs based on the review performed by
the Review Group. However, a few amendments were proposed aimed at further deleting
LOs. In a few cases the reintroduction of certain LOs which had been moved to the HPA
course (IFR part) was proposed. The Agency checked all these comments very carefully
together with the Review Group experts and identified the required changes. In most
cases the initial proposal was kept as the Agency is of the opinion that either this item is
already covered by the normal PPL or CPL syllabus or in some other cases that this
specific issue should be addressed in the HPA course instead as it has no relevance for a
PPL/CPL holder wishing to fly IFR with a SEP or similar non-complex non-HPA aeroplane.

Based on comments received AMC1 FCL.615 (Air law) was amended by the Agency
and the following issues contained in this AMC have been addressed and changed:

010 05 03 00 General rules — COM failure

One comment highlighted that certain specific IFR-related communication (COM) failure
procedures should be included in the syllabus and not to be left to the HPA course. The
Agency checked this issue and decided to reintroduce the LO specifying the necessary
action items in case of a COM failure.

010 06 07 00 Simultaneous operation on parallel or near-parallel instrument runways

Another comment proposed to reintroduce all LOs dealing with the simultaneous
operation on parallel runways as they address the differences between independent and
dependent parallel approaches and also simultaneous instrument departures. The Agency
reviewed this proposal and agrees partially. The comment is correct with stating that the
first two LOs could also be relevant for the IR holder flying non-HPA aeroplanes. The
Agency therefore decided to reintroduce them but not to require specific additional
knowledge and move the other six LOs to the IFR part of the HPA course as proposed
already with the NPA.

010 06 08 02 Operation of ACAS equipment

One commentator proposed to reintroduce all LOs related to the use of ACAS equipment.
The Agency agrees that an IR holder flying non-HPA aeroplanes should be aware of the
ACAS/TCAS systems and should have a basic understanding of the principles. However, it
was decided to only reintroduce the first LO aimed at the use of ACAS and to keep the
remaining nine LOs for the HPA course.

AMC2 FCL.615 (Aircraft general knowledge) was amended by the Agency as well
and the following issue has been addressed:

022 13 03 03 Navigation display (ND) and Electronic Horizontal Situation Indicator
(EHSI)

Based on one comment received clearly justifying why the LOs related to the Navigation
Display (ND) and the Electronic Horizontal Situation Indicator (EHSI) should be deleted
from the syllabus, the Agency decided to keep only the LO requiring the applicant simply
to be able to state that an ND (or an EHSI) provides a mode-selectable colour flight
navigation display.

Based on the comments received AMC4 FCL.615 (Human performance) was also
amended by the Agency and the following issue has been addressed:
040 01 03 00 Flight safety concepts

One organisation stated that all LOs of this section should be kept in order to fulfil the
ICAO SARPs for the IR in which the theoretical knowledge item ‘Threat and error
management’ is required. The Agency agrees and has reintroduced the first seven LOs
dealing with the matter.

AMC1 FCL.825 containing the conditions for the exercise of the privileges of an EIR was
amended as several stakeholders questioned the wording ‘... If an IFR approach
procedure is established at the destination airfield, this IFR/VFR transition point should
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be passed before reaching the Initial Approach Fix (IAF).... The Agency further discussed
this issue with the experts and came to the conclusion that the original wording must be
amended and the reference to the IAF deleted. This AMC was amended and will give
more flexibility to an EIR holder. In any case, the rule text establishes a clear limit for
changing from IFR to VFR before the approach phase of the flight. The amended text
clarifies that an IFR/VFR transition point should be used in order to enable the pilot to
complete the flight to destination under VFR. For this purpose, when filing a flight plan in
accordance with operational rules, the holder of an EIR should include IFR/VFR transition
points.

AMC1 FCL.825(c)(a)(11) En-route Instrument Rating was amended to require at
least two IFR approaches, in the context of an emergency, instead of one approach. The
Agency also amended the text to clarify the reasoning for including these exercises. It
should be clarified, however, that this training is only foreseen to provide some general
knowledge and skills for an emergency situation. The training will not lead to an
extension of privileges to include IFR approach privileges. IFR approach privileges are
outside the scope of the EIR because such privileges would requires extensive additional
training.

A new AMC1 FCL.825(c)(2)(iv)(v) was added in order to address comments asking for
a more structured approach regarding the training provided by the IRI(A) or the FI(A).
The Agency clarifies with this AMC that instrument flight instruction shall only be credited
based on a training record. According to this AMC the pre-entry assessment should be
based on the EIR training syllabus established in AMC1 FCL.825(c). Before initiating the
pre-entry assessment the applicant should provide a training record to the ATO
containing details of the flight training received by the IRI(A) or the FI(A). This training
record should at least specify the aircraft type and registration used for the training, the
number of flights and the total amount of instrument instruction time. It should also
specify all the exercises completed during the training with reference to the syllabus
contained in AMC1 FCL.825(c) and be signed by the instructor(s) having provided the
training. Although the ATO will not be involved in the training provided by an IRI(A) or
FI(A) this system will allow the Head of Training (HoT) of the ATO to review the training
records and use them as a basis for the pre-entry assessment.

AMC1 FCL.830 addresses the theoretical knowledge and the flight instruction for the
sailplane cloud flying rating. Several comments stated that the sailplane theoretical
knowledge syllabus was too demanding. The Agency disagrees, as no minimum training
time is specified and only a revision or explanation of the items contained in the syllabus
is required. The instructor should determine, based on the students’ previous experience,
which elements and to what extend the theoretical knowledge should be covered. Some
comments questioned the required items of the theoretical lessons and proposed to
delete some of the exercises (like advanced cloud escape manoeuvre on a nominated
heading). The Agency discussed these proposals again with the experts and came to the
conclusion that the AMC should be kept unchanged.

AMC2 FCL.830 contains the sailplane cloud flying skill test. Several comments were
received on the conduct and content of the test. With regard to the conduct of the test,
the Agency requires all practical exercises to be completed by the applicant. However,
the examiner should take into account prior experience, i.e. if the applicant already has
an EIR, then the examiner should focus more on sailplane cloud flying related elements.
In addition, some comments questioned the proposed two different minimum skills test
levels. The Agency would like to clarify that the proposed different skill test levels are
based on common practices on several Member States. To clarify: a single minimum skill
level is indeed appropriate when both main and standby instruments are artificial
horizons, i.e. current aeroplane practice. However, when an aircraft is fitted with a turn
and slip indicator as the principle standby instrument, the wider limits are appropriate.

With regard to the content, a general comment was received stating that the skill test
content was too demanding as sailplane instruments tend to be relatively
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unsophisticated. In this respect, the Agency and the Review Group developed the
requirements to take into account different airspaces and different types of sailplanes.
This also includes some more complex airspace structures and sophisticated sailplane
types.

In addition several comments were raised on:
. Straight flight requirement (turn & slip only)

The comments suggested the speed limit of + 20 kt for turn & slip equipped
sailplanes was too generous, even during turbulent conditions of a thermal where
speed variations can be normal with no implications on the control exercised by the
pilot. The Agency reviewed the requirements and decided to reduce the limit to
+ 15 kt.

. Turning requirement (for both artificial horizon and turn & slip)

One comment suggested that a more stringent limit of ‘small deviations in rate or
turn or bank is set’. The Agency decided to amend the text to state ‘small
deviations in rate of turn or bank with a maximum deviation between > and full
scale’.

In addition, the proposed speed limits were reduced to + 10 and £ 15 kt
respectively to keep them consistent with the straight flight requirements.

. Achieving and maintaining heading and advance cloud escape manoeuvre on
nominated heading

Some comments suggested these skill test items were not relevant to sailplane
(cloud) flying. The Agency would like to clarify that the proposed skill test does not
require the pilot to achieve this nominated heading instantly. Instead, the test
allows normal practice: first to recover to approximate straight flight, and then
refine the heading with small adjustments. This is achievable with all compass
types. The Agency therefore, based on experience from several Member States,
believes that especially in modern complex airspace these skills are essential, the
associated limits are practical and must be demonstrated by a sailplane pilot under
test conditions.

. Position fixing using GPS and position estimating using DR

Several comments questioned whether these skill test items are relevant. The
Agency and the Review Group believe that there are many volumes of European
airspace where position fixing and position estimating using DR (to cross-check GPS
information) are essential. These are therefore appropriate requirements to train
and test sailplane pilots.

AMC2 Appendix 6 was amended to comply with Appendix 6 A.2 regarding the change of
required theoretical knowledge instruction from 100 hours to 80 hours.

With GM1 Appendix 6 (6)(c) an additional GM was developed in order to address the
issue of prior experience of flight time by reference to instruments. The three scenarios
under which prior experience of flight time by reference to instruments as PIC will be
credited as instrument flight time are:

Flight time should have been completed:

— instrument flight time under a rating providing the privileges to fly under IFR and in
IMC issued by a competent authority of a Member State; or

— instrument flight time under a national instrument rating issued by a Member State
completed before Part-FCL entered into force; or

— instrument flight time under a valid IR(A) issued in compliance with the
requirements of Annex 1 to the Chicago Convention by a third country.
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Also instrument time under instruction may be credited but up to a maximum of 15 hours
towards the 25 hours of the dual training required.

A new GM2 Appendix 6 (6)(a)(i);(b)(i) is added to clarify that instrument time under
instruction should only be credited based on a training record. This GM clarifies that the
pre-entry assessment should be based on the competency-based IR training syllabus as
established in Appendix 6. It also states that before initiating the pre-entry assessment
the applicant should provide a training record to the ATO of the previous flight training
provided by the IRI(A) or the FI(A). This training record should at least specify the
aircraft type and registration used for the training, the number of flights and the total
amount of instrument instruction time. The training record should specify all the
exercises completed during the training by using the syllabus contained in Appendix 6.
and should be signed by the instructor(s) having provided the training. Although the ATO
will not be involved in the training provided by an IRI(A) or FI(A) this system will allow
the Head of Training (HoT) of the ATO to review the training records and use them as a
basis for the pre-entry assessment.

Consultation

The NPA 2011-16 was published on the Agency’s website
(http://www.easa.europa.eu) on 21 September 2011.

By the closing date of 23 December 2011 the Agency had received 1 535 comments from
731 national aviation authorities, professional organisations, companies, and individual
stakeholders.

Publication of the CRD

All comments received have been acknowledged and incorporated into this Comment-
Response Document (CRD) with the responses of the Agency.

In responding to comments, a standard terminology has been applied to attest the
Agency’s acceptance of the comment. This terminology is as follows:

. Accepted — The comment is agreed by the Agency and any proposed amendment
is wholly transferred to the revised text.

. Partially accepted — The comment is either only agreed in part by the Agency, or
is agreed by the Agency but any proposed amendment is partially transferred to the
revised text.

. Noted — The comment is acknowledged by the Agency but no change to the
existing text is considered necessary.

. Not accepted — The comment or proposed amendment is not shared by the
Agency.

The resulting text highlights the changes as compared to the current rule.

The Agency’s Opinion on ‘Qualification for flying in instrument meteorological conditions
(IMC)’ will be issued at least two months after the publication of this CRD to allow for any
possible reactions of stakeholders regarding possible misunderstandings of the comments
received and answers provided.

Such reactions should be received by the Agency not later than 29 December 2012 and
should be submitted using the Comment-Response Tool available at
http://hub.easa.europa.eu/crt.
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Abbreviations used:

A/C
EIR
FE
FI
IR

Aircraft

En-route Instrument Rating
Flight Examiner

Flight Instructor

Instrument Rating
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COMMENT-RESPONSE DOCUMENT (CRD)
TO NoTICE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT (NPA) 2011-16

amending Commission Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 of 3 November 2011 laying
down technical requirements and administrative procedures related to civil aviation
aircrew pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and
of the Council — Annex I (Part-FCL)

and

amending Decision 2011/016/R of the Executive Director of the European Aviation
Safety Agency of 15 December 2011 on Acceptable Means of Compliance and
Guidance Material to Commission Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 of 3 November
2011 (Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material to Part-FCL)

and

amending Decision 2012/006/R of the Executive Director of the Agency of
19 April 2012 on Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material to
Commission Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 of 3 November 2011
(Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material to Part-ARA)

and
amending Decision 2012/007 /R of the Executive Director of the Agency of
19 April 2012 on Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material to

Commission Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 of 3 November 2011
(Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Material to Part-ORA)

‘Qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC)’

CRD to NPA 2011-16 (B) — COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

R.F010-02 © European Aviation Safety Agency, 2012. All rights reserved. Proprietary document. Page 19 of 991



CRD to NPA 2011-16 (B) 26 Oct 2012

I. CRD table of comments and responses

(General Comments) -

comment

response

comment

response

6 comment by: Stefan Freudiger

This NPA is a disaster. For making safe IFR-pilots it is not necessary to educate
them as amateur physicians, amateur nurses, amateur psychologist, etc.

To improve safety it would be much more efficient to instruct an A330 pilot on
how to handle a stall condition and to require Al to add a page to the AFM on
how to exit parachute stall. This would safe many more lives than requiring an
answer on all problems which a bureaucratic champion may imagine.

Stefan Freudiger
40+ years aircraft engineer and pilot

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, it should be highlighted that the way the comment is written is not
fully understood as the group of licensing experts involved in the drafting of
these proposals spent a lot of time in reviewing (and finally reducing) the
existing syllabus for theoretical knowledge instruction. One of the main aims
was to delete all the items not needed for a safe operation in IMC as well as all
the topics already addressed in the PPL/CPL theory. Please review also the
proposed AMC containing the learning objectives and you will discover that the
issues kept are essential elements a pilot should know when flying IFR.

As you did not provide any substantiated or justified proposal for a change your
concerns could not be addressed during the review.

7 comment by: Rod GAMMONS

General:-
This CRT is an awful system for posting comments on this proposed legislation,
and is the worst of its kind I have ever encountered !.

Specific :-

I have a UK IMC rating, and have been flying for 30 years. I have over 100
hours PIC in IMC conditions.

I have speed read through the draft document explaining the proposed new IR
and EIR legislation. I can see no provision anywhere for holders of an existing
IMC rating. I have no intention o f spending a further £12,000 on obtaining
an EIR from scratch. Exactly what proposals do EASA have for holders of a UK

Also where is the clear information about holders of a US IR who fly in
European Airspace with full IR priviledges ?

I really do wish there was a little more clarity on this subject and whilst I
generally welcome the proposals to harmonise the rating system for flying in
IMC conditions, it is imperative that this is not done at the expense of existing
Pilots with ratings which will become obselete/unrecognised.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment and the general positive feedback on
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the harmonisation of the ratings to fly in IMC. The issue of the UK IMC holders
is addressed in the Explanatory Note. However, as indicated in the Explanatory
Note already, the conversion of existing national ratings does not fall under the
remit of this task but will be solved already with the conversion of national
licences and ratings based on the requirements in the Aircrew Regulation. The
acceptance of an instrument rating issued by a third country is explained in the
NPA. You will find the proposal in item 2.7 on page 10 of the NPA.

8 comment by: Colin Hampson

I am encouraged by the proposals set out in this NPA and believe that they
represent real and tangible benefits for European pilots. I applaud the
pragmatic approach taken to make the Instrument Rating more accessible to
all pilots, both private and commercial.

It is vitally important that existing IMCr holders have their privileges transfered
into Part-FCL and that the experience gained through the IMCr serves as credit
towards the modular [full] IR.

It is also important that those with valid (i.e. within 36 months) JAA ATPL
theoretical exam passes cover the theoretical knowledge requirements for the
Modular IR (including High Performance Aeroplanes).

The modular approach to the IR is to be welcomed and should go along way to
making the rating more accessible to pilots.

I am a PPL(A) holder shortly to take the CPL(A). I had intended to go straight
to obtaining a Flight Instructor Rating as a result of the existing IR being
prohibitively expensive. If the proposals are passed there is a strong likelihood
that I shall pursue the Modular IR as a priority. These proposals will make a
difference.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency would like to highlight that an existing national licence and rating
(i.e. UK IMC rating) may be converted into a Part-FCL licence or rating during
the conversion process. This process is the responsibility of the Member State
in consultation with EASA. In this case the Agency will support UK CAA in
finding a solution to the issue.

18 comment by: Peter Boneto

I just wanted to know if you are planning to publish the questionnaire for the
"IFR-Rating"? In my opinion as a FI-IR the questionnaire is a big barrier for the
PPL holders at the beginning. For example, the FAA publishes the IR
questionnaire and thus making it easier to achieve the IR for private purposes.
This should just be an idea to make the theory-part appear to be more simple.

Greetings

P.Boneto

Noted
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Thank you for providing your comment and raising the question regarding the
publication of the Central Question Bank. At this stage the Agency is not
supporting the publication of the question bank because a study dealing with
this question showed that several other elements would have to be changed
before a question bank could be published.

30 comment by: Matt Brown

I have only scanned through the document and have not yet had time to study
it depth.

However my first reaction to the proposed changes being made to PPL IMC
privilages is very positive.

In the UK, the general reaction leading up to this latest publication has been
very negative towards the EASA transition, mainly due to speculation
concerning the UK IMC rating.

As a low hours PPL I am very encouraged by the EASA approach of identifying
options and probable impact of those options relating to different I/R ratings. I
believe this approach has led to very sensible conclusions.

As such I am now in the process of deciding which route to take for my
instrument training.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

31 comment by: Marc Philipp

I'm owner of the JAR-FCL-PPL (A) - CR SEP and TMG.

I like the idea of the "Competency-based modular course for the IR(A)" very
much.

I have a remark to the requirements before beginning the "Competency-based
modular course for the IR(A)":

Before you started the training for the "old JAR-IR(A)" you needed 50 hours of
flight time as PIC (VFR) on single engine piston planes - flight time on TMG
planes didn't count for that. I think that it makes sense if you also count the
flight experience from TMG (the complexity of the plane is similar to an single
engine piston plane) for the new licence.

Can you please tell me your actual proposal for the requirements (flight hours)
before beginning the "Competency-based modular course for the IR(A)"?

Best regards

Marc Philipp

Accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency can confirm, after discussion with the Review Group experts, that
flight time experience on a TMG can be credited towards EIR and IR
prerequisites.

The competency based IR(A) flight time prerequisite is 50 hrs of cross-country

flight time as PIC in aeroplanes, TMGs, helicopters or airships of which at least
10 or, in the case of airships, 20 hrs shall be in the relevant aircraft category.
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53 comment by: Kaspar Schindler

Congratulations to this new rules. I am sure, they will improve safety in general
aviation! I read the text carefully and have no further comments. I agree fully.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

59 comment by: Robert Lahnsteiner

I am a private pilot with an IR and MEP for 2 years now. I fly approx. 120
hours/year. I always fly IFR even during VMC since I feel much safer this way.
The theoretical part of my IR was really overloaded with content that belongs to
ATPL and has nothing to do with flying IFR in general aviation. I think that
these new ratings will make flying much safer since CFIT is one of the biggest
risks for non instrument rated pilots.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

69 comment by: Fuzzy Gruber
I support option 3
Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

70 comment by: PPL Frank

I really appreciate the new IFR licence. This is a realistic possibility for the
common private pilot to improve his pilot skills.

Doing the new IFR rating brings more profession for the pilot and more savety
for all.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

72 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

DRAFT - ALL PPL/IR COMMENTS IN THE CRT AT PRESENT ARE SUBJECT TO
FINAL REVISION

We support the NPA in its entirety, and only have amendments to suggest in a
few matters of detail. However, since we strongly oppose any “dilution” of the
NPA from its present form, we have a number of comments to make on
important items we think should not be changed during the CRD and Final
Opinion process.

We have made few comments on the Explanatory Notes (section A) and all of

our comments on the Draft Opinion may be read as applying equally to the
corresponding material in section A.
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Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback. Further responses will be
provided in the respective sections.

109 comment by: Peter GELDARD

The drafters of this legislation are to be congratulated on clearly having listened
to, and recognised, many of the genuine concerns of GA pilots who have/are
flying in IFR/IMC conditions and producing, overall, a series of very sensible
and fair recommendations.

It is hoped that in reflecting on these, or any other submitted comments, they
will be persuaded by the validity of the points raised; rather than be influenced
by the ‘size’ or ‘commercial’ aspect of any correspondent or submission.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

119 comment by: Bjoern Rupp

The accessible competency based IR is a most welcome move. Finally, learning
objectives that are of no relevance to regular GA pilots have been removed
from a syllabus that previously seemed to be exclusively targeted at ATPL
candidates. This and the new, more flexible approach in regard to computer-
based training vs. classroom teaching should make the competency based IR
much more accessible to regular GA pilots (who generally hold a job outside of
aviation), thus resulting in vastly improved safety for everyone concerned. The
accessible competency based IR should be introduced without delay. It will
have a dramatic positive impact on the safety of General Aviation.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

120 comment by: Richard Coundley

This CRT does not work properly with either latest versions of Firefox or
Internet Explorer. As a web based entrepreneur I am appalled by this situation.
Either this is the result of serious incompetence, or the result of conspiracy i.e.
EASA does want to receive comments.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

Since you were able to submit four comments by using the CRT the problem
with the system seemed to be solved. The Agency would like to confirm that
this consultation process was established in order to receive stakeholder
feedback and not to limit the number of comments. More than 1 500 comments
were received, a fact that shows on the one hand the interest in the subject
and on the other hand it proves also that the system works very well.

The Agency would like to confirm as well that the review of the comments was
conducted with the aim to optimise the proposals and to review the items

Page 24 of 991



comment

CRD to NPA 2011-16 (B) 26 Oct 2012

identified by stakeholders as ‘critical’. Please check the resulting text in order to
find out which changes were introduced during the consultation phase.

121 comment by: British Gliding Association

The British Gliding Association (BGA) is the governing body for gliding within
the UK. The BGA currently has derogated responsibility for the safety
management of UK gliding as a self-regulated sport flying activity. As such, the
BGA has historically carried out and continues to carry many of the functions
which are now being gathered by Part-FCL, Part-OPS and others.

These functions, under the oversight of the UK CAA, have been carried out
successfully for over half a century, giving the BGA unique experience in
regulating flying activity. In general, the achieved level of safety is equivalent
to nationally regulated gliding activity in other Member States. In certain
aspects, a higher level of safety is achieved because the self regulation is
recognised - importantly - by participants as relevant and necessary. The UK
CAA has frequently stated that there is no reason to regulate UK gliding
activity. Put simply, 35 years of detailed national and BGA accident and incident
data identifies that additional regulation is unnecessary. However, the BGA
accepts that a regulatory framework is in place, that Part FCL has been
established and as such, the proposals within NPA 2011-16 are welcome as an
essential extension of Part FCL.

Flight within cloud has always been an integral part of UK glider flying; it is an
integral part of this Member State’s safety record. The extras hazards that
would be introduced by exclusion from cloud are well established; they have
been previously stated by the gliding community and reflected by the EASA
FCLO08 working group.

The BGA welcomes this NPA and supports, strongly, the main thrust of the
proposed Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating. We offer four responses:

1. LAPL(S) & SPL

The SCFR is vital for safe glider flying in the UK.

This NPA indicates that it will be available to both LAPL(S) and SPL holders.

The BGA considers it essential that this privilege is retained and therefore that
the SCFR is established within the regulation resulting from this NPA.

2. Dual Flight Training Requirement

With a specified skill test in place, this qualification is competency based, a
welcome contrast to much of the rest of Part-FCL that is welcomed by the BGA.
The requirement for a specific minimum of dual flight instruction of 5Shrs is
excessive.

Doubtless, some pilots will need to fly more than this minimum. Their training
will be directed by gaining the skills to pass the test.

Others, perhaps having done other instrument training elsewhere, will be able
to pass the test after less than 5hrs training. For these, the 5hr requirement is
an unfair, unnecessary, extra expense.

The BGA has a safe record of glider cloud flying: it has never needed to specify
any minimum amount of training.

We do, however, recognise the realities of negotiating this sort of figure and
could accept, as a poor compromise, a 3hr dual flight instruction minimum.
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3. TMGs

The BGA is in sympathy with the concerns expressed by the UK CAA and others
about the privileges of the rating including use in TMGs.
It is essential, however, that training for this rating be possible in TMGs.

Every TMG of which we are aware is restricted, by its Flight Manual, to VFR
only.
We would not recommend that any TMG pilot should fly under IFR.

We would be content if use of the SCFR rating were to be prohibited in TMGs,
but must repeat:
It is essential that training for the SCFR be possible in TMGs.

Recommendation

We recommend that the following be added to FCL.830
“(d) The privileges of the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating may not be exercised in
a TMG”

4. Restricted SCFR

The BGA had proposed that, in addition to the SCFR, a Restricted SCFR be
made available for flight under IFR but clear of cloud.

This RSCFR would need no new flying skills for a licence holder, but would
require the Theoretical Knowledge training from the SCFR.

We are still of the view that there could be airspace categories where such
RSCFR would be important, and are disappointed that the group did not include
it.

Summary

The BGA:

1. Strongly supports the SCFR & considers it essential that the rating be
available to both LAPL(S) & SPL holders

2. Recommends that the requirement for 5 hrs dual flight instruction
be removed - if a minimum training time requirement can be justified, then in
our view that time should not exceed 3hrs.

3. Recommends that training in TMGs is essential for the SCFR, but would be
content to see pilots prohibited from exercising the privileges of an SCFR in
TMGs.

4. Recommends that the RSCFR option is re-considered by EASA.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback on the proposals for a cloud
flying rating and the supportive proposals.

1. LAPL(S) & SPL

The Agency recognises that the British Gliding Association (BGA) considers
cloud flying rating for sailplane pilots essential. The Agency confirms that this
rating will be available for LAPL(S) and SPL holders.

2. Dual flight training requirement

The BGA and several other comments stated that the proposed amount of dual
flight training is too excessive and further discussed this requirement with the
Review Group experts. Taking into account that if no TGM would be available
for the training (although the NPA already allowed a maximum amount of
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4 hours in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes as initially proposed would be difficult to
achieve and having in mind that this more competency-based approach will end
up in a skill test the Agency agrees with this proposal to reduce the minimum
amount of training and will lower the requirement to at least 2 hours of flight
training. However, the Agency insists that at least 1 hour of the training has to
be flown on a sailplane or powered sailplane except TMGs.

3. Use of the TMG

The Agency also agrees with the BGA’s standpoint that the privileges of a cloud
flying rating should not allow to exercise these privileges on a TMG and will
change the resulting text accordingly. However, it should be clarified
that certain elements of the training (as already proposed with the NPA) can be
performed on TMGs. As the instructor will have the same privileges regarding
this rating, these exercises have to be flown under simulated IMC and not in
clouds. This will be addressed in AMC FCL.830.

4. Restricted SCFR

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are thoroughly explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the
BGA supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes visual flight rules require
a vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from the
clouds is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle)
and therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege
which would allow certain airspace users not tocomply with ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

127 comment by: Kevin Houlihan

I support this proposal.

I have been a pilot for c30 years. I fly light aircraft and gliders. I am a qualified
gliding instructor and examiner and as such I have taught, supervised,
appraised and rated hundreds of pilots over the years. I am the Irish National
Cross Country and Competition Coach. I have flown in National, European and
International Competitions throughout Europe.

In all that time to my knowledge there has only been 1 incident in Ireland and
that was when a glider pilot was suddenly, and unintentionally, enveloped in
orographic cloud while hill soaring. In the case of thousands of other flights, the
vast majority of which would involve soaring at or near cloud there have been
absolutely no problems.

This proposal, if passed, would in my opinion enhance safety for the pilots in
question.

Noted
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Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

152 comment by: Tim Macfadyen

I would like to support the EASA proposal for glider flying in and close to cloud
within NPA 2011-16.

I have flown over 1000 cross country glider flights in the UK, over 300 of them
of over 300 kilometres. On virtually every flight I have at some stage been
within 1000 feet of cloud, often much of the flight is in this height band. Glider
flying as we know it would thus not be possible if our present privileges, as
given in NPA 2011-16 were withdrawn.

I am probably one of the most experienced gliders pilots in the UK (and thus
the world) at flying gliders in cloud. Glider flying in cloud, as conducted in the
UK, is a proven safe practice. It is sometimes necessary to climb in cloud in
order to get high enough to complete a cross country flight. It would be a
major restriction to glider flying if this privilege was withdrawn and the result
would be more field landings and thus a higher risk of accidents.

Tim Macfadyen

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

It should be mentioned that further information on the specific issues
concerning cloud flying rating are provided with the response to the BGA
comment No 121.

159 comment by: Steve BARBER

A provision to enable sailplanes to be flown in cloud is essential for UK
gliding. I support Option 1 in Section IV 3 (RIA 2)

A simpler provision similar to Option 2 based on past safe practice in the UK
would meet most of the requirments, (ie flight near cloud, but in clear air and
in sight of the ground) without necessitating the complications of the full cloud-
flying rating. EASA should implelmet a restricted rating to meet these
standards.

The knowledge and tests for Option 1 are reaonable and necessary, except that
the requirement for 5 hrs actual flight training is excessive. Many pilots would
be able to meet the standard requred in far less time, and the additional flight
time required solely to meet the regulation would be an unnecessary expense
and burden on individuals, and a waste of resources. Provision for undertaking
some of the traioning in simulators should also be made.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

The additional item you raised (i.e. the acceptance of flight time in simulators)
was discussed but as there is no simulation device for training towards a
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sailplane licence or rating certified yet, the Agency will not introduce such a
requirement at this stage.

172 comment by: Roy Wilson

Dear Sir,
Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating.

After reviewing the proposed rules governing Instrument Flying by Glider Pilots
in cloud, I offer the following for your information and consideration.:-

I am a glider pilot with over 3000 hours gliding over the last 47 years and have
an Instructor rating.

I have read the proposed document and consider that it has analysed the
predicament of Glider Pilots reasonably thoroughly. I fully support the British
Gliding Association’s position and Comments with respect to the detailed
elements and the desired way forward.

I regularly cloud fly in order to be able to employ the capability of a Glider and
to be able to fully enjoy the sport. Clearly, proximity to clouds is a key factor in
the Sport. Separate the two and the sport dies. Close proximity to cloud and
cloud flying go hand in hand with cross country soaring. Without access then
the fun is gone and safety is compromised. We say, “height is safety”.

Much of the cloud flying that is practiced by glider pilots is discretionary. We
elect to cloud fly to avoid getting low, or landing in fields, or to achieve our
goal. But there is a price to pay if that choice is prohibited. The consequences
of landing out or attempting to glide at low level over rough terrain can be
serious.

My flying is in the mountains using thermals and mountain waves. Wave flying
is ordinarily conducted close to or above cloud. Cloud cover can change rapidly
and, from time to time, we have no recourse but to descend through cloud. To
limit wave flying to days when there is little risk of blanket cloud cover would
do untold damage to the sport.

I support Option 1. However, I think that to mandate 5 hours as a minimum
training period to achieve the Sailplane Cloud Flying rating is a costly proposal
that fails to recognise prior training, acquired skills and experience.

Roy Wilson
Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

However, as you refer to the comment sent by the British Gliding Association
(BGA) and as all the issues you raised were also identified by BGA please check
the response provided to its comment No 121.

191 comment by: Ian Kennedy

Gliding has for many years existed without the need for a cloud flying rating
and do not need one now. Accident and Incident reports prove this statement.
To add a cloud flying rating will restrict the use of uncontrolled airspace un-
neccessarily. In updating IFR regulations EASA must understand that a 'one
size fits all' approach will damage the General Aviation Community as they
have vastly different requirements to Commercial Aviation. For example the 5
hour training requirement may be good for commercial pilots but does places
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un-necessary cost on the general aviation pilot who should gain a rating on
ability rather than hours.

Gliders need to fly within 1000 feet of cloudbase to make satisfactory and safe
progress. Accident data proves this is safe.

I call upon EASA to remove the need for a cloud flying rating from sailplanes

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/need to fly close to
clouds) were also identified by BGA.

However, it should be highlighted that the Agency does not agree with your
proposal ‘to remove the need for a cloud flying rating’. Based on the comments
received the requirements for the rating were reviewed and some changes
introduced. The rating for cloud flying activity is widely supported and will aim
to achieve a common European safe standard for cloud flying operations.

193 comment by: Tim Jenkinson

I am an active sailplane pilot based in the UK.

I strongly support the retention of the ability to fly in IMC conditions via a
SCFR.

As the consultation suggests the SCFR would have clear social, economic and
safety benefits.

I also have over 15,000hrs flying powered aircraft commercially all over Europe
for over twenty teats and hold both TRI and TRE ratings. I have never had one
single incident relating to the operation of sailplanes in IMC conditions
anywhere.

As someone with significant experience in the training and examining of
instrument flying skills, it is clear that the sailplane pilot does not the full raft of
instrument flying skills that a powered pilot needs. Protracted flight in IMC
conditions and navigation by radio aids is not what gliding is about and would
be highly unusual / impossible. I would suggest therefore the 5 hour training
requirement is overkill and much better to remove a minimum training flight
time altogether but retain the requirement to pass the relevant test. This way
people will only be required access the training they need on an individual
basis.

Hopefully 'grandfather' rights to those with the necessary skills on other types
will be part of any legislation.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (e.g. 5 hours training
requirement) were also identified by BGA.

It should be added that the question of grandfathering existing ratings will not
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be part of this task as this is already solved by the conversion reports to be
established by Member States based on the introduction of Part-FCL in Europe.

195 comment by: Martin Hayden

As a glider pilot restrictions on cloud flying would dramatically change my
ability to continue the sport flying that I am used to. My ability and freedom to
fly cross country would be seriously reduced without the inclusion of cloud

flying.

With a requirement to remain 1000ft clear of cloud my ability and freedom to
fly cross country would be reduced to such and extent that on most days this
will be impossible. I would have to seriously consider the benefit of continuing
the sport with such a restriction. If I am unable to fly closer to cloud than
1000ft it is most likely that I would sell out of my single seat sailplane and
revert to dual and club flying alone.

I strongly support the need for a qualification to allow cloud flying to continue.

I strongly support the continuation of our ability to fly up to cloudbase with a
qualification if necessary.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (restricted cloud flying rating) was
also identified by BGA.

197 comment by: Chris LEWIS

As a sailplane pilot I strongly support this proposal, which provides for a
formalised sailplane cloud-flying rating that is appropriate for glider pilots flying
in, or close to cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

206 comment by: David SEARLE

I am in large part in agreement with the BGA's (British Gliding Association)
comments already submitted.

However I believe that any minimum time of dual instruction is pointless and
irrelevant. A fully instrument rated qualified commercial pilot who takes up
gliding is unlikely to require much dual instruction, other than the mechanics of
glider handling. A retired person approaching gliding for the first time may
require much longer. An Instructor will readily distinguish the appropriate level
and duration of instruction required in each case. Skills and Competency are
the issues to be assessed on an evidence base, rather than a rule base

I believe it would contribute to safety if glider pilots were able to obtain a

Restricted SCFR for flying under IFR but clear of cloud. It could form an
important halfway house to obtaining a full SCFR.
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Training time does not ensure skills, examination of skills does. In general
safety relies on appropriate skills for the task being undertaken.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the BGA comment No 121 as you refer
to the comment sent by the British Gliding Association (BGA) and the issues
you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified
by BGA.

It should be mentioned as well that the NPA already proposed the crediting for
CPL/IR holders.

218 comment by: Mike gatfield

Inexperienced glider pilots, conscious of landing out, are often taught to stay as
high as possible right up to the cloud base for as much as the flight as possible.

On marginal days, enforcing gliders to stay in strict VFR would result in a much
lower working band and more dangers associated with landing out and having
to pick a field at lower altitudes, especially in competitions.

The regulatory system at the moment relies very much on pilots being taught
when to seek additional training in areas such as cloud flying and is partly
covered in bronze badge (glider pilots licence) syllabus to a degree where most
cloud flying is done safely.

There is the danger that overly strict regulation and difficulties in policing would
lead to pilots going into clouds unsafely without radio calls or proper formal
training causing possible safety dangers.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, the reasoning is not understood since a glider pilot should not enter
clouds without proper training. Please see also the response provided to the
BGA comment No 121.

229 comment by: Martin SMITH

I am commenting as an experienced and regular cross country sailplane pilot
based in the UK. I have safely enjoyed the cloud flying and proximity to cloud
privileges that UK gliding currently permits and wish to continue to do so.

I am in favour of Option 1 of the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating for all sailplane
pilots. In addition to the document text that describes the operational range
limits and related landout frequency imposed by not having this option, I would
make the following observations based on my own gliding experience:-

1. On any given day the cloudbase is often extremely variable and constantly
changing.

2. Remaining outside of cloud is easy to judge by simple observation.
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3. Remaining 1000ft vertically clear of cloud on a typical gliding flight which
climbs and descends reapeatedly is impossible to judge without first visiting the
current cloudbase and then descending 1000ft, which both defeats the object
and is an extremely inefficient way to fly a sailplane.

4. Policing the 1000ft vertical clearance from cloud is impossible.

5. Saiplanes often fly in close groups, having everybody with their heads down
looking at their altimeters and worrying about whether they are 900 or 1100
feet below a difficult to judge cloudbase will adversely affect lookout.

Given all of the above a rating such as Option 1 of the SCFR which permits
close proximity to clouds is the only practical answer.

With regards to the training required for this rating, as a Full Rated BGA
Instructor I understand that some students would learn the required skills very
quickly and some students would simply never get it. A such I am in favour of
the skills and competency tests but feel that the minimum training duration
requirement such as the 5 hours proposed is excessive given that sailplane
pilots will already have most of the skills required. It is also important that
TMGs which are normally restricted to VFR are permitted to operate closer to
cloud when conducting training flights for students preparing for their SCFR.

Martin Smith
December 2nd 2011

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check also the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as some of the issues you raised (5 hours/use of TMG) were
also identified by BGA.

However, some additional items should be mentioned.

The requirement to stay 1 000 ft below cloud base is an airspace requirement
for certain airspace categories. It is provided by the ICAO airspace
classification. The vertical distance to clouds was introduced also in order to
allow the ‘see and avoid’ system — especially in airspace blocks shared by VFR
and IFR traffic at the same time (e.g. airspace E). The opinion that ‘policing the
1 000 ft vertical distance from clouds is impossible’ can therefore not be shared
as this is a clear safety issue.

The statement that a short altimeter check in order to verify the actual altitude
will end up in problems regarding the look-out is not shared as there are other
height restrictions due to airspace regulations which have to be verified in the
same way. The check of the actual altitude can be done without causing
additional safety risks.

233 comment by: Paul Richer

I have been flying gliders since 1970.
I would like to make four points.
1. Integral to every cross country flight is the capability to circle in a thermal up

to cloudbase before setting off to the next thermal. At the start of the day
cloudbase may be as low as 2500feet rising to 5000feet during the
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afternoon. To not be able to circle in a thermal up to cloudbase will severely
restrict my ability to fly cross country and so limit the amount of cross-country
flying that I do.

2. In my 40+ years of flying I am not aware of any safety issues that have
arisen due to flying up to cloudbase.

3. I also exercise my current privilege to fly my glider in cloud. Once again, I
am not aware of safety ever being compromised by doing this. In the UK, it is
a vital addition to one's cross country capability to climb in a thermal into cloud
when it is necessary to gain the extra height in order to continue one's flight.

4. Not being able to exercise these privileges would result in more gliders
landing in farmers' fields when, with the additional height, they could glide to
an airfield and land there with the resultant reduced risk of damage by not
having to land in a farmer's field that may have rocks or ditches that cannot be
seen from the air.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

Please review also the response provided to comment No 229 (M. Smith) as
this response provides an answer to the issue of the minimum vertical distance
to clouds as defined by ICAO.

238 comment by: Robert Corbin

I would like to fully endorse the British Gliding Associations view on the
proposals. Flight in IMC is a critical privilege as it improves the safety of cross
country flying in the UK and I welcome EASA recognition of this fact.

I am disappointed that the option for a Restricted SCFR could not be made
available together with the full cloud flying rating as the RSCFR would not
require the training for controlling the plane by reference to instruments alone
and so could be incorporated as a basic privilege of the licence for a sailplane
pilot.

Training for the rating will pose practical difficulties and the requirement for a
minium number of hours is inconsistent with a competency based training and
testing regime. I would urge that the requirement for minimum hours is
dropped or reduced.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the BGA comment No 121 as you refer
to the comment sent by the British Gliding Association (BGA) and all the issues
you raised (e.g. 5 hours of training) were also identified by BGA.

Please review also the feedback provided to comment No 229 (M. Smith) as

this response provides an answer to the issue of the minimum vertical distance
to clouds as defined by ICAO (restricted cloud flying rating).
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242 comment by: Neal Clements

I support the cloud flying rating for sailplanes. I am a sailplane pilot based in
the UK and frequently use cloud flying to extend the range of the glider on a
cross country. I am also a flight examiner and cannot see the reason for
having a minimum hours requirement for the rating. The skill test and the
knowledge should be sufficient

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as all the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

245 comment by: Cotswold Gliding Club

Whilst this document is not perfect, I accept that it is the best possible
compromise for a glider pilot wishing to fly near or in cloud and therefore
accept the document as is

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

252 comment by: PhilKING

I am in favour of this amendment. Without this amendment there would be
very few days when it would be possible to soar above 3000' altitude. In the
Welsh border area where I do much of my cross-country soaring many of the
hill tops are over 2000' and it is necessary to climb well above 3000' to cross
these hills safely in an unpowered aircraft. The prevailing westerly wind is
moist and generally restricts the cloud base so that it is rarely higher than
4000'. With this amendment I will be able to climb up to cloud base legally,
and, if it is safe to do so, climb in cloud or climb in small gaps between clouds
thus enabling me to cross the hills safely.

Without this amendment I would only be able to soar cross country legally on a
few days with exceptionally high cloud base or when there happens to be little
or no cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

254 comment by: John Thomson

I would like to comment that I consider the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating a vital
qualification to be available to glider pilots. I agree with all the requirements
for achieving the rating except for the requirement for 5 hours of dual training
which is excessive and should be reduced significantly. Many gliding sites do
not have access to a motor glider or other powered aircraft making 5 hours of
cloud flying relatively difficult to achieve for pilots of those clubs. I would also
like to have more detail on the requirements of the 2 yearly revalidation check.

I also strongly and fully support the BGA’s proposal for a Restricted Sailplane
Cloud Flying Rating to allow gliders to fly safely under instrument flight rules
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but free of cloud.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified by
BGA.

More detailed requirements for the recency requirements have been added to
the rule text. Holders of a cloud flying rating shall only exercise the privileges of
the rating when they have completed, in sailplanes or powered sailplanes
(excluding TMGs), at least 1 hour of flight time or 5 flights as PIC exercising
the cloud flying privileges during the last 24 months. If the holder of a cloud
flying rating does not comply with this requirement, the holder shall pass a
proficiency check with an examiner or perform the missing flight time flying
dual with an instructor in order to fulfil the requirement. Holders of a valid EIR
or an IR(A) will be credited in full against the requirements.

256 comment by: Lindsay McLane

I have, when necessary, flown my glider in or near cloud for the last 50 years
or so. It is my intention to continue to do so. I am advised by the BGA that if I
wish to continue to remain legal whilst cloud flying in a glider, then I should
support your document. The purpose, therefore, of this email is to lend my
support for this document. I should add that I lend my support reluctantly, as
to do so, appears to endorse the bureaucrats who increasing parasitise the
society they are supposed to be serving. However, the BGA suggest that if NPA
2011-16 should fail, then the outcome will be even more dire.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please check the response provided to
the British Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 for more detailed
answers on technical matters.

At general level the reasoning for the common rules is the harmonisation of
licences and ratings. The main aim is to establish and maintain a high uniform
level of civil aviation safety throughout all the Member States.

257 comment by: Glenn Turpin

I fully support the position of my governing body the British Gliding Association.
I speak as both a glider pilot and a professional pilot since 1966, having held
Helicopter ATPL and Fixed wing ATPL with heavy jet experience, 19000 hours in
total.

I would like to add some other points.

When considering a Europe wide rating or no rating, the average cloud base in
the UK is lower than continental Europe, thus the available operating airspace
available to British pilots is less than our neighbours. If there is no rating then
under ICAO rules our available airspace is very much reduced.

I believe your option 2 (RSCF) is a more practical option, perfectly safe and
more affordable, an important point in an area already hit by considerable cost
increases since the advent of EASA.
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All forms of regulation are attacks on the human spirit, the driving force of
civilisation; progress is better made by education and information.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issue you
raised (restricted cloud flying rating) was also identified by BGA.

259 comment by: Lattermann

Werte Damen und Herren

Ich méchte mich positiv zu den Planen der Neuregelung des INstrument Ratings
auBern .

Es ware ein wichtiger Schritt zu einer modernen Ausbildung die uns
privatpiloten mehr Sicherheit im Flugverkehr gibt .

In meinem Falle ,ich Fliege fir unsere kleine Firma um Kunden und Lieferanten
in Deutschland uns Europa zu besuchen , waere es ein groBer sicherheits und
Terminpuenklichkeits Faktor .

Eine ifr Ausbildung die ich begonnen hatte scheiterte an der unglaublichen
Theorie Uberfrachtung der ausbildung .

Diese bisherige Praxis treibt Unmengen von Piloten nach USA und Verhilft der
dortigen Wirtschaft zu guten Geschaften !

Ich werde diesen weg auch gehen falls die Regelungen hier nicht kommen .

Sie sehen also das eine ueberfrachtung des Luftraumes ,so wie manche Gegner
der neuen leichteren Ausbildung behaupten , durch eine Beibehaltung der alten
Reglung nicht verhindert wird . Diese Beflirchtung der ueberlastung wird auch
nicht kommen da wir als Piloten der generalaviation nur wenig zum
Verkehrsaufkommen beitragen und meist in Luftréumen unterwegs sind die von
airlinern selten beflogen werden .

Ich ware gern bereit mit zuarbeiten bei einer Losung da ich als Firmen Inhaber
(www tl-Werkzeuge.de ) und langjahriger pilot (mehr als 1000 h Erfahrung
ppl,cvfr, Nachtflug , spl ) sicher

Ihnen bei der Umsetzung und beratung der komplizierten Materie etwas helfen
kann .

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback on the proposals for a
competency-based instrument rating and offering your support.

However, as the Agency has to follow the published rulemaking procedure
experts for the Review Group were nominated by the advisory bodies.
Additional experts could not be involved.

260 comment by: Croft Brown

I am a glider pilot in the United Kingdom. I have been flying for 15 years, with
over 1000hrs and FAI Gold Badge with 2 Diamonds. I also have a lapsed Basic
Instructor rating. My BGA glider licence No. 722 was issued in 2002. My gliding
club is Bowland Forest Gliding Club.

These comments are mine, not the gliding clubs.
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For many years, I have regularly flown in Instrument Meteorological Conditions
(IMC) while flying my glider. I climb in thermal lift to just below cloud base and
then fly on the to the next source of lift to climb yet again to cloud base. This is
the way that most sailplane pilots fly many kilometres. At other times I fly in
wave to many thousands of feet, with due regard to airspace restrictions, to
cover huge distances above cloud. When the lift is no longer available, I then
descend either through gaps in clouds or through the clouds with the
appropriate Artificial Horizon and Turn and Slip instruments to get below cloud
level before landing.

Will I have the right to continue with my current practice or have I to go
through some training programme to do what I am doing already? (I don't
expect an answer to this rhetorical question)

The British Gliding Association are the governing body for Gliding within the
United Kingdom. They have responded to this NPA in their own right and their
comments are endorsed by me in all respects. Their comments are summarised
below

1. The Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating is essential for the safe operation of
gliding in the United Kingdom and consider it is essential that the privilege is
maintained.

2. The BGA membership have a safe record of cloud flying and it has never
needed to put a specific figure on the training requirements to exercise their
privilege.

3. The BGA require the training to be conducted in TMGs but would accept
pilots be prohibited from exercising the privilege of the SCFR in TMGs

4. 1 agree with the BGA that a restricted SCFR be re-considered by EASA.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (TMG/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

261 comment by: jim white

I am a glider pilot with 2000 hours, an instructor, and have taken part in
competition at National level in each of the last 9 years.

I appreciate that EASA is trying to accommodate IMC gliding in the new
licensing rules but the proposed implementation seems somewhat clumsy. It is
proposed that a new SCFR rating be introduced to allow glider pilots to fly in
and up to cloud above 3000ft. I think that the training requirement for flying IN
cloud is excessive and for flying UNDER cloud is inappropriate.

I believe that 5 hours of training for cloud climbing in a glider is excessive: This
level of training may be appropriate for flying a sector in cloud as more skills
are required, however this does not reflect how glider pilots actually use cloud
climbs to extend range and their flight on days where there is low cloud or long
gaps between climbs.
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Typically the glider pilot will spend a few minutes climbing in cloud then roll
level to exit the cloud in the general direction required. Once clear of cloud the
skill required is similar to that used in VMC conditions. This is because useful
climbs are generally only present in discrete cumulus or cumulonimbus clouds
i.e. convective cloud. When there is advective or layer cloud there are no useful
climbs. The key skills therefore are to maintain a constant bank angle in
multiple 360 degree climbing turns with reference to blind flying instruments,
recovery from unusual attitudes, and the ability to roll out onto a heading
within 30 degrees (seemotebelow) 5 55 Tn my opinion there a few pilots that would
require as much as 1 hour additional tuition to do these things competently.
Glider pilots do not fly a heading in the same way as power pilots (S¢¢ note below),

Note: Glider pilots fly between climbs in a meandering fashion flying anything
up to 40 degrees off course to find lift. It is never necessary to fly a compass
heading within a few degrees of accuracy and, obviously, we are unable to
maintain a constant altitude.

The skills needed to fly below cloud be in IMC i.e. above 3000ft amsl and <
1000ft below cloud are essentially the same as flying in VMC. The only
difference is an enhanced awareness of collision risk, a very good lookout, and
the need to remain clear of cloud. No additional dual flight instruction is
required for this. I have no problem with the theoretical part of the training
proposed for either purpose.

It is my opinion, therefore, that there needs to be an option 3 combining option
1 for those pilots who wish to fly IN cloud and are willing to undergo an
appropriate amount of further training and option 2 for those who simply wish
to fly under and up to cloud, but in clear air. One to two hours of dual flight
training is sufficient for the former and to require the latter to undergo 5 hours
of training is disproportionate, too expensive, inappropriate, and will have a
seriously negative effect upon gliding in the UK.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

262 comment by: Tony Murphy

I am a British glider pilot, with 780hrs total, including 720hrs solo in
sailplanes. I regularly fly up to cloudbase, and climb above cloud in wave in
Wales, which involves a technical cloud-flying situation for descents. I always
descend in clear air.

My response to NPA 2011-16 is to support option 2 for sailplane pilots' cloud
flying rating.

As it stands, the limitations of the Order would make gliding difficult if not
impossible in the variable conditions and cloudbases found in the UK. Even a
minimum re-training for instrument conditions would involve time, expense,
and load on instructor resources : burdens that impinge upon our already
stressed and almost completely voluntary gliding instructors.

A simple compromise would avoid conflict ,or damage to the gliding movement.
Option 2 is the best answer.

Yours. Tony Murphy. Stratford on Avon Gliding Club. BGA Silver C rating
plus cross-country.
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Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (restricted cloud flying rating) was
also identified by BGA.

263 comment by: Stephen Coles

I support the comments and proposals made by the British Gliding Association.
In addition to that I believe that highly prescriptive regulation is inappropriate
in this field for the following reasons.

I am 64 and have just started gliding. There are 16-year olds with more gliding
experience than me.

On the other hand they have not flown military aircraft like me. They are not
TREs with 20,000 hours and do not have a Single engine Instrument Rating..

It is this huge range of background and experience in the SPORT of
Gliding which makes proposals like 5 hours of Instrument Training so
inappropriate (or even 3).

The fine detail as to what is necessary for training (if anything) is best left to an
Organisation with a proven track record such as the BGA. Figures such as 5
hours training which can only be 'plucked from the air' make no sense except to
those who simply feel there must be a rule for everything.

Surely it is an EU principal that power should be delegated where posible?

I can personally attest to the fact that standards set by the BGA are highly
professional and so are the BGA instructors I have met, without exception.

So my comment is this. Please only make regulations where unavoidable,
and where regulation is absolutely necessary give great weight to the views of
the BGA which has earned the right to be regarded as a highly responsible
organisation. In particular this should apply to their views on Sailplanes flying
in cloud which I feel have great merit.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issue you
raised (5 hours training) was also identified by BGA.

264 comment by: Richard WHITAKER

Draft opinion p15

I strongly support the recommendation to choose Option 1 - Full Sailplane
Cloud Flying Rating. The ability to fly close to or in cloud is fundamental to
cross-country soaring in a sailplane. Inability to do so above 3,000ft would
result in cross-country flying being impractical. I would definitely be forced to
stop. A few people might continue, but the risks associated with outlandings
and/or low-level sustainer engine starts would be increased dramatically.
Outlandings result in far more accidents than flying in IFR conditions.

I would also ask that Option 2 - Restricted Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating - be
considered again in addition to Option 1. Many sailplane pilots in the UK fly
close to cloud frequently, but rarely if ever actually fly in cloud, and therefore
do not need the full rating.

P19 SCFR experience requirements
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The requirement for 5hr of dual training in instrument conditions seems to me
to be artificial and inappropriate. 5 hours in a glider is a very long time and this
will be an expensive and unnecessary burden for some pilots. For example,
people who have been cloud-flying in gliders for years could probably go
straight to the skills test. On the other hand, beginners with only the minimum
30hr of experience might need more than 5hr on instruments. The skills test
should be adequate as a means of determining whether the pilot is competent -
all sailplane instructing in the UK is based on this principle.

P190 SCFR theoretical knowledge and instruction requirements

These requirements seem to me to be appropriate and proportional for cloud
flying in sailplanes, and will result in an enhancement of flight safety once
implemented. However, for those who only wish to fly close to cloud and
remain clear of it, the theoretically knowledge on its own would be sufficient.

The ability to undertake most of the training on TMGs is also of major practical
importance, as this will be the most appropriate means operationally to
undertake the training. However I recognise that it would not be appropriate to
allow the privileges of this rating to be enjoyed in a TMG.

P191 SCFR skills test requirements

These requirements are very reasonable and should allow an appropriate
outcome.

I make these comments based on 34 years of experience as a sailplane pilot,
with 1,300hr, Diamond Badge, and as an ex Instructor.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

265 comment by: Ed Smallbone

Section III. Overview of the changes proposed in this NPA, 3. Sailplane
cloud flying rating

1. To date, the British gliding movement has very competently and
successfully managed our sport and has very effective safety measures in
place. As part of this we are able to enjoy the privilege of flight up to and into
cloud. Whilst I am not in favour of further regulation, I would support NPA
2011-16 as it applies to Sailplanes and the provision of a SCFR however, I
would request that it is not be constructed in such a way that the regulation
adversely affects current sailplane flying privileges. Limitations to this aspect of
our sport are not undesirable and not necessary.

2. The SCFR should be available to holders of the LAPL(S) and SPL.

3. The requirement for dual-flight instruction should be solely competency
based and does not require a mandatory minimum of 5 hours. For many
experienced cross-country pilots 5 hours dual flight training will be unnecessary
to achieve the required level of knowledge and skill and represents an
undesirable cost burden.

4, A Restricted SCFR (without the need for additional flight training) should
be made available to permit flight out of cloud but in IFR conditions.
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

268 Robbie Robertson

As a glider pilot with over 3000 hrs flying and diamond badges, I would like to
express my support for NPA 2011-16. In an ideal world, we would like to
continue as we have done in complete safety for the last 50 years.

One point is that actual cloud flying in gliders is very rare.... probably less than
1% of all gliding time is in cloud so I consider the need for 5 hours dual training
to be excessive. At our club many pilots spend some time in a two seater
suitably equipped to cut off visual references to the trainee pilot. I assume that
this would count towards necessary dual time.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

271 Clive Thomas

Dear Sirs, It has been brought to my attention that proposed EASA
regulation will effectively kill the currently held privilege of glider
pilots to fly in or near cloud.

If this is true I have to protest most strongly as such legislation would
virtually mean the end of gliding in the UK above 3000' because, even if
not flying actually within cloud, pilots regularly fly very close to cloud.
Pilots certainly certainly fly to within 1000' of the base and within
1500' horizontally every soaring flight in uncontrolled airspace.

I can see no earthly reason why this practice should not be allowed to
continue and feel that, perhaps, this aspect of sport aviation has not
been considered by the legislators.

I request that the glider pilot cloud flying privilege is retained.
Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. The new regulation introduces a
sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly
close and also in the cloud.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
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Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

272 comment by: Clive Thomas

I have no desire to fly actually within a cloud but as I said in my original email
if sailplane pilots are to be able to follow their sport they must be allowed to fly
close to cloud in what are referred to as Instrument Meteorological Conditions
when, in fact, no instruments are required as the pilot can fly perfectly well by
visual reference to the horizon and the ground.

Note

Please see response to your original comment No 271.

273 comment by: phil punt

I am the Chief Flying Instructor at a gliding club in the Northwest of England
and as such come under the governing body of the British Gliding Association
(BGA) and all that it entails. I support this NPA with the following four
responses.

1. 1. LAPL(S) & SPL

I consider that SCFR is not only vital for safe flying of glider flight within the UK
but consider that the privilege be applied to both LAPL(S) and SPL holders.

2. 2. Dual Flight Training requirements.

Specifying a training minimum of 5 hours would be seen as excessive to a pilot
who has undergone instrument training previously. As with all training there are
those who learn quickly and those who don’t and the actual training time should
be left to the examiner.

3. 3. TMG's
I think that training for the rating should be possible in TMG’s but the SCFR
itself not be exercised in a TMG due to flight manual restrictions.

4, 4. Restricted SCFR

I am aware that the BGA had proposed that this rating be made available for
flight under IFR but clear of cloud. I would agree with this and suggest that
EASA reconsider this option.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.
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304 comment by: Colin Hampson

1. The propsoals in general represent a welcome and pragmatic approach to
promoting increased safety through wider adoption of Instrument Ratings for
both PPL and CPL holders throughout Europe.

2. The competence based modular IR must reduce both the cost of and the
uneccesary theoretical requirements associated with obtaining the rating. Both
prohibit obtaining the IR and therefore both must be tackled in order for the
proposals to be successful.

3. Holders of valid UK IMC Ratings must have the privilleges grandfathered into
Part-FCL. It is welcome that the proposals suggest doing so through some form
of restricted IR.

4. Those with the JAA ATPL theoretical exam passes should be exempted from
the theoretical requirements of the proposed IR. In addition, demonstrated
knowledge should be sufficient (i.e. those having passed the ATPL exams more
than 36 months shoud also be exempt). Many students having passed the
exams in the last year are waiting for Part FCL to complete the modular IR and
this could well be after the 36 month exam validity period has passed. What
purpose does this validity period serve? Students who have passed the ATPL
exams have worked very hard to do so and should not be penalised by an
artificially imposed limit. I know of many pilots who have 'lapsed exam credit’
and are put off the IR because of the need to resit the exams. Please consider
making credit for the TK requirements for the IR based on demonstrated
knowledge (i.e making the IR accessible to those with 'expired' ATPL passes). I
have ATPL passes from May 2011 but do not want to complete the IR until 4-5
years from now (as I wish to instruct VFR between now and then). It seems
wrong that the IR will not be accessible to me and I would need to undertake
yet more TK training.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency would like to highlight that an existing national licence and rating
(i.e. UK IMC rating) may be converted into a Part-FCL licence or rating during
the conversion process. This process is the responsibility of the Member State
in consultation with EASA. In this case the Agency will support UK CAA in
finding a solution to these issues.

In addition, the Agency would like to clarify that FCL.035(b)(1) gives full credit
to the IR(A) and EIR theoretical knowledge requirements when the applicant
has passed the ATPL theory examinations in the same category of aircraft.

JAA ATPL theoretical knowledge examinations will be treated as Part-FCL ATPL
examinations which means that they are valid for the issue of an IR or EIR for a
period of 36 months [see FCL.025(c)(1)(ii)]. The purpose of the validity period
is that the theoretical knowledge is an important part of the training and the
student needs to have acquired this knowledge when completing flying training.
If the theoretical training (ie. ATPL theoretical knowledge) was completed a
very long time ago, this may not be the case. For that reason if the theoretical
examinations have expired, they have to be renewed first.

305 comment by: Ash
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I strongly agree with your proposals for cloud flying in relation to UK
Gliders/Sailplanes. It is essential for the sport that we can enter cloud at times.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your positive feedback on the proposed cloud flying
rating for sailplane pilots.

316 comment by: Fliegerverein Minchen

Our company is really glad to hear about EASA FCL.008. This Enroute-IFR will
be warmly welcome to a lot of pilots. It is useless for privat pilots to study
about the building technique of turbines if their own aircraft is a Cessna 172. It
is way to complicated and to disappointing for students to learn something they
don't and won't need. They are willingly to learn everything needed for their
sort if machines. The amout of lessons sound reasonable and well thought
about. The reason for privat pilots to study for an IFR licence is the increasment
of their own safety. And for these sort of pilots it is enough to have a light IFR
licence which allows them to fly guided through clowds. And for people who
want and need more, they can still upgrade to a full IFR licence.

A really great idea and we all hope EASA FCL.008 will come true!
Kind regards

FVM

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your positive feedback on the proposals for the en-
route instrument rating.

339 comment by: David Clarke

Reference SCFR-restricted as proposed in option 2

Having read the document regarding the proposed I should like to add my
support to the EASA proposal within NPA 2011-16 for glider flying in and close
to cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (restricted cloud flying rating) was
also identified by BGA.

346 comment by: MarkDAVIS
I back the implementation of a Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR), but in

addition suggest the addition of a Restricted Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating
(RSCFR) to allow flight in VFR up to but clear of cloud.

The 5 hour requirement for dual instruction in sailplanes is unnecessary and
could be reduced to 2 hours
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

348 comment by: Mike FLYNN

Overall I strongly support this NPA. Implementation of this NPA will
substantially improve flight safety by providing better access to Instrument
Qualifications for most European pilots. The improved level of safety is clearly
documented in your own safety analysis.

Furthermore, the strong positive results of the UK IMCr rating and FAA IR
operators in Europe show the reduced accident rates for pilots with these
qualifications vs. the average accident rate of European PPLs.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

353 comment by: Mike FLYNN

The proposals for conversion of third country ICAO IRs into EASA part-FCL IRs
is welcome. However, for pilots seeking to operate only third country aircraft,
it is suggested that EASA-FCL Article 7.4 be modified to replace “type ratings"
with “instrument and type ratings”. This would reduce the administrative
burden on existing third country operators while not adversely effecting
safety. There is no safety or operational case for requiring third country
operators to replicate the IR rating on their FCL licence.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing feedback.

A pilot residing or established in the EU flying either an aircraft registered in a
third country or registered in one of the Member States needs to hold a Part-
FCL licence and to comply with the European rules. This principle was
introduced by Articles 4 and 7 of the the Basic Regulation [Regulation (EC)
No 216/2008] and it was agreed/supported by all Member States when the
Basic Regulation was established.

Third-country licences may be accepted and the requirements for the
acceptance of licences were therefore included in a Part-FCL regulation. The
prior flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC of third-country IR holders is taken
into account in the requirements for EIR and competency-based IR.

359 comment by: Andrew WELLS

As a glider pilot I support the choice of Option 1 for the sailplane cloud flying
rating and look forward to reaching the 30h minimum flying time to embark on
the training. A minimum of 5h dual training seems to me a long time to
acheive the necessary proficiency. Glider pilots are continually turning and
adjusting course onto new headings etc. and I think the would learn the
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proposed syllabus in much less time. Could the EASA review this 5h minimum
in the light of mine and other's comments please.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

BGA and several other commentators stated that the proposed amount of dual
flight training is too excessive and further discussed this requirement with the
Review Group experts. Taking into account that if there is no TGM available for
the training (although the NPA already allowed a maximum amount of 4 hours
in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes as initially proposed would be difficult to
achieve, and having in mind that this more competency-based approach will
end up in a skill test the Agency agrees with the proposal to reduce the
minimum amount of training and will lower the requirement to at least 2 hours
of flight training. However, the Agency insists that at least 1 hour of the
training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered sailplane except TMGs.

360 comment by: dylan davies

As an enthusiastic glider pilot and I think that we need to be able to fly in
cloud. Having a minimum amount of training of 5hrs seems to be excessive as
the skill level needed to be able to get signed off flying in cloud I think requires
less hours of training as cloud flying is nearly impossible without a good
thermal day. The complete stopping of flying in cloud would be disastrous, this
will mean that our club and a lot of clubs won't be able to launch half the flying
days due to it being situated on a ridge and the cloud base rarely reaching over
1700ft not allowing a full winch launch.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to comment No 359 as the issue you raised
(5 hours training) was also identified in that comment.

363 comment by: Walter Baumann

As a sailplane pilot I frequently use cloudflying toi extend my cross country
flights. I therefore support the proposal to introduce a cloudflying qualification
to be able to continue with this practice.

As an instructor I feel the requirement for hours qualification is unneccessary,
in my opinion a skill-based qualification is sufficient.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

BGA and several other commentators stated that the proposed amount of dual
flight training is too excessive and further discussed this requirement with the
Review Group experts. Taking into account that if there is no TGM available for
the training (although the NPA already allowed a maximum amount of 4 hours
in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes as initially proposed would be difficult to
achieve, and having in mind that this more competency-based approach will
end up in a skill test the Agency agrees with the proposal to reduce the
minimum amount of training and will lower the requirement to at least 2 hours
of flight training. However, the Agency insists that at least 1 hour of the
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training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered sailplane except TMGs.

374 comment by: Robert BOLLOM
This are test comments

Noted

399 comment by: Roy Cross

I have examined EASA Proposals for IMC Flight NPA2011-16 and I wish to
strongly support option 1, since this will permit glider pilots like myself in the
UK to continue to exercise a privilege which has been historically and
traditionally ours, namely to fly in cloud on the occasions when it is
advantageous.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

401 comment by: Pete Harmer

I am an active glider pilot and instructor.
I strongly support the SCFR.
I think that the rating must be available to both LAPL(S) & SPL holders

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
SCFR will be available for both SPL and LAPL(S) licence holders.

408 comment by: John THOMPSON

I would like to make a general comment wrt this proposal. Having flown gliders
in the UK for many years I can see sense in making sure that those pilots
venturing near to, or into clouds, should be qualified to do so and to this extent
I support the proposals. However, I believe it is imperative that qualified glider
pilots can still fly in and close to cloud as issues arise in the UK, and I suspect
in may other parts of Europe, where cloud bases over 3,000 ft e.g. 4,000 feet,
would be produced by thermals whose usefulness would probably be inititiated
at around half the cloud base height, so 2,000 ft in this case. This would give a
glider pilot only 1,000 ft of useable climb and leave him/her with a
decision about where to find the next thermal on arriving at 3,000 ft. This
causes two problems that I can think of. Firstly gliders are effectively
"compressed" into a smaller amount of airspace (as a resultant height cap of
3,000ft would be enforced), and secondly, more reckless decisions could be
made about which thermals the pilots are able to utilise for their next
climb as the range of the glider over only a 1,000 ft height loss has been
compromised significantly when compared to a 2,000 ft glide range. Bearing in
mind for much of the UK gliding season a 4,000 ft cloud base is quite common,
any restriction would severely compromise our sport to the extent where 1
suspect many pilots would not continue.

Noted
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Thank you for providing this comment. The new regulation introduces a
sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly
close and also in the cloud. Please check the response provided to the British
Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 for more detailed answers on
technical matters.

409 comment by: Dr. Bert F. Smits

From the introduction, we notice the following two paragraphs :

It is highlighted in this Regulation that Member States should aim at allowing
pilots to, as far as possible, maintain their current scope of activities and
privileges.

During the drafting phase the Agency and the group members took special
consideration of the requirements in place for the IR issued by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) in the United States of America.

Further down, in the overview of changes, we note that paragraph 2.7
highlights that Appendix 6 A.2 also provides a proposal for crediting Part-FCL
PPL or CPL holders holding also a current ICAO-based third country IR(A). With
a certain amount of instrument flight time as PIC, the holder of a Part-FCL
licence holding also a third country IR(A) will be credited in full towards the
training course requirements. Nevertheless, the applicant has to pass the skill
test and must demonstrate the appropriate knowledge of Air Law, Meteorology,
Flight Performance and Planning and Human Performance.

The latter comment is in contradiction with the two above. Indeed, many
experienced IFR rated FAA PPLs have been flying the European skies for
decades. Their safety record exceeds by far that of JAA (or before that)
nationally rated PPLs.

During the FAA IR training, every succesfull candidate has passed a theoretical
knowledge test comprising each of the four subjects mentioned above. In
addition, many practical matters on the same subject have been quizzed during
an extensive oral exam.

Also, because having a JAA(EASA) PPL is a prerequisite, most pilots will have
sat already during the PPL-VFR conversion knowledge tests in Air Law and
Human Performance.

Furthermore, the FAA IR is an ICAO-rating, that allows pilots of aircraft, for
which the operator is not EU-resident, to fly N-registered aircraft under IFR in
Europe. As residency of the operator cannot be discriminating safety factor,
there can hence be no safety requirement that would force the Agency to
propose anything other than automatic conversion.

Finally, I have been incident-free for more than 5 years now, with 350 flight
hours, the majority of which have been under IFR in European Skies. An
automatic conversion / grandfathering procedure for experienced pilots would
allow pilots like me, without safety cost, to maintain my current flying privileges
(Multi-Engine Instrument Rated PPL).

This is not just my opinion, several MEP's in the Transport Committee, such as

the rt. hon. Philip Bradbourn have voiced the same concern. By imposing
unnecessary onerous restrictions in appendix 6.2, one is trying to "fix
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something that isn't broken".

I am aware that various special interests are trying to influence EASA of the
contrary. ATO's and Examiners obviously have a direct pecuniary interest in
trying to obtain as many conversion fees as possible. By going along with
these, EASA is jeopardizing not just the General Aviation community in Europe,
but the citizen's appreciation of European Institutions in general.

I've added a concrete proposal to amend appendix 6.A.2.
Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

A pilot residing or established in the EU flying either an aircraft registered in a
third country or registered in one of the Member States needs to hold a Part-
FCL licence and to comply with the European rules. This principle was
introduced by Articles 4 and 7 of the Basic Regulation [Regulation (EC)
No 216/2008] and it was agreed/supported by all Member States when the
Basic Regulation was established.

The prior flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC has been taken into account in
the proposed EIR and competency-based IR requirements. The Agency has also
reviewed the required theoretical examinations and decreased the number of
them for Part-FCL licence holders who also hold ICAO Annex 1 instrument
rating issued by a third-country. It is good to notice that if the holder of such
licence and rating also has a required amount of flying experience, he/she does
not have to pass written IR theoretical examinations but to demonstrate the
theoretical knowledge during the skill test.

419 comment by: UK CAA

Page No: All
Paragraph No: N/A

Comment: The NPA does not make any particular provision for aeroplanes
that are towing gliders.

It is common for the pilot of a tug aircraft to tow the glider into a position under
a cloud. Whilst the glider pilot may fly into such a position with the Sailplane
Cloud Rating, it appears that the pilot of the tug aeroplane would have to have
an EIR, a modular IR or a standard IR.

Proposed Text: None.
Noted

Thank you for this feedback. A pilot who wishes to fly below VFR minima has to
have a relevant rating.

422 comment by: Nick Tillett
As a glider pilot who currently practices cloud flying and a PPL holder with an

IMC rating I broadly approve of these proposals. However, I would question
the wisdom of introducing a fixed 5 hour training period for the proposed
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sailplane qualification. Whilst a more modest limit, say 2 hours, may be
sensible it would seem better to make qualification dependent on pilot
performance rather than ability to pay for a fixed training period. In practice
glider pilots who already legitimately cloud fly under existing rules will not need
a further 5 hours training to achieve the required standard. On the other hand
I do know glider pilots for whom, I suspect, the 5 hours will be insufficient.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment. BGA and several other commentators
stated that the proposed amount of dual flight training is too excessive and
further discussed this requirement with the Review Group experts. Taking into
account that if there is no TGM available for the training (although the NPA
already allowed a maximum amount of 4 hours in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes
as initially proposed would be difficult to achieve, and having in mind that this
more competency-based approach will end up in a skill test the Agency agrees
with the proposal to reduce the minimum amount of training and will lower the
requirement to at least 2 hours of flight training. However, the Agency insists
that at least 1 hour of the training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered
sailplane except TMGs.

423 comment by: Damian LE ROUX

1) I strongly support the introduction of the Sailplane Cloud Flying
Rating, for the reasons given in the NPA 2011-16 document on pages 229 to
230 under ‘Operational range of sailplanes’. Increased operational range of
sailplanes is a major contributor to safe and efficient flight in sailplanes without
statistical increased risk of collision with general aviation or commercial air
traffic.

2) Also for that reason, I would strongly support the introduction of a
Restricted Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating.

3) 5 hours dual instruction is excessive. I would suggest a minimum of one
hour dual instruction plus sufficient extra airborne training to achieve a
standard suitable to pass the flight test.

4) It is essential that training should be possible in a TMG.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (restricted cloud flying rating/5 hours
training/TMG) were also identified by BGA.

443 comment by: Peter Allingham

Option 0 would mean the demise of gliding in this country

Without cloud flying the cross country flights would very restricted, with more
chance of field landings, with risks to man and machine.

I have flown gliders for over thirty years, have flown inside and up the side of
clouds all this time safely.

The impact is large reduction of pilot numbers, which will effect support
company's and glider sales. (New & second Hand)
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Option 1 seems to severe.

The 5 hours training using pure gliding flights could mean over 20 flights to
obtain the rating.

The effort and the cost would deter a large number of pilots.

This could have the same impact as option 0.

It would be better if it was reduced to 2 or 3 hours, with either all or the
majority of training flights in motor gliders.

This would cut down the time and cost to obtain the rating.

Option 2 is better.
I spend much more time just below cloud base, than cloud flying.
T

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

456 comment by: Rowan

As a UK glider pilot I am worried about the future of our sport and the changing
regulations that EASA is charged with. I support this NPA and feel that the
Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) is important for gliding in the UK. I
strongly feel that the SCFR should be available to LAPL(S) and SPL holders.
However I feel that the minimum of 5 hours of training is excessive.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

460 comment by: HUGH BROWNING

I support RIA 2, option 1, which permits sailplane pilots to enter cloud and fly
in IMC if national regulations permit this.

I began gliding in 1958 and have made many climbs in cloud. As the proposal
indicates, cloud climbs extend the range of sailplanes.

In the UK all reportable glider accidents, lesser accidents, and serious incidents
are communicated to the British Gliding Association. I maintain the BGA
accident and incident database which contains 5728 records since 1974. In
addition, I have personally studied all reports involving gliders in the CAA MOR
database from 1997 to December 2009, and all Airprox Board reports involving
gliders from July 2003 to December 2009. These sources contain no instance
of a glider in cloud or emerging from cloud being in conflict with any other
aircraft except another glider. For this reason, and from the nature of glider
flying in short-lived cumulous clouds, I conclude cloud flying by glider pilots
does not jeopardise the safety of other airspace users.

Noted
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Thank you for providing this comment.

467 comment by: colin weyman

I endorse all of the suggestions and comments put by the BGA on behalf of the
British Gliding Members concerning 'NPA 2011-16' re: Cloud Flying.

Cumulus clouds are the glider pilots marker to where the rising air currents are.
Imagine if all glider pilots were banned from flying in or near clouds. Pilots
would be aimlessly bumbling around the sky trying to second guess where the
lift was, rather than being in a known area, i.e. underneath a cumulus cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 for a more detailed answer.

484 comment by: Pete Stratten

I strongly support the Sailplane Cloud Flying Proposals within this NPA, with the
following additional comment;

1. EASA should reconsider the Restricted Cloud Flying Rating. The RSCFR
proposal, which has been rejected by EASA, would provide a helpful stepping
stone to SCFR qualification and, crucially, provide the theoretical knowledge
required in an environment that most sailplane pilots will encounter.

2. 5 hours minimum training for the SCFR is excessive. Cross crediting should
be considered.

Pete Stratten
Windrushers Gliding Club
UK

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

530 comment by: P Williams

I am very pleased to see that EASA has taken a pragmatic and helpful attitude
to the matter of sailplane flying in IMC. I feel, however, that you seem to think
sailplane pilots fly a lot more in cloud, rather than close to clounds, than
actually happens (at least in the UK) and have therefore proposed practical
training far in excess of what most pilots actually need.

n the UK very few pilots deliberately enter cloud. If they do it is usually because
they have been caught out when a wave gap closes, and their concern then is
solely to descend safely to a point where they should be well above the terrain
below. All this requires is the ability to turn gently onto a suitable heading and
hold the aircraft level while controlling the rate of descent with the airbrakes
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and keeping an eye on their position as shown on a moving map GPS display. If
control should be lost, the aircraft might either spin or enter a spiral dive. In
both cases one would probably wait until the aircraft broke free of clound,
though in the case of a spiral dive the airbrakes would be opened to limit the
speed. Once out of cloud the situation could easily be brought under control.

The main need to be able to fly in IMC is to climb close to clouds and to
cloudbase. In the UK generally cloudbase rarely reaches 5000 ft, and often not
even 4000ft, and in Scotland still less. In wave flying one is inevitably close to
the front of the cloud during part of the climb - otherwise one couldn't climb at
all. Flying near clouds obviously requires a good lookout and situational
awareness, but no particular level of skill.

You seem to recognise the two types of requirement but your method of
scoring inevitably leads to the more comprehensive option (Optionl). Why
must there be only one set of rules? Can there not be two levels of sailplane
cloud flying rating (both option 1 and option 2)? With different instructional
requirements. The requirement for 5 hours of dual instructional flying solely on
instruments seems to me excessive, even for sailplane pilots who deliberately
intend to fly in cloud - even they do not want to fly cross-country in cloud; they
merely accept that circumstances may arise where it is necessary to enter
cloud for a short time. (There are exceptions, but those pilots usually have an
ATPL.) Many years ago (over 30 years) when I began to glide it was not
uncommon for pilots to climb in cloud to get extra height. I don't know any pilot
who does that now - maybe a few pilots do, but it must be very few. But all
piots fly up to cloudbase and near to the edge of wave clouds. It would be
disastrous if every pilot who just wanted to fly near to clouds, or who might
inadvertantly get caught above cloud, had to undergo 5 hours special
instruction. The cost and scale of the requirement is out of proportion and
would cause a lot of UK pilots to give up gliding.

It is also vastly more stringent than is currently required in the UK, and there is
no evidence that that has led to safety issues.

Please have another think about the matter. It is clear that EASA's intention is
to be helpful, but I suspect you haven't quite realised exactly what necessarily
goes on in gliding.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
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rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

Also several other comments stated that the proposed amount of dual flight
training is too excessive and the Agency further discussed this requirement with
the Review Group experts. Taking into account that if there is no TMG available
for the training (although the NPA already allowed a maximum amount of 4
hours in TMGs) 5 hours training on sailplanes as initially proposed would be
difficult to achieve. Having in mind that this more competency-based approach
will end up in a skill test the Agency agrees with the proposal to reduce the
minimum amount of training and will lower the requirement to at least 2 hours
of flight training. However, the Agency insists that at least 1 hour of the
training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered sailplane except TMGs.

551 comment by: g BAILEY

Comments regarding NPA 2011-16

I am a British glider pilot based in Lancashire, with 1000+ hrs sailplane flying
experience, predominantly in the UK.

Only occasionally do I fly within cloud, but often fly within the ‘IFR’ range of
clouds, typically underneath when thermal or hill soaring, and to the side and
above when soaring in mountain wave. Perhaps particularly in the NW of
England, the glider flying that I can do would be largely destroyed if I was
unable to fly near clouds in all directions.

I say it is vital that provision be made for sailplanes to continue flying in and
around cloud, and therefore I strongly support the availability of the SCFR. I
believe it would be most unreasonable, however, to impose a requirement for a
fixed number of flying hours training, particularly for pilots already having
experience of cloud flying. It would be a considerable expense, apart from
practical difficulties of access to kit and instructors.

I would also urge that sailplane pilots be allowed to fly close to clouds without
any special qualification demands. It takes very little extra skill to operate near
clouds, just some prudence about when and where to do it. If something formal
is insisted upon, please can the RSCFR be reconsidered, perhaps based purely
on theory/good practise training, and a minimum of say 20hrs sailplane
experience.

GH Bailey

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

553 comment by: Reginald Wooller

I am a gliding instructor with cloud flying experience.

I am strongly in favour of the proposed IFR rating for sailplane pilots but I offer
the following comments:-

1 The minimum requirement for 5 hours instruction is not necessary (Page 19).
Pilot skill levels and learning rates vary considerably and some will not require
that length of training whereas others may well require significantly more time.
Thr qualification check flights will establish if a ppilots has reached the desired
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skill level.

2 The proposed practical skill level calls for the pilot to recover from an
advanced cloud escape manoeuvre onto a nominated heading of +/- 20
degrees (Page 192). This is unlikely to be achievable however, due to many
compass types used in sailplanes and TMGs being subject to acceleration
errors. The heading can only be detyermined with any accuracy when in stable
level flight or clear of cloud.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

The proposed skill test does not require the pilot to achieve this nominated
heading instantly. Instead, the test allows normal practice: first to recover to
approximate straight flight, and then refine the heading with small
adjustments. This is achievable with all compass types.

570 comment by: Steve Wareham

I support the SCFR and think it should be available to LAPL(S) and SPL licence
holders.

5 hours dual training would seem to be excessive and I think a reduced number
of hours such as 3 would be more realistic.

Training in TMG's should be allowed for the SCFR.

I would ask that EASA reconsiders the RSCFR option.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

583 comment by: Charles Tolman

Many thanks for your hard work on these proposals. I have particular
comments about the SCFR FCL-830. However first I would like to proffer some
general comments as to why I consider that the gliding sport is an activity of
crucial importance to other areas of life:

i) All powered pilots should learn to fly gliders.

I am in agreement with Major Zuffada of the Italian Air Force (see BGA
magazine "Sailplane & Gliding" June/July2011 p30) that every powered pilot
should have gliding training. Having noticed the different outcomes of the
AirFrance AF447 crash near Brazil and the more successful Hudson river landing
in America by a commercial pilot who is also a gliding instructor, I believe that
the lack/presence (respectively) of awareness of flying conditions when gliding
was a factor here in the decision making processes.
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ii) Younger glider pilots learn transferrable life skills.

Many gliding clubs are offering cheaper flying for young flyers. At Lasham I run
the launchpoint for our Saturday evening summer flying sessions. Learning to
glide is always a positive experience for the youngsters, and it is wonderful to
see how they mature through their training, learning skills of immeasurable
benefit in their everyday technological life. (Gliding is a very good mix of
technology use and appreciation of nature)

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

586 comment by: trevor sexton

EIR I support the EIR proposal..

Query

EIR

What if on arriving at the destination airfield the weather is worse than forecast
and alternate not available, the pilot needs to make an instrument approach..
To ATC the pilot is on an IFR flight and therefore they have no knowledge that
the pilot cannot accept this approach.

In this instance the pilot has no choice but to make the Approach..

? how does he make this

? how does he tell ATC , does he declare a mayday/pan (these seems over the
top).

? does he have to declare to the authorities maybe via a MOR that he’s made
an approach he’s not cleared for..

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The privileges of the holder of an en-route instrument rating (EIR) are to
conduct flights under IFR or in IMC only in the en-route phase of the flight. This
means that the holder of an EIR is not allowed to fly instrument departure,
arrival or approach procedures.

When filing a flight plan according to the operational rules the EIR pilot should
include also planned IFR/VFR transition points. Via filed flight plan the ATCs in
concern become aware about the flight and the rules by which the flight will be
flown.

The pilot should always monitor the weather conditions and turn back or divert
to alternative aerodrome if the flight cannot be continued to the destination in
safe way. If the EIR pilot becomes unable to complete a flight within the
limitations of the rating he/she is expected to declare an emergency and after
landing submit other necessary reports if required.

The Agency agrees that certain emergency situations can be more challenging
for an EIR pilot. To mitigate the risk it was decided to amend the AMC to
include two IFR approaches, in the context of an emergency situation, to be
demonstrated to the student during training. It will be emphasised that the
student does not hold the privilege to conduct an IFR approach. In addition, the
Agency, supported by many stakeholders, strongly believes the EIR will have an
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overall positive effect on safety and will provide an incentive to General
Aviation VFR pilots to obtain the full IR(A) rating at a later stage.

587 comment by: trevor sexton

ref EIR

would this impact the ATC controller since in marginal weather conditions.

1/ The controller has to separate IFR for IFR.

2/ Vector an aircraft to an Instrument approach.

3/ What about MSA

4/ An aircraft reaches an airways point, requests to leave controlled airspace by
descent and then, a few minutes later turns up at a VRP asking for VFR entry

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The EIR pilot is not allowed to fly instrument arrival or departure procedures.
Since the EIR pilot will fly according to VFR rules when departing and landing
and according to IFR rules, when needed, during an en-route phase of the flight
the ATC has to apply corresponding procedures and separations to the flight.

It is unclear from this comment what concerns you have regarding the
minimum safe altitude (MSA).

Please see also the response to your comment No 586.

589 comment by: trevor sexton

REF EIR

It been mentioned that an EIR pilot will not be allowed to fly a STAR or SID. ???
Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The holder of an EIR should at no time accept an IFR clearance to fly a
departure, arrival or approach procedure (see GM1 FCL.825).
Please see also the response to your comment No 586.

590 comment by: trevor sexton

REF EIR
Pilot flies a STAR arrival , some point in the procedure he becomes VFR and
then declares to ATC that he,s now VFR and wants to continue VFR.
How will ATC treat this...

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The holder of an EIR is not allowed to fly instrument arrival or approach
procedures.
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591 comment by: trevor sexton

Ref EIR
The weather does,nt allow an EIR pilot to depart IFR due to cloud base below
EIR pilot requirement.
However the pilot can depart VFR under the cloud then once outside of
Controlled airspace changes to IFR.
How will this work...??

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The holder of an EIR is not allowed to take off or fly departure in IFR.
Depending on the rules the pilot is flying, he/she needs to follow corresponding
procedures and minima.

Please see the response to your comments No 586 and 587.

592 comment by: Desmond PEARCE

The need for Sailplanes to be able to operate in cloud/IMC in UK
airspace.

Example 1.

A typical summer day in Southern England may see a cloud base of 4000ft with
3/8 cumulus extending to 6000ft. A sailplane pilot on a cross country flight will
be trying to stay above 2000ft otherwise progress will be slowed by the need to
keep re-evaluating landing options. In order to maintain VMC the sailplane
must be kept 1000ft vertically clear of cloud so a climb in a thermal would need
to be broken off at 3000ft. Leaving aside the difficulty of compliance due to the
lack of exact cloud base height data, this level of restriction would make it
difficult to complete any but the least ambitious of cross country flights.

By contrast, the current situation allows the pilot to operate up to cloud base,
thus doubling the operating height range. Extending the climb into the cloud
further improves the options for the pilot as height is the equivalent of fuel for
a sailplane.

Example 2.

A sailplane over Northern UK has climbed to 12000ft in wave through a gap in a
layer of cloud that extends from 5000ft to 6000ft. The top of the cloud clearly
shows the standing wave pattern and the pilot proceeds cross wind for 100km
over 8/8 cloud maintaining between 10000ft and 12000ft. When near to the
destination airfield a descent is made with full airbrake through the cloud and
the sailplane clears cloud at 5000ft then continues down to it's destination.

Most of this flight has been made in good visibility and well clear of cloud. The
exceptions were the climb through the gap where the clearance from cloud was
less than 100m horizontally and the time in cloud during the descent which
probably lasted only a few seconds.

Cloud flying by sailplane pilots in the UK represents a very small percentage of
their total flying time. However, preventing them from doing so would remove
an important link in the chain of techniques that come together to make a
successful cross country flight. Field landings would be more likely as a result.
Using the fuel analogy, it would be like requiring aeroplane pilots to take off
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with one tank empty.

Training

Firstly we need to remember that most cloud flying in sailplanes consists of
circular flight in a thermal that carries the sailplane up into a cumulus cloud.
The turn is well established before entering cloud and when the lift ceases or
sufficient height has been gained the pilot will straighten up and usually exit the
cloud after a few seconds of straight flight. My guess is that most sailplane
pilots in UK attempted this for the first time on their own, with only theoretical
training. While this may sound irresponsible, the statistics don’t seem to
support a view that this is particularly dangerous.

Glider pilot training takes place from many different locations with quite
different facilities. A large club may provide winching and aerotowing as well as
motor gliders for training. However many clubs only use winch launching with
unpowered aircraft. It would prove difficult to achieve the proposed 5 hours of
instrument flying at this type of club (where average flights last less than 10
minutes including the circuit and approach) so pilots wishing to achieve a SCFR
would be faced with the extra expense of doing this at another club. Are other
clubs willing to take on this workload or is the intention that commercial schools
should be providing this training? Even the proposed biannual check for each
SCFR holder would take up a disproportionate amount of time and resources for
many clubs where there is a tradition of instructors providing their time for
free.

A more realistic training requirement could perhaps follow the traditions of
glider pilot training where the instructor uses their professional judgement to
determine when a pilot is ready for the next step; solo, cross country etc. So
why not let the instructor decide when the pilot is ready to take the cloud flying
test? Rather than having a requirement for a biannual check, would it be
acceptable to rule that a passenger may not be carried in IFR flight unless the
pilot has completed a certain amount of IRF flight in the last 24 months? This
would follow the pattern for PPL aeroplane night flying.

I support the proposal for the introduction of a SCFR (Option 1) but suggest
that 5 hours of dual flight instruction is an excessive requirement.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

More detailed requirements for the recency requirements have been added to
the rule text. Holders of a cloud flying rating shall only exercise the privileges of
the rating when they have completed, in sailplanes or powered sailplanes
(excluding TMGs), at least 1 hour of flight time or 5 flights as PIC exercising the
cloud flying privileges during the last 24 months. If the holder of a cloud flying
rating does not comply with this requirement, he/she shall pass a proficiency
check with an examiner or perform the missing flight time flying dual with an
instructor in order to fulfil the requirement. Holders of a valid EIR or an IR(A)
will be credited in full against the requirements.
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609 comment by: S ALLEN

Frankly I find this CRT a nightmare to use and is obvioulsy the work of a techie.
However for what it is worth the proposals for sailplane licencing for blind flying
are worth supporting

as one of the better additions to the raft of regulations against GA pilots.

The reguirement for 5 hours training is not realistic and frankly in the real world
is a matter for the

CFI of the club to say whether a pilot has reached a competent standard. I
expect most cloud flying

pilots anyway will be commercial or professional pilots with the exception of
those at wave sites where one often does have to climb up infront of/in cloud to
get into the the wave.

I feel that the BGA's suggestion of leave it to the CFI or at the most make it 3
hours is worth supporting.

Cloud flying is one of those activities, unlike many GA activities, where if the
pilot is not competent the incompetence soon results in no glider and no pilot!
Cloud flying requirements are most likely ""self regulating"" as far as training
and competence are concerned!

However yes the proposals are generally supported with the proviso that the
time requirement of 5 hours for training is too heavy.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

617 comment by: trevor sexton

training outside an ATO is a good idea...

At least 10 hours of the required instrument flight instruction time shall be
completed in an ATO whereas the remaining flight time may be completed
under the supervision of an Instrument Rating Instructor (IRI(A)) or a Flight
Instructor (FI(A)) holding the privileges to provide training for the EIR or IR.’

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

619 comment by: trevor sexton

The rules should allow for a straightforward  conversion  of
existing ICAO-based third country IRs-

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The NPA in concern is not dealing with the conversion of third-country ratings
but with crediting. The prior flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC has been taken
into account in the proposed EIR and competency-based IR requirements. A
Part-FCL licence holder who also holds ICAO Annex 1 instrument rating issued
by a third-country and a required amount of flying experience as PIC in
IFR/IMC needs only to pass a skill test and demonstrate the adequate level of
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theoretical knowledge during the skill test. In case of competency-based IR
he/she also needs to demonstrate English language proficiency.

620 comment by: trevor sexton

IFR privileges of the EIR can be adequately assessed by an FE(A)
who holds an IRI(A) certificate and do not require specific assessment by an
IRE(A).

IRE(A)s are relatively few in number and are unlikely to be sufficient to meet
anticipated demand.

Hence, in addition to the proposed amendment to FCL.1005.IRE, we propose
the following amendment to paragraph (a) of FCL.1005.FE:

(5) skill tests and proficiency checks for the EIR, provided that the examiner
also meets the requirements of FCL.905.FI paragraph (g) and has completed at
least 1 000 hours of flight time as a pilot on aeroplanes or TMGs, including at
least 250 hours of flight instruction of which at least 50 hours shall be
instrument flight instruction; Also a suitably qualified CRE(A) should be
empowered to conduct proficiency checks for the renewal or revalidation of the
EIR and propose the following amendment to paragraph (b) of FCL.1005.CRE:
(3) revalidation and renewal of EIRs, provided that the CRE also holds a valid
IRI(A) certificate and has completed at least 50 hours of instrument flight
instruction time on aeroplanes.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency and the Review Group have reviewed this proposal and have
amended Subpart K ‘Examiners’ to enable FE(A), CRE(A) and TRE(A) to conduct
revalidation and renewal for the EIR.

621 comment by: trevor sexton

The EIR Validity, revalidation and renewal limitation of a 1 year validity period
is disproportionate.
The EIR should be valid for 2 years.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

After receiving several similar comments the Agency reviewed and decided to
amend the EIR revalidation requirements. The Agency would like to clarify that
the 1-year validity period remains which is in line with the IR(A). However, the
text was amended to allow EIR revalidation also via recent flying experience
and a training flight of at least 1 hour with an EIR instructor. In any case, each
alternate revalidation will require a proficiency check.

622 comment by: trevor sexton

Ref the IR pre-course assessment flights used by an ATO to assess credit and
training needs. Such flights lack standardisation, are open to commercial
pressures and abuse and serve little worthwhile purpose. The C-B IR is
essentially competency-based by definition and no ATO will propose an
applicant for a Skill Test unless that applicant has demonstrated adequate
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preparedness. We therefore propose that the sentence ‘To determine the
amount of hours credited and to establish the training needs, the applicant shall
complete a pre-course assessment flight at an ATO.’ shall be deleted.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The pre-course assessment was discussed extensively with the Review Group
experts and it was decided to keep the requirement as it is an important
element of the proposed future process.

660 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
The LBA has no comments on NPA 2011-16.
Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

671 comment by: SCOTTISH GLIDING CENTRE

IFR flying in gliders has been overseen by the CAA in the United Kingdom for
many years. This means that the BGA now has much experience in regulating
all glider flying in the UK.

The levels of safety have been proven to be just as high even through our
system is controlled by our non regulated way of operations. The UK CAA has
on many occasions said it sees no reason to regulate gliding in the UK. Over the
last few decades the BGA has shown that the levels of safety are high and more
regulation is not required or needed.

The Scottish Gliding Centre does see that there has to be some regulation
regarding IFR/Cloud Flying, but going down the over regulated path is neither
needed or desirable. Cloud flying has always been part of the UK gliding
movement and I repeat that the level of safety has always been exemplary.
The Scottisg Gliding Centre supports this NPA and does support the Cloud
Flying Rating with some reservations which are listed below. The SCFR is very
important for safe glider flying in the UK. The SCFR is must be open to both
LAPL(S) and SPL holders. A skills test obviously makes sense but a minimum of
5 hours dual training is in my opinion too much. The amount of training should
be decided by the instructor who is flying with the candidate. Many glider pilots
have previous experience from other forms of aviation may only need a skills
test.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment. The reasoning for the common rules
is the harmonisation of licences and ratings. The main aim is to establish and
maintain a high uniform level of civil aviation safety throughout all the Member
States.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the technical issues you raised were also identified by BGA.

673 comment by: Pete Whitehead ( Edensoaring)
I am a 1500 hrs glider pilot, holding the 3 diamonds badge of the FAI, having
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started flying in gliders 39 yrs ago. I am an "assistant instructor", and in the
process of converting to the "Full Instructor Rating". I am a founder member
and Director of Edensoaring Ltd, a recently created gliding club in Cumbria. Our
membership is expanding and we shall be employing professional staff for
instructing and ground operations between April and October 2012. We have
many visitors from other areas of the UK, and also visiting tourist beginners.
We are therefore part of the local tourist "activity based" economy. We
are a Community Amateur Sports Club, like many other BGA clubs, and
so have no personal financial gain involved. However the local area, a
relatively economically depressed one, gains substantially from outside
money flowing into its economy, as well as from the increased social
and sporting activity provided.

My own gliding activity has involved some flying close to or inside cloud to
maximise my soaring achievement on many days in England, Wales, and
Scotland. Such flying is not a means in itself, indeed it has been kept to a
minimum in terms of time spent close to, or inside cloud. It has allowed flights
longer in time, and in particular longer in distance, with a reduced chance of
landing out in a field. This is typical of other soaring pilots in the UK, who
have a safe record going back over fifty years.

My own "cloud flying" has included climbing inside cumulus clouds, climbing up
in front of orographic cloud near hills and mountains, climbing and descending
through layers of cloud in lee wave conditions.

It has also included much time flying in clear air for long periods between
layers of lee wave cloud, thus allowing very safe and long distances
flown.

I therefore support, in gerneral terms, the proposed Sailplane Cloud
Flying Rating. To lose the ability to legally fly close to or in cloud would

seriously impede glider flying in the UK and seriously threaten the
economic and sporting benefits which are associated with it. This effect
would be felt, perhaps, in a greater way in the UK than in other parts of
Europe, who are less affected by cloudy conditions. In particular it
would be felt greater here in the North West of England than, even, in
more Eastern and Southern of the UK areas because we have more
cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
The new regulation introduces a sailplane cloud flying rating with which
sailplane pilots are allowed to fly close and also in the cloud.

674 Colin Sword

1. I fully support the implementation of the SCFR as this will maintain the safe
environment currently enjoyed by British glider pilots. It is important that this
is applicable to both the LAPL(S) and the SPL. I fly a lot in mountain wave
conditions, and the ability to manage a safe decent through cloud when gaps
close is vital to safety and the continuation of the enjoyable aspect of gliding.

2. I feel that the stated minimum requirement of 5 hours dual instruction is
excessive in relation to this qualification. Pilots should be judged on their skill
levels by their instructor before being put forward for a test, therefore some will
require little training, others more.

3. As a Motor Glider instructor I think that a TMG is the ideal platform in which
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to train glider pilots for the SCFR rating. I do not believe that the rating should
be capable of being exercises on TMG's however, only sailplanes.

4. I believe that there was suggestion of a restricted SCFR allowing flight under
IFR but clear of cloud. This would enhance the priviliges of glider pilots,
however I feel that as these pilots will be operating in restricted VFR conditions
as they currently do, no further training would add to the skills necessary,
however it would be advantageous to complete the theory aspects of the SCFR.
If this restricted rating has not been included, then this decision should be
reconsidered.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

692 comment by: Kate Byrne

I support the idea of the sailplane cloud flying rating as a less worse option
than preventing us flying in or up to clouds. As a UK-based glider pilot I fly in
what is technically IMC almost every time I take off - not in cloud but closer
than the VMC limits whenever I'm above 3000'. We have quite a lot of cloud in
this country, so it's unavoidable.The proposed regulations surrounding the
rating seem cumbersome - less is more in such things.

I welcome this attempt to bring some common sense to the regulations but I'm
afraid I still can't help feeling that - apart from the benefit of keeping lots of
people gainfully employed drawing up enormous reports like this - there is
really no gain to man nor beast from all this regulation. You must realise the
danger: introduce too many daft rules and you will promote a culture where the
ordinary GA pilot loses respect for them. As a glding instructor with many years
experience I think this is a real danger. The BGA has always promoted safety
and encouraged a culture where there are as few regulations as possible but we
all follow them. With the senseless, expensive and oppressive rules that have
emerged from EASA over the past few years this healthy culture is already
being eroded. In getting into the habit (dare one say, the European habit) of
ignoring the silly rules, the less experienced pilots may start ignoring the
important ones too. This is dangerous. Sorry if this is off-topic for the current
consultation but I feel it's important that warnings are placed on record.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

The Agency does not agree that the proposed requirements for a harmonised
cloud flying rating are too burdensome or that will create ‘a culture where the
ordinary GA pilot loses respect for them’ as stated in your comment. Flying in
clouds needs a certain amount of training, as was already under national rules,
and ‘see and avoid’ is a principle on which VMC minima are established by ICAO
for certain airspace categories. Ignoring rules as predicted in your response
cannot be the behaviour of a safety-minded sailplane pilot. The Agency strongly
believes that these new harmonised rules for a cloud flying rating will be one
important element for maintaining a high level of safety in gliding operations.
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694 comment by: D.W.Seed

I strongly support the view of the BGA in modifying the govornance of flying in
or near cloud in order to avoid unecessary restriction of glider operations.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please check the response provided to
the British Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 as you refer to the
comment sent by it.

718 comment by: Andy Balkwill

I am a glider pilot with over 900hours flying, I hold a Flight Instructor Rating
and a UK PPL (SLMG). I undertake cloud flying on occasions and a find it a
useful if not essential skill to have in the UK given the relatively low cloud
based that we experience due to our climate. The ability to climb in cloud has
frequently enabled me to reach my home aerodrome or another aerodrome
rather than be faced with an uncertain field landing. The ability to fly in
cloud fly (through obtaining the appropriate rating following training and a
proficiency test) also makes decent through cloud safer when flying in mountain
lee wave and cloud forms suddenly and unexpectedly below.

As a result I support the Agency's proposals for a Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating.

However I do have concerns regarding the minimum time specified for dual
flight instruction - 5 hours seems excessive and there does not appear to be
any evidential basis for this duration. I believe that the sole requirement should
be competency demonstrated through the demonstration of appropriate
theoretical knowledge and a proficiency test (this would be consistent with most
other aspects of gliding where a pupil's progression is based on them
demonstrating knowledge, skill and competency and not an arbitrary threshold
of X hours or Y flights.

From the training perspective, many gliding clubs use TMGs for training and I
support the British Gliding Association's position that training for Cloud Flying
should be possible in a TMG (e.g. with the use of hoods). The TMG that I fly (a
T61) is not rated for cloud flying and I'm not aware of any TMG that is, so I
don't see why the use of TMGs should not be possible for training while
restricting them from actual cloud flying.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also identified by BGA.

731 comment by: David Zarb

With regard to this proposal, I wish to fully support the Sailplane Cloud Flying
Rating (SCFR)

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.
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735 comment by: David Chambers

General Comments

I very much support this NPA, which if implemented as proposed will be a
major step forward in safety for PPL and CPL holders by creating a much more
attainable and cost-effective route for Instrument Ratings.

FCL.008 are to be commended for making a proposal which, if implemented
close to its present form, will make a major positive impact on flight safety, and
increase the opportunities for training, general aviation and associated
commercial activities throughout Europe.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

738 comment by: Goudie Neil

The use of TMGs to train for the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) has not
be clearly stated in this document; and in its present format means that this
useful tool for training will be prohibited. This is counter intuitive and should be
rectified in the final document. Thankyou.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Certain elements of the training (as already proposed in the NPA) can be
trained on TMGs. As the instructor will have the same privileges regarding this
rating, these exercises have to be performed under simulated IMC and not in
clouds. This will be addressed in AMC FCL.830. However, the Agency insists
that certain amount of the training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered
sailplane except TMGs.

747 comment by: Alastair Mackenzie

Dear EASA,

I support the proposed introduction of the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating for
glider pilots so that we can continue to fly in close proximity to clouds and
where necessary climb up through clouds or descend down through them when
this is necessary.

With the relatively low cloud bases in the UK having to stay 1000ft below cloud
if above 3000ft would severely hinder pilots ability to fly cross country tasks in
the UK and greatly restrict the distance one can glide before having to stop and
thermal again. The ability to fly along cloud streets close to cloud base in near
constant lift gives the glider pilot the opportunity to cruise in straight lines and
head upwind massively extending the amount of distance that can be flown on
a cross country flight by dramatically increasing overall cross country speed.

The ability to climb up to cloud base frequently provides the ability to fly
directly over a MATZ if necessary rather than having to fly around it.

There are occasions when one can potentially complete a cross country flight
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and prevent a field landing by taking a cloud climb to cross large gaps in the
convection caused by mid or high cloud layer spread out cutting off the sun.
Gliding competitions are frequently won by those pilots with cloud flying
experience who are capable of taking advantage of such situations whilst those
without the necessary skills get either left behind or end up in a field far from
home.

For those of us lucky enough to be able to experience the delights of soaring
mountain lee waves often 20 or 30 miles away from the hills that create the
phenomena, the ability to fly close to the leading edge of the wave is
paramount in the initial climb above the clouds. Once well above cloud it is easy
to continue the flight under VFR in VMC conditions in the gin clear air with
endless visability.

On some occasions it may become necessary to descend through cloud on
safety grounds when gaps in the waves close up underneath you. Such
incidents may occur if you are navigating by ground features only or if your
GPS were to fail for some reason and there is a chance of infringing controlled
airspace or even being blown out to sea. In such incidents most glider pilots will
elect to descend through the thinnest possible cloud layer in the troughs
between the waves. Thus minimising the time spent in cloud to prevent
airframe icing, disorientation / loss of control and the very small risk of collision
in cloud or just beneath it.

So to summarise the situation as I see it, gliding in the UK would be severely
curtailed if pilots are prevented from flying in cloud or close to cloud as they
have done for the past 50 years. The statistics quoted in the NPA showing that
only 2 out of 37 fatal accidents in 10 years across Europe, cited proximity to
cloud as a possible contributory factor, tells you all you need to know. Cloud
flying in sailplanes is safe provided pilots are suitably trained and their gliders
are adequately equipped to do so.

The introduction of the SCFR would provide recreational pilots like myself the
opportunity to gain the necessary basic training required, provided that the
time and monetary costs involved are kept to a bare minimum and that
individual gliding clubs are able to provide the training at a local level. I fully
support the continuation of cloud flying rights for pilots of gliders / sailplanes
and the introduction of the SCFR should ensure that it can be allowed for future
generations.

Alastair Mackenzie.
Glider Pilot with 30 years and 1000+ hours flying experience.
Gold C + 2 Diamond Legs.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

753 comment by: Julian Bayford

I am responding as a UK glider pilot . We have been greatly concerned that
our longstanding priviledge of operating in IMC would be removed.

This proposal largely allays those concerns and I therefore

strongly support it.

Noted
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Thank you for providing this feedback.

757 comment by: Steve Tape

As a pure sailplane pilot in the United Kingdom I FULLY SUPPORT the
proposals of this edition of NPA 2011-16, in particular FCL.830 regarding the
Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

772 comment by: lloyd roberts

I suport the NPA 2011-16 proposal.

Without the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) established in law, glider
pilots will be unnecessarily limited in cross country flying opportunities which
will impverish the sport.

With improvements in training, navigation instrumentation and collision
avoidance systems, there is now even less need to impose new rules.

It's important that we retain the privilege of flying close to and into cloud.

The British Gliding Association has commented more fully, I fully endorse their
submission,

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it.

774 comment by: Ian Kennedy

Within the UK, the ability for Gliders and Sailplanes to fly at cloudbase, and in
close proximity to clouds when wave soaring should continue "as is". There is
no event based evidence to show the need for any change in the rule

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

The reason for the common rules isthe harmonisation of licences and
ratings. The main aim is to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil
aviation safety throughout all the Member States.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
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airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

775 comment by: sean parramore

having been a glider pilot for over 30 years adn a gliding instructor , flying near
to cloud when souring or thermaling is an integral part of the sport. When in a
thermal you are naturally drawn towards the underside of the cloud base This is
souring .. If the rules change and restrict gliders within 1000 feet vertically of
cloud this will kill the sport of gliding. The very essence of putting your skills to
the test to soar to cloudbase is why we glide in the first place please do not
invoke this rule for gliding. Allow glider pilots the freedom to be able to thermal
up to the underside of cloudbase.

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback. The new regulation introduces a
sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly
close and also in the cloud.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require
a vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. A Part-FCL rating cannot exempt
certain airspace users flying VFR not to comply with this ICAO requirement.

789 comment by: Christopher Claxton

Dear EASA

My name is Christopher Claxton. I fly a Discus BT 15 metre glider from the
London Gliding Club at Dunstable UK. I have flown off and on during the last 25
years. Please may I comment as invited on NPA 2011-167

Like many glider pilots I never fly in cloud. In fact my glider has no artificial
horizon or turn & slip indicator so it would be unsafe to do so. However I am
familiar with typical gliding conditions in the UK where the cloud base is not
often higher than 3000 feet above ground level and often much lower. To place
a restriction on glider pilots not flying closer than 1000 feet below cloud base
when over 3000 feet above ground level would cramp our outstanding sport
enormously. It would mean that we could not fly above 3000 feet altitude
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unless the cloud base was higher than 4000 feet, which is rare. It would impose
a practical barrier on cross country flying, which we love to do, because from
3000 feet our gliding range without finding and climbing in a thermal is only
about 16 miles with a glide ratio of 40:1.

Furthermore it presents practical difficulties. How is a pilot legally to know that
cloud base is higher than 4000 feet without going up there to find out and then
opening the airbrakes to drop down to legal height?

As for qualifications to fly in Instrument Meteorological Conditions, I am
unlikely in the circumstances to seek a License to do so, in which case it is for
me hardly relevant and I must leave it to those who are more ambitious to
comment. They will tell you unanimously however that 5 hours experience is
too long.

Please could you leave gliding practice in the UK as it is, namely free to fly in
uncontrolled airspace up to cloud base.

Noted

Thank you for this comment.

The new regulation introduces a sailplane cloud flying rating with which
sailplane pilots are allowed to fly close and also in the cloud.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 since the issue raised by you (5 hours training) was also
identified by the BGA.

791 comment by: MikeR

Firstly I support an initiative which furthers safe flying across a diverse set of
aviators, and understand the need to mix both classroom and practical tuition. I
am however concerned about the proposal to enforce mandatory training to
those who do not wish to undertake a particular aspect of aviation.

The vast majority of glider pilots have no desire to fly in cloud and will achieve
their personal goals safely without ever entering cloud. To enforce additional
mandatory training on these individuals has at best a minimal benefit of
increasing awareness of the issues to be avoided. For those glider pilots who
actively wish to enter cloud then the benefit of further training is obvious,
however such training must be targetted at the type of flying they will do,
entering and turning in cloud, recovery from unusual attitudes using
instruments alone, and leaving cloud on an approximate heading.

The greatest risk that I face both as a tug pilot and glider instructor/pilot is
collision with other aircraft whose pilots have their heads in the cockpit and are
not maintaining a sufficient look out. Any proposal which advocates an
increased use of instruments at the detriment of lookout around the margins of
cloud is I believe counter productive to flight safety. Encouraging those
inexperienced pilots to begin a flight under conditions that previoiusly they
would have avoided also seems rather questionable particularly when combined
with the desire to fly from one congested ATZ to another around the margins of
cloud.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
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The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require
a vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. A Part-FCL rating cannot exempt
certain airspace users flying VFR not to comply with this ICAO requirement.
Cloud flying rating however does not rule out the need of the pilot to still look
out for other traffic. On the contrary, the training should give the pilot more
means to cope with challenging situations.

792 comment by: Malcolm George

I comment as private individual.

I have been a glider pilot for the past 30 years mostly in the UK, and also for
period in northern Scotland. With the limited altitudes available in these
clmates, the possibility of flying near or in cloud is very important.

I am pleased that the possibility to fly in cloud (Option 1) is to retained. And I
agree that theoretical and practical training is required, followed by a skills test.
However, the prescription of 5 hours of dual flying seems to be grossly
excessive.Cloud flight in sailplanes normally only lasts a few minutes to gain
the additional height available from the top of the thermal, therefore the
additional concentration for instrument flying is only required for a few minutes.
In addition if hours of dual flight have to be undertaken, in the northern
climates it is likely that much of this would have to be undertaken in a
simulated form, requiring either a motor glider or a large number of expensive
aerotows.

Glider training in the UK ahs always had a syllabusfollowed by a skills test, but
has very few prescriptive requirements. I would hope therefore that the 5 hours
could be significantly reduced, to a figure not exceeding 2 hours.

I am disappointed that the the Restricted rating is not to be introduced, as this
would provide a stepping stone for the pilot with fewer hours. Without it there
is a problem.as 4000 feet is a reasonable cloudbase in the UK, and if flight is
restricted to 3000 feet, more outlandings will occur, wuith their inherent risks,
but perhaps more important, flying will be constrained into a much more
constrained and busier area. I believe that the negative aspects have not been
fully accounted, nor the positive aspects given fiull credit.

In summary,

1) I support the adoption of Option 1 , but the prescriptive training time needs
to be reduced.

2) I suggest that there are benefits in Option 2, with perhaps some training
syllabus, that EASA should consider.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
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Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

794 Michael Fogarty

I approve this action (NPA 2011-16.)
Michael Fogarty BGA Glider Licence No.11 /UK PPL/ FAA Multi Instrument
License

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

796 Peter DEANE

Page 2
Executive Summary

Comment: I strongly support the principle of a cloud flying rating for
sailplane pilots

Page 11
IIT Overview of the changes

3. Sailplane cloud flying rating
3.2 Flight Instruction

Comment: I do not believe flight instruction should be specified in
terms of number of hours ; rather that a cloud flying rating should be
purely based on a skill test (see 3.3) which by definition will determine
a pilot’s capability to fly safely in cloud. Flight instruction may or may
not have been included in a pilot’s preparation for this skill test, but it
should not in itself be a requirement.

Page 14
Options considered and major impacts identified

3. RIA 2 - Sailplane cloud flying rating

Comment: I support Option 1 as the best option in terms of overall
safety benefits and minimum limitations on current sailplane flying
practices

Pages 18 &19
B. Draft Opinion & Decision - I. Draft Opinion

6) Subpart I - Additional Ratings
FCL.830 Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating

(b) (2) (ii)

Comment: 5 Hours dual flight instruction is excessive and un-
necessary. Cloud flying rating should be based purely on a skills test. If
a compromise must be accepted, then 2 hours maximum is adequate.
Reason is that sailplane pilots generally only require to fly in cloud for
the purpose of gaining altitude in thermals or descending through
cloud to a lower altitude - it is not generally part of en-route flying
where a specific heading needs to be maintained.
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Pages 190-191
Theoretical knowledge & flight instruction. AMC1 FCL.830 Sailplane cloud

flying rating

Comment: In general, the theoretical knowledge requirements are too
onerous for sailplane pilots. For example, the aircraft instrumentation
and avionics currently required and used by the majority of sailplane
pilots is quite limited in comparison with other aircraft types and it is
not practical or necessary to change this situation for safe cloud flying
in sailplanes.

Under section 2.1 the reference to “"achieving and maintaining heading”
and “"nominated heading” is not directly relevant to sailplane flying
which is not governed in general by the need to maintain a specific
heading

Pages 191-192
Skill Test & Proficiency Check. AMC2 FCL.830

Comment: I believe these requirements are a little too onerous for the
average sailplane pilot, as instrumentation carried in sailplanes (such
as turn and slip) are relatively unsophisticated.

Pages 228-239
Regulatory Impact Assessment for the sailplane cloud flying rating

Comment : I support the argument in favour of Option 1, however my
preference would be for a purely skills based test rather than any
specified period of duel instruction (as per my previous
comments). Should Option 0 be adopted I believe there are many
sailplane pilots like myself who could decide to give up the sport
because of the resulting negative effects on our freedom to operate.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

BGA and several other commentators stated that the proposed amount of dual
flight training is too excessive and the Agency further discussed this
requirement with the Review Group experts. Taking into account that if there is
no TGM available for the training (although the NPA already allowed a
maximum amount of 4 hours in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes as initially
proposed would be difficult to achieve, and having in mind that this more
competency-based approach will end up in a skill test the Agency agrees with
the proposal to reduce the minimum amount of training and will lower the
requirement to at least 2 hours of flight training. However, the Agency insists
that at least 1 hour of the training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered
sailplane except TMGs.

The theoretical knowledge course for the sailplane cloud flying rating does not
have a minimum amount of hours required. The amount of training is
depending on the student in concern and it is up to ATO or the instructor to
determine the hours needed. Regarding your comments on the content of this
theoretical knowledge instruction the Agency does not agree that the syllabus
provided is too onerous. The Agency is aware that the equipment in sailplanes
is limited. However, to perform a safe flight in clouds it needs some
instrumentation and of course some theoretical knowledge about these
systems. The Agency discussed the theory items again with the Review Group
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experts and came to the conclusion to keep them unchanged.

Flight training requirements are written to take into account different airspaces
and different aircrafts. For example the requirement for achieving and
maintaining heading is kept since modern and complex airspace may require
the pilot to escape from cloud on a nominated heading. This is supported also
by all the experts involved in the drafting and review. The Agency decided to
keep it unchanged.

As a last item you commented on the limits given for the skill test. The Agency
reviewed this issue again together with sailplane cloud flying experts and came
to the conclusion that the numbers given and the exercises included should
stay unchanged as well.

797 comment by: Martyn DAVIES

EASA - NPA 2011-16 - Cloud Flying

The British Gliding Association (BGA) has since 1947 been authorised by the
Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) to determine the affairs of sailplanes within the
United Kingdom (UK) including the CAA’s Cloud flying dispensation.

Safe flying in cloud permits the use of cloud formations that often occur in the
UK due to the relatively close proximity of the sea, together with the more
normal conditions. The ability of the pilot to fly in cloud, increases the range of
the sailplane which reduces the risk of field landings.

My gliding experience is 2,632 hrs and 7,702 flights over a period of 35 years.
My cloud flying has been used for short periods, when faced with unexpected
cloud formations. Entering into cloud requires a Radio call stating position and
height plus further calls, when climbing or descending. My Cloud flying has not,
at any time, required such extensive hours that fatigue is caused. An En-route
Instrument Rating (EIR) training would not, therefore, be appropriate.

Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating - Page 190-191 & Sailplane Cloud Flying
Rating — Page 191-192

EASA’s requirement and the degree of training, as proposed by EASA, is out of
proportion to the requirements for a sailplane pilot.

Cloud flying in the UK has been safe and successful for a great many years.
Had this not been so, the CAA and the BGA would have withdrawn the long
standing cloud flying dispensation.

Not withstanding my opinions above, I welcome in principal, EASA’s decision to
support cloud flying for sailplanes.

The BGA supports EASA’s proposal for Cloud Flying training, with the proviso
that the training should be limited to 3 hours and that training should be
undertaken by Touring Motor Gliders.

I endorse the BGA’s proposals and I urge EASA to consider carefully, the BGA's
submission to the ‘Notice of Proposed Amendment’ (NPA.)

Partially accepted
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Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also identified by BGA.

800 comment by: Bruce Cooper

I wish to add my support to the proposal to allow gliders to continue to fly in
and near clouds. In my view it is essential to ensure the safety of the pilots. In
terms of qualifying for a rating I do not feel it will be necessary to spend more
than 2-3 hours teaching the necessary exercises.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) is also identified by
BGA.

801 comment by: Mark Vowles

I must protest to the proposed changes to the current UK glider flying rules. I
have been a member of the London Gliding Club for over 20 years and in all my
experience I can see no valid reason for changes to the practises or any reason
for extra training when flying near or in cloud, this seems to me be a
beaurocratic nonsense which would not only be difficult to enforce but
unjustified. How is 3 to 5 hours IMC training going to help glider pilots? They do
not fly in cloud. The one’s that do are generally very experienced or commercial
pilots with an IMC rating.

This could be seen as a back door way of increasing commercial enterprise with
sports flying community paying the price. The loss of a 1000ft could put glider
pilots at risk, making rushed decisions; this could increase the number
incidents from failed field landings where the lack of time would be a factor. By
making these changes you could compromise the already good safety record of
the UK glider pilot community.

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

The new regulation introduces a sailplane cloud flying rating with which
sailplane pilots are allowed to fly close and also in the cloud. The reason for the
common rules is the harmonisation of licences and ratings. The main aim is
to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil aviation safety throughout
all the Member States.

Please check also the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)

comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

802 comment by: Sinclair Smith

I support the main thrust of the proposed Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating.

However, I believe that the 5 hour minimum of dual training is excessive.
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Surely the amount of dual training required should be based upon the pilot’s
previous experience of instrument flying. A pilot with previous experience is
likely to need fewer hours than an inexperienced pilot.

The BGA had proposed that, in addition to the SCFR, a Restricted SCFR be
made available for flight under IFR but clear of cloud. This really is an essential
requirement for glider pilots. Many of us will want to stay within sight of the
ground but under IFR.

This Restricted SCFR would need no new flying skills for a licence holder, but
would require the Theoretical Knowledge training from the SCFR.

I strongly request that EASA consider this Restricted SCFR option.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified by
BGA.

805 comment by: Clive stacey

Response to NPA2011-16.

I am in total support of the BGA's opposition to the new proposals being
suggested by some member organisations to EASA.

At my home club I have the dubious honour of being the current longest
serving pre-solo pilot. I am enjoying every minuet I spend there, but still have
much to learn and prove.

However I do know that gliders need clouds to exploit the rising air for lift. At
our club when winch launching we could release from the cable at 2000 ft, if
cloud base is at 2800 ft, then under the new rules proposed we would have to
release at 1800 ft.

To my mind this would limit the training exercises we could attempt, shorten
the flight time for those attempting any cross county tasks and in general terms
restrict the purpose of any gliding flight.

We are taught to fly by attitude of the aircraft and not to rely solely on
instruments, although they are there to clarify and assist. To add a formal
qualification of flying by instruments would detract from the true art of pure
flying and soaring flight.

This summer I had the opportunity to act as ground crew for one of our clubs
instructors who was taking part in a competition at Grandson Lodge. The
overall winner was decided on the last two days in deteriorating weather. The
winner was the pilot who was able to stay close to the leading edge of a storm
front and exploit the gathering clouds while staying safe and staying out of
trouble.

In my novice experience the danger to the glider pilot, apart from his own
errors, is not from the commercial airlines flying high overhead, or on approach
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for landing or turning onto the first bearing after take off. Because these last
two actions take place in their own regulated airspace. The real threat is from
the private club flyer that overflies a glider zone, too low and across the launch
site.

The current UK practice of declaring restricted airspace, defining safe operating
heights both in minimum and maximum and providing all the required
information on air maps for the benefit of all interested parties has been
working perfectly well for the last 50 years. Why complicate it?

I therefore wish to make it clear that I am in full agreement with the
BGA's position of supporting the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR)
proposal in NPA 2011-16.

Clive Stacey.
Essex and Suffolk Gliding Club.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it.

806 comment by: John Giddins

Dear Sir,

I am also a Full Category BGA approved gliding Instructor, a MIGR/CAA motor
glider instructor and hold a CAA SEP/SLMG licence.

I have over 5000 hours flying gliders and over 2400 hours SLMG/SEP

Gliders. Cloud Flying

I have been instructing glider pilots since 1978 and flying gliders cross-country
since 1975 I have instructed glider pilots on the skills of safely entering,
climbing and existing clouds.

I have been successfully entering and climbing gliders in clouds, regularly on
cross-country flights and during gliding competitions. I have never, during this
period, experienced any problem with other traffic or gliders. All entries into
cloud have followed the BGA Laws and Rules of broadcasting on the agreed
radio frequency of 130.4 The BGA has regulated this training via its instructors
and examiners I formally record my request for our present practises to
continue, without any limitations or regulation being imposed on the BGA or its
pilots or by EASA NPA 2011-16

Failure to meet this requirement will destroy gliding in the UK. Cloud flying is
an integral part of flying gliders in the UK

Cloud Flying. Training for glider pilots

The current practice of training pilots in the skills of cloud flying has been
working efficiently for over 50 years.

These skill can be given by a BGA Full Category instructor or SLMG/TMG MIGR
motor instructor using either a suitable two seater glider or a motor glider.

I consider that 5 hours training is unacceptable. The motor glider training can
be simulated by the student wearing a hood/goggles and in VFR as required.

I do not see the need to specify a minimum number of hours but recommend
that the instructors sign off student as and when they have acquired the
necessary skills and can demonstrate the ability to fly safely in clouds.

General

I found that I was unable to use your response software and had to again
respond by e mail
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment. The reasoning for the common rules
is the harmonisation of licences and ratings. The main aim is to establish and
maintain a high uniform level of civil aviation safety throughout all the Member
States.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also
identified by BGA.

810 comment by: Richard Hankey

I fully back the BGA in their quest for the cloud flying proposals, It is vital for
the sport of sailplane flying, that they are successful in their negotiations.If it is
not implemented it will be a severe downfall for the gliding industry. I have
been flying sailplanes for forty years and it would be a very serious outcome for
all the many thousands of people who work in the industry, be they pilots
manufacturers or associated one way or another with sailplanes.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. The new regulation introduces a
sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly
close and also in the cloud.

812 comment by: Bruce Marshall

I am a UK sailplane pilot holding a FAI Gold Badge with two Diamonds, and my
total experience is 1850 hours from 2700 starts over the last 50 years, mainly
within the UK.

I wish to strongly support the position of the British Gliding Association, that
the proposals for a Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating contained within NPA 2011-16
should be adopted. I feel most strongly that the ability to fly within and near
cloud is fundemental to the sport of soaring, particularly within Europe, where
the prevailing meteorological conditions frequently lead to low cloudbases. An
inability to fly in such conditions would, in my opinion, rapidly lead to the
demise of cross-country soaring.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. The new regulation introduces a
sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly
close and also in the cloud.

Please check also the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 for more detailed answers on technical matters.

813 comment by: HowardROPER

I wish to record my support for the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating and the BGAs
recommendation that the requirement for 5 hours of dual flight instruction be
removed (if a minimum training time is required then it should not exceed 3
hours), the recommendation that training in TMGs is essential for the SCFR but
would be willing to see pilots prohibited from exercising the privileges of a SCFR
in TMGs and the recommendation that the RSCFR option be reconsidered by
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EASA.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified
by BGA.

814 comment by: glendouglas

I see no reason for changing what we have already, when wave flying we fly
close to the leading edge of the wave cloud.

If pilots want to cloud fly they can be taught instrument flying "under a hood",
however I understand there have been more accidents during training than
actual cloud flying conditions

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The reasoning for the common rules is the harmonisation of licences and
ratings. The main aim is to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil
aviation safety throughout all the Member States. The new regulation
introduces a sailplane cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed
to fly close and also in the cloud.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 for more detailed answers on technical matters.

815 comment by: Laurence McKelvie

I am a glider pilot and instructor with The Ulster Gliding Club in Northern
Ireland. We are a Ridge Site and as such, often fly close to cloud base and
occasionally eter cloud briefly.

The proposals contained in the NPA are obviously of great concern and interest
to me, therefore and I support your intentions to maintain cloud flying
operations.

I very much support the opinion and suggestions of the British Gliding
Association and in particular, their recommendation that due consideration be
given to the establishment of a RSCFR. This would have much beneficial affect
on our particular club environment and in over 40 years of involvement with
the club, I have experienced no cloud orientated, nor IFR problems whatever.

I very much hope you will receive sufficient support to successfully implement
your proposals, but again ask for your re-consideration on creating a RSCFR.

Good luck and many thanks.
Yours faithfully,

Laurence J McKelvie
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Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

816 comment by: Mike EDWARDS

#1

See the attachment.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

817 comment by: Patrick de Nonneville

I support this NPA, and only have a few comments on details. I strongly oppose
any dilution of the privileges attached to the new IR rating.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

823 comment by: Graham Baker

As a private pilot who has held a UK IMC rating for 16 years, and only recently
gained an Instrument rating, I wholeheartedly support this proposal, and
commend the Agency for addressing what has long since been a major anomoly
in European pilot licensing.

There is no doubt in my mind that both the safety and utility of my private

operations over the last 16 years have been enhanced by having the capability
to execute flights in IMC, but that utility could have been so much greater if
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that capability had been available in all classes of airspace and outside of the
UK in addition.

I am a private pilot with a full time job, family and modest income. I gained my
UK IMC rating after three weeks of part time study for the ground exam,
followed by 16.5 hours of training over 5 days. By way of comparison, my IR
qualification has taken three and a half years from start to finish, the flying
training requiring that I took 7 weeks off work in order complete both the
training and test. This is wholly disproportionate to the additional priviliges
gained, and is almost all due to process and inaccessibility, rather than the
difficulty of achieving the required standard. EASA are to be congratulated,
therefore, for developing a proposal which addresses this problem whilst
maintaining the standard to be achieved.

I am sure there are some small points of improvement in the proposal which
can be suggested, and I am leaving that to the experts, such as PPL/IR Europe.
However, I would like it to be noted that the principles of the proposals stand to
make a real contribution to the utility of GA across Europe, along with the
corresponding increase in safety resulting from haviing many more pilots
formally trained to handle flight in IMC (whether deliberate or
inadvertant) safely and expeditiously. I am sure that there will be some
pressure to 'water down' down the proposals, particularly where vested
commercial interests may be perceived as being threatened. The Agency must
resist any effort to dilute the spirit of the proposals, which is to provide a
proportionate, accessible, progressive route for both private and commercial
pilots to acquire instrument flying qualifications.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

840 comment by: kenneth tutthill

Dear Sir

I have set out below my responses to NPA 2011 - 16.

I have been a glider pilot in the U.K. for some 40years, and have a BGA
Assistant Category Instructor Rating. My views on the proposal are as follows.
1. In my experience the majority of glider pilots in the U.K. do not fly in
cloud, but I appreciate that the inability to do so will have safety implications
and will severely limit the scope of our sport for certain of its participants. I
therefore am in total agreement with the proposals for the SCFR.

2. I also appreciate that while the SCFR must not be a loophole by which
TMG pilots without an instrument rating are able to fly in IFR, it is important
that TMGs be used for SCFR training. I support an addition to FCL 830 stating
that the privileges of the SFCR may not be exercised in a TMG.

3. I believe that most glider pilots have obtained the greatest satisfaction
and pleasure in their sport during flights involving the use of the privilege to fly
in IMC outside of cloud. Without being allowed to do this the majority of cross-
country flights would not be possible, or pilots would be put at risk by being
forced to fly within a low limited height band. In addition flights involving the
lift from lee waves would be almost impossible. I think most glider pilots would
agree that such flying is the most satisfying of all aspects of gliding. While I
appreciate that wave flying may sometimes involve cloud penetration when
descending, there is a massive difference between the skill needed to do this
and that needed to “navigate” a glider in cloud. I am sure that only a small
minority of glider pilots that indulge in wave flying have an instrument rating or
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any training in cloud flying, but I do not believe there have been any safety
problems over many years. I do not understand how the ability to fly using
blind -flying instruments will increase the safety of pilots flying in proximity to
clouds, but not within them. In other words the practical training associated
with the SCFR will be totally irrelevant to those pilots who do not wish to enter
cloud, but frequently fly in IMC outside of it. I therefore believe there is an
overwhelming case for a restricted SCFR to be part of these proposals.

Yours sincerely
Kenneth Trevor Tutthill
Lancashire

U.K.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (TMG/restricted cloud flying rating)
were also identified by BGA.

843 comment by: Mike Howey

Iam a glider pilot of some 20 years and a Full Cat instructor with the BGA.
It is important in the UK for glider pilots to be able to fly both close to and in
clouds. Often cloud base is so low that without being able to go closer than
1000feet means that cross country flying is impossible. Also it is a good skill to
be able to thermal through cloud to wave clouds and in some instances gain
height to travel the required distance to home to complete a task or flight.

I fully support the notion that glider pilots should have the opportunity to learn
and utilise the option for flying in and close to clouds.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

851 comment by: Paul Beckwith
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I would like to make some general comments please.

I am coming from the perspective of someone who has both JAR and FAA PPL's
and an FAA IR, and fly an N registered aircraft here. I have flown with the FAA
IR privelege in Europe for 4 years now, totalling many hundreds of hours of
flight (and well over 100 hours in IMC conditions real or simulated). All my
training was done in Europe, by FAA and JAR instructors, and I sat all my flight
tests here as well. It is important to note, that while I have an FAA IR, all my
Instrument flying has been done in Europe. Where there are things that I
needed to know that are peculiar to Instrument flight in Europe and were not
covered by the FAA syllabus, I made sure to be trained in them by my
instructors here

If EASA is insistent on the approach of forcing pilots like me to resit theory and
flight tests, then in general, I am in broad agreement with the approach
outlined. I appreciate that EASA will not force me to sat all the TK exams and
will give me credit for my extensive flight experience.

Now I would like to make some specific comments:

1. I agree with your approach, the new IR should be vaild on all aircraft
types. Any extra material needed for High Performance or Turbine
aircraft can be well covered in conversion and training courses. For
example when learning to fly my current aircraft, a TBM700, I did a one
week theory course, and another 5 days of flight training. This more
then sufficed to provide me with the necessary knowledge.

2. I understand the idea that you want holders of eg FAA IR's to learn
additional material that is specific to European conditions. I understand
you intend to limit this to Air Law, Meteo, Flight Performance and Human
Performance. I have reviewed the LO's that will be covered in the new
IR(A). There are many ossues that you wish us to restudy that are NOT
peculiar to Europe. You should only require us to learn issues that are
specific to European operations. There is NOTHING in Flight Performance
and Human Factors that is specific to Europe (an ear works the same in
the US as ti does here!) and these two sections should not be required
to be restudied. With respect to Meteo and Air Law only those items that
are specifically European should be included. EG European Meteo
services, European laws.

3. I would propose that the testing of this knowledge for existing ICAO IR
holders should be done by the flight examiner in an oral format at the
time of the Flight Test

Thank you!

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

A pilot residing or established in the EU flying either an aircraft registered in a
third country or registered in one of the Member State needs to hold a Part-FCL
licence and to comply with the European rules. This principle was introduced by
Articles 4 and 7 of the Basic Regulation [Regulation (EC) No 216/2008] and it
was agreed/supported by all Member States when the Basic Regulation was
established.

The prior flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC has been taken into account in
the proposed EIR and competency-based IR requirements. The Agency has also
reviewed the required theoretical examinations and decreased the number of
them for Part-FCL licence holders who also hold ICAO Annex 1 instrument
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rating issued by third-country. The holder of such licence and rating who also
has a required amount of flying experience does not have to pass written IR
theoretical examinations but to demonstrate the theoretical knowledge during
the skill test.

854 comment by: Philip Hall

In general I support the proposal and would like to see a smooth transition as
soon as possible

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

855 comment by: John Shaw

Dear EASA,

I support the proposed introduction of the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR)
for glider pilots so that we can continue to fly in close proximity to clouds and
climb up through clouds or descend down through them when this is necessary.

The relatively low cloud bases in the UK; to have to stay 1000ft below cloud if
above 3000ft would severely hinder Glider pilot’s ability to fly cross country
tasks in the UK and greatly restrict the distance one can glide before having to
stop and thermal again. The ability to fly along cloud streets close to cloud base
in near constant lift gives the Glider pilot the opportunity to cruise in straight
lines and head upwind extending the amount of distance that can be flown on a
cross country flight by dramatically increasing overall cross country speed.

The ability to climb up to cloud base frequently provides the ability to fly
directly over a MATZ if necessary rather than having to fly around it.

There are occasions when one can potentially complete a cross country flight
and prevent a field landing by taking a cloud climb to cross large gaps in the
convection caused by mid or high cloud layer spread out cutting off the sun.
Gliding competitions are frequently won by those pilots with cloud flying
experience who are capable of taking advantage of such situations whilst those
without the necessary skills get either left behind or end up in a field far from
home.

For those of us lucky enough to be able to experience the delights of soaring
mountain lee waves often 20 or 30 miles away from the hills that create the
phenomena, the ability to fly close to the leading edge of the wave is
paramount in the initial climb above the clouds. Once well above cloud it is easy
to continue the flight under VFR in VMC conditions in clear air with full
unobstructed visability.

On some occasions it may become necessary to descend through cloud on
safety grounds when gaps in the waves close up underneath you. Such
incidents may occur if you are navigating by ground features only or if your
GPS were to fail for some reason and there is a chance of infringing controlled
airspace or even being blown out to sea. In such incidents most glider pilots will
elect to descend through the thinnest possible cloud layer in the troughs
between the waves. Thus minimising the time spent in cloud to prevent
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airframe icing, disorientation / loss of control and the very small risk of collision
in cloud or just beneath it.

In summary, gliding in the UK would be severely curtailed if Glider pilots were
to be prevented from flying in cloud or close to cloud as they have done for the
past 50 years. The statistics quoted in the NPA showing that only 2 out of 37
fatal accidents in 10 years across Europe, cited proximity to cloud as a possible
contributory factor, tells you all you need to know. Cloud flying in sailplanes is
safe provided pilots are suitably trained and their gliders are adequately
equipped to do so.

The introduction of the SCFR would provide recreational pilots like myself the
opportunity to gain the necessary basic training required, provided that the
time and monetary costs involved are kept to a bare minimum and that
individual gliding clubs are able to provide the training at a local level. I fully
support the continuation of cloud flying rights for pilots of gliders / sailplanes
and the introduction of the SCFR should ensure that it can be allowed for future
generations.

John Shaw
Glider Pilot
Burn Gliding Club

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

864 comment by: JOHN CALVERT

As a glider pilot I support the proposed SCFR for LAPL(S) and SPL holders, as it
would ensure safe flying.

With regard to the Dual Flight Training Requirement the minimum training time
of 5 hour would appear excessive, half this time would probably be more
appropriate. But it is essential that sufficient training is given to attain the
necessary standard.

It would seem reasonable that training for SCFR can be carried out fully or
partially in TMGs. However this should probably not entitle TMGs to fly under
SCFR at other times.

Sailplanes flying clear of cloud under VFR (and IFR) appear safe and the
present situation should be allowed to continue. However it would be a
sensible option to include additional training derived from SCFR to fly clear of
cloud as at present.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

865 comment by: Ben Harker
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I would like to register my support for the proposed Sail Plane Flying Rating in
this document.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

866 comment by: Cessna Aircraft Company
Cessna Aircraft Company has no comment on this issue at this time.
Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

870 comment by: roger

As a sailplane pilot, flying in the U.K. I agree that the SFCR is the only option,
to protect the future of gliding in the U.K. as we know it now.And therefore
support EASA proposal NPA2011-16 .

Roger Green.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

878 comment by: Andy Sanderson

I fully support the British Gliding Association's response to the NPA 2011-16
"Qualifications for flying in IMC" document, with regards to gliding. Providing
that the prior training and currency requirements are realistic to gliding
operations, the rating will help to assure safety and a level of competency in
cloud and IMC that can only benefit the sport. I have flown in cloud in the UK
for many years, and intend to achieve the rating (I would trust that grandfather
rights would pertain to any training hours requirements and that a competency
check would be all that is required), and if possible to incorporate cloud and
IMC gliding training into my instructional activities, something which has up to
now been impossible because of the uncertainty of the legal position regarding
such training. My previous comments regarding proposed changes from EASA
to gliding operations have not been uniformly complimentary, but this time,
subject to the BGA comments, EASA has got it right - well done.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it.

The possible crediting of earlier ratings will be done via conversion reports
which will be submitted to the Agency by the competent authority of the
Member State in concern.

898 comment by: Ulrich Baum
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As a private pilot I would like to thank the Agency for this proposal which is a
great step forward to making instrument ratings accessible to a larger number
of GA pilots, thus increasing GA safety.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

909 comment by: BRIAN DARTON

HAVING READ THROUGH THE ENTIRE DOCUMENT, I WOULD FULLY SUPPORT
THE COMMENTS PROVIDED BY THE BRITISH GLIDING ASSOCIATION.
ESPECIALLY THAT REFERRING TO A 'RESTRICTED SAILPLANE CLOUD FLYING
RATING'.

MOST BRITISH SAILPLANE PILOTS FLY CLOSE TO CLOUD WHILST GOING
CROSS COUNTRY. FEW ENTER CLOUD.

WE HAVE DONE THIS QUITE SAFELY FOR MANY YEARS USING ESTABLISHED
BGA GUIDLINES.

THE REQUIREMENT FOR 5 HRS DUAL TRAINING IS UNLIKELY (ON COST
ALONE) TO HAVE ANY EFFECT ON SAFETY AS FEW WILL AVAIL THEMSELVES
OF IT. IT WILL BE SEEN AS LEGISLATING FOR A PROBLEM THAT DOES NOT
EXIST.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified by
BGA.

913 comment by: philDOLLING

I have been a glider pilot since the age of 13, flying solo from the age of 19 and
an instructor for the past 15 years. For me and the whole of the gliding
community it is important to maintain the highest possible safety standards in
gliding and I am happy to say that the BGA have been overseeing and
controlling this since before I was flying.

Under their control the levels of safety both in the air and on the ground have
progressively improved, the levels of fatal and non-fatal accidents decreasing
over a period of time. This improvement has been brought about by many
aspects of their work including structured instructional programmes, careful
liaison with other airfield users to adopt safe operating procedures, monitoring
and safety awareness campaigns.

I think it is fair to say, therefore, that the BGA are a real asset to the continued
safe operating of Gliding in the UK. I therefore have no problems in endorsing
the actions and decisions of the BGA and whole heartedly support them in their
campaign with EASA to construct the NPA 2011-16.

The points in this legislation, namely, the ability of Glider pilots to be able to fly
under IMC and within cloud with the correct qualifications it imperative to
preserve, not only, the future of gliding but also the safety of the sport. As
highlighted in the document, having to fly clear of cloud would in itself create
increased risks for glider pilots. My view therefore is that it is wiser to properly
train a pilot to fly in IMC conditions and within cloud
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I therefore welcome and support the NPA 2011-16 and the proposed Sailplane
Cloud Flying Rating.
I would like to offer 3 responses:

1. Effect on existing Licence holders

a. The SCFR in necessary for the continued safe operation of gliders in the
UK, it is vital that this should made available for holders of LAPL(S) and SPL

2. Training

a. It is important to be able to train in TMG’'s in order to get quality and

consistent training. It is not always possible to get the conditions in a sailplane
to facilitate training and having the ability to do this in a TMG would be
beneficial.

b. Training time, this should be flexible and based on success factors, not
time constraint - this way a more experienced pilot is able to attain the right
standard without the need for excessive training, whereas a pilot unable to
climb the learning curve will be able to get the necessary training

3. Restricted SCFR

a. This is where the flight is under IFR but clear of cloud; this is imperative
for pilots that do not necessarily want to penetrate cloud. It would not require
new flying skills but need a full knowledge of the theoretical training of the full
SCFR.

Summary

1. I support the proposal for the SCFR - it is essential to be applicable for
holders of LAPL(S) and SPL.

2. I would like to see the lifting of the rule insisting this is primarily done in
Sailplanes

3. The 5 hours minimum is lifted, being replaced by a skill based test when

the pilot is ready - the training and test category would be controlled by the
BGA

4, A category of Restricted SCFR be introduced to protect those pilots below
30 hours and the ones not wishing to penetrate cloud.

Phil Dolling

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised were also identified by BGA.

928 comment by: Fédération Frangaise Aéronautique

The French “Fédération Frangaise Aéronautique (FFA)” represents 600 French
powered flying associations (aero-clubs) and 41,000 private pilots.
All the FFA comments are related to aeroplanes.

FFA strongly supports the idea of this NPA to facilitate qualification for flying
IMC particularly for PPL.

Additionally, and after the Workshop FM008 held in Cologne in September
2011, French FFA would like to emphasize the two following points related to
this NPA :

« Language proficiency : French FFA strongly disagrees with the
requirement of an English language proficiency applicable to all
instrument rated pilots. The English language proficiency should not be
required for pilots holding a PPL licence with an instrument rating when
flying within their national airspace only.
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+ Medical : French FFA don't approve the following statement included in
the present Part MED already published :

o "In the case of class2 medical certificate (that is to say for
PPL(A)), when an instrument rating is to be added to the licence
held, hearing shall be tested with pure tone audiometer at the
initial examination and, at subsequent revalidation or renewal
examination, every five years until the age 40 and every two
years thereafter".

o FFA believes that it's no more necessary in IFR than in VFR.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency and the Review Group experts discussed the English language
issue. As a result the Agency decided to keep the English language requirement
for the IR holders as it is in the FCL.055 but not to require that from EIR
holders since the EIR is a non-ICAO EU-only rating.

The hearing test requirement for PPL/IR holders is written in the ICAO Annex 1.

929 comment by: Mike Phillp

I wish to support the 'sailplane cloud flying rating', believing that it is an
important issue for the new saiplane licence holders. But it seems impractical
and onerous to carry out five 5 hours dual flight instruction. A lower figure
being more practical and perfectly adequte to manintain safety levels.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

938 comment by: Christophe MUTRICY

I'm answering as a French glider pilot establised in Great Britain.
I support this NPA.

The ability to go in cloud for sailplane was a bit surprising for me at first. But
after talking to experienced pilots and practising it myself, cloud flying give
important operational advantage by giving me the ability to finish my
thermalling at an higher altitude and so reach my airfield or cross an
unsoarable area. This reduces the amount of time spent at low altitude or the
number of field landing. I found the rules and operational regulations of the
BGA easy to understand and apply and I think they are efficient at preventing
conflict.

I would also have supported an NPA which would have recommended options 1
and 2 at the same time. For pilots who haven't yet done all the training, it
would already provide additional height.

Noted
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Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (restricted cloud flying rating) was
also identified by BGA.

940 comment by: Stewart WALDIE

I support the proposals put forward in this document, they seem very fair. It
stresses very well that reducing operating heights of gliders would simply
increase the number of land-outs and associated dangers.

I have two concerns;

1) Five hours instructed cloud flying experience could be a difficult thing to
achieve in a glider. Gliders partaking in instruction will usually be operating
close to the airfield (within glide range) and therefore in busy airspace. Lookout
is very important and given the configuration of the majority of training gliders
I'd be worried about either the use of vision masks or the use of “training-busy”
clouds close to the airfield.

2) If the principle purpose here it to improve safety when flying close-to or
within clouds and given that the danger is visual impairment I feel that
consideration of anti-collision warning systems is missing from this document.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also
identified by BGA.

The Agency is at the moment involved in the General Aviation ‘see and avoid’
study. The study will also include possible anti-collision warning systems for the
future.

942 comment by: Paul Marriott

Sir,

As a glider pilot of many years experience I feel that the ability to fly close to
cloud is fundamental to the safe operation of gliding in the UK and Europe.
Without this facility any cross country flying would be hazardous, to say the
least. Average cloud bases during the better part of the soaring season in the
UK are somewhere between 3 and 5 thousand feet, at 2 thousand feet the
carefull glider pilot would be selecting a landable field, and, accepting the
inherant dangers associated with such landings, any restriction of the operating
height bands below cloud would inevitably increase the possibilities of field
landing accidents.

Gliding in the UK has progressed thus far with an excelent record of safe flying
close to, and in cloud, with the training regime put in place by the BGA. Why
try and fix something that is not broken?

Sincerely,

Paul Marriott

Noted
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Thank you for providing feedback.

The reasoning for the common rules is the harmonisation of licences and
ratings. The main aim is to establish and maintain a high uniform level of civil
aviation safety throughout all the Member States.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

945 comment by: Ian Reekie

LAPL(S) and SPL

A Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) is essential for safe cross-country
sailplane flying in the UK. Cloud base in the UK is often highly variable and
relatively low. This often necessitates operation near or within cloud to
minimise risks associated with field landings.

Dual Flight Training Requirements
The proposed dual flight training requirement of 5 hours seems excessive and is

probably more in line with the training and skills required for piloting a powered
aircraft in cloud rather than a sailplane. A sailplane generally requires only
brief periods in cloud. Typically, short IFR climbs to gain height followed by
VFR flight to reach the next cloud, or short IFR level descents through cloud.

In the UK the BGA has an excellent safety record for sailplane cloud flying. This
has been achieved whilst also ensuring that the necessary training is both
accessible and affordable to a wide range of pilots. This accessibility has
historically ensured that a wide range of sailplane pilots have the necessary
skills to control their aircraft in IFR should weather conditions suddenly change.

Restricted Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (RSCFR)

I am concerned that this document does not provide for an RSCFR (flight under
IFR clear of cloud) in addition to the SCFR. Due to poor weather in the UK,
sailplane flights often involve some short periods under IFR but clear of
cloud. This increases the sailplane’s gliding range and reduces the chances of
unnecessary field landings. A RSCFR would ensure that this practice could
continue for pilots that do not wish the extra training and expense proposed for
an SCFR.

Partially accepted
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Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

946 comment by: Tony Walker

I am strongly in favour of retaining the right for glider pilots to fly within or
near to cloud since this is an integral part of the use of the free enegry within
the atmosphere and one which greatly enhances the sport.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

948 comment by: Derek Tagg

I would like to add my support as a current UK sailplane pilot and instructor to
the proposal for the introduction of a Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating.

I think it essential that the rules allow the use of TMGs in training and testing
for the proposed rating. I would also suggest specificaton of a minimum
number of hours is unnecessary and that a skills test would be sufficient.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also
identified by BGA.

952 comment by: Matthew Sheahan

Among the various reasons for continuing to permit cloud flying for sailplanes,
the issue of safety in the reduction of the possibility of outlandings is one of the
most compelling. The ability to cloud fly can significantly extend the range of a
sailplane and make it possible to reach or return to the intended airfield.
The proposed Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating as detailed in the BGA’s recent
proposal, along with several others issues, is both sensible and desirable and
has my full support as a glider pilot of 20 years.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

959 comment by: Andrew Watson

Response to
Notice of Proposed Amendment NPA 2011-16
"Qualifications for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions"

1. Author Credentials
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The author is a glider pilot with 1000 hours' flight time. He holds a BGA Full
Category Instructor rating, an FAA Commercial Pilot (Glider) rating and an FAA
Certified Flight Instructor (Glider) rating. He has flown gliders extensively in the
UK, USA, Spain, Greece, South Africa, New Zealand & Australia.

2. Response

2.1 T welcome this NPA and strongly support the introduction of a Sailplane
Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR). If the sport of gliding in the UK is to survive in its
present form, it is imperative that glider pilots can continue to fly in IMC in
Class G airspace above 3000 ft AMSL. This NPA is a very welcome step in this
direction.

2.2 Without the SCFR, almost all UK glider pilots would be forbidden from flying
in Class G airspace between 3,000 and 4,000 ft AMSL on days when cloud-base
is in that altitude range. Because of the UK's maritime climate, this would apply
on many soarable days. On days when cloud-base is higher, even pilots who do
not fly in cloud would be forbidden from using the upper 1,000 ft of the height
band they currently employ, severely limiting their cross-country gliding range.
As the NPA notes, the lack of an SCFR would therefore reduce flight safety, or
even prevent many glider pilots flying cross-country altogether.

2.3 The NPA also identifies another option - a Restricted Sailplane Cloud Flying
Rating ("Option 2") permitting glider flight in IMC clear of cloud. While I
strongly support the introduction of the SCFR, the SCFR-R and full SCFR are not
mutually exclusive, and there is considerable merit in introducing both.
Experience in the UK shows that glider flight in IMC but clear of cloud and well
clear of obstructions in Class G airspace is safe, practical and does not interfere
with other airspace users. The pilot who is capable of safely flying close to cloud
at 2,900 ft AMSL (and hence in VMC) is equally capable of doing so at 3,100 ft
AMSL, despite technically being in IMC. The introduction of a Restricted
Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating IN ADDITION to the full SCFR would bring many
of the latter's benefits with minimal training and regulatory impact, and should
be enacted as quickly as possible.

2.4 The NPA proposes a statutory minimum of 5 hours' dual flight instruction
for the SCFR. This arbitrary minimum is too high, and would prevent many
capable recreational glider pilots from obtaining an SCFR. Instructors should
instead be trusted to administer whatever amount of dual instruction is needed
by each individual student to achieve proficiency. Experience shows that many
pilots require as little as one hour's dual instruction to become skilled in glider
cloud-flying. Imposing higher minima would prevent many skilled glider pilots
from obtaining an SCFR, with all the adverse safety implications noted in the
NPA.

2.5 The NPA proposes that a Flight Examiner must have administered 10 hours
of flight instruction for an SCFR "or other instrument rating" before (s)he may
administer SCFR skill tests and proficiency checks. Since few glider Flight
Examiners have an instrument instructor rating for any other type of aircraft,
they would only be able to satisfy this requirement by administering SCFR
training. The 10 hour minimum is prohibitively high, and would result in few
glider-only flight examiners qualifying to administer these tests and checks. The
resulting shortage of SCFR examiners would would prevent many skilled glider
pilots from obtaining or maintaining an SCFR, with all the adverse safety
implications noted in the NPA.
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3. Mistaken assumptions in the Regulatory Impact Assessment
(Chapter II, p228)

See comments on section 6.2 (p235), section 6.4 (p236) and section
7, (p237), filed separately.

In my opinion the positive impact of the SCFR-R would be at least as great as
that of the full SCFR.

4. Summary

4.1 I fully support the SCFR, and consider it vital that it be available to LAPL(S)
and SPL holders.

4.2 The proposed statutory minimum 5 hours' dual flight instruction for the
SCFR cannot be justified - it should be removed. If a minimum must be
legislated, 1 hour is sufficient.

4.3 The proposed statutory minimum 10 hours' flight instruction by candidate
SCFR flight examiners is also excessive, and would lead to an examiner
shortage in the UK.

4.4 The proposed SCFR-R would have at least as great a positive impact as the
full SCFR, and based on UK experience, would not present the regulatory
problems the Agency fears. It should be introduced alongside the full SCFR.
Both are necessary.

Andrew Watson
awatson@cantab.net
+44 7710 469624
21st December 2011

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/restricted cloud
flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

The flight instruction experience in cloud flying required from the FE(S) was

further discussed with the Review Group experts and the requirement was
reduced to 5 hours. The experience can also be from EIR or IR(A) instruction.

972 comment by: Colin Simpson

I am a glider pilot based in the UK. I also fly in Europe. I would like to make
some general comments as a private individual regarding NPA 2011-16.

I strongly support the proposals for glider cloud flying within the NPA. Cloud
flying is extremely important for the sport in the UK.

Under the strong regulation of the BGA, cloud flying and gliding in general has
maintained an exemplary safety record.

I support the idea of a Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) but suggest that
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the 5 hour requirement for dual training be significanly reduced, if indeed it is
deemed necessary at all.

Thank you for giving me the opportuntiy to comment
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

974 comment by: Mark Fielding BGC
#2

Please find attached file.
Regards,

Mark
Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

978 comment by: mike YOUNG

I am an airline pilot for British Airways flying the Boeing 777 on longhaul
routes. My route into commercial aviation was through the sport of gliding,
which I started at the age of 15. I now have approximately 14000 hours on
single and multi engined aircraft and 4500 hours on gliders (sailplanes). I am
still an active glider pilot and probably one of the most experienced cloud flying
sailplane pilots in the UK/World.

For gliding to continue to exist in the UK it is essential that gliders are able to
continue to fly in cloud and in IMC but clear of cloud above 3000'. Without this
freedom, on most days in the UK, gliding would be restricted to soaring within
range of the departure aerodrome The chance of an unplanned off field landing
(outlanding) would be far greater due

to the restricted range of the sailplane operating below 3000'. Since, cross
country soaring is a major part of gliding in the UK, it would have a severe
impact on the sport. Which in turn would also have social and economic
implications.

The increased risk of outlanding and higher humber of aircraft in a significantly
reduced volume of airspace would have a negative impact on safety.

I therefore support EASAs proposal for a sailplane cloud flying rating
SCFR.

However, I think that the requirement for 5 hours dual training are
unnecessarily excessive. In my experience most pilots with 30 hours or more of
experience are able to achieve a satisfactory level of competence within 2 hours
of quality training in a suitably equiped glider. This would still equate to 48000'
of climbing in cloud with an average climb rate of 400'/min!
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like further information.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issue you raised (5 hours training) was also identified
by BGA.

1011 comment by: Darren Wills

I am a glider pilot based in Devon flying in the UK and I support the Sailplane
Cloud Flying Rating as proposed in NPA 2011-16 so we can continue to pursue
our wonderful and challenging sport to its extremes. Restricting flying in and
around cloud will have a severely detremental effect on all glider pilots and
gliding in general.

Darren Wills.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1019 comment by: Chris Davis

As a gliding pilot with 25 years experience I would like to support the proposals
for the Sailplane cloud flying rating. Done properly and under the right
conditions cloud flying is safe and adds significantly to the scope of flying open
to glider pilots when flying both in thermal and wave conditions.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1030 comment by: Paul Docherty

I am from the UK and would like to strongly support the continuation of cloud
flying in the UK. This has always been part of the tradition of gliding in the UK
and it is essential that yet another regulatory restriction is not made to make
gliding more difficult. Clioud flying in the UK by glider pilots has long been
regulated by the BGA and it has an excellent safety record. It is essential that
the SCFR is part of this proposal as it proceeds.This rating must be made
available to both LAPL and SPL holders.

I feel very strongly that a 5-hour training requirement is excessive and it would
be far preferable to have a competency based training programme that allows
instructors to judge the competency of individual pilots alongside a much less
tough hours requirement. 5 hopurs is off course easy for many commercial or
professional pilots but is difficult for amateur pilots to acheive.

I very much support the use of TMGs in training but recognise that it is
inappropriate for their use to be made a right of the SCFR.

Gliding and other air sports are under increasing pressure from commercially
orientated regulation. EASA and the EU generally should take this opportunity
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to make sure that they influence safety in a positive way without adding further
restriction to the long held traditional rights of amateur pilots.

I hope my views are taken into account.
Dr Paul Docherty
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also
identified by BGA.

1051 comment by: david jesty

I vehemently support the SCFR proposal.

Without this proposal there is a high likely-hood of jeopardising safety by
forcing gliders away from their known habitats of under Cumulus clouds into
the areas preferred by GA.

Without this proposal the viability of the sport of gliding will be severely
undermined.

Also, without this proposal there would be a disproportionate impact on gliding
in the UK with its relatively low cloud base.

To be fully effective the SCFR proposal must be available to LAPL(S) and SPL
holders.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing feedback.
Cloud flying rating will be available for LAPL(S) and SPL holders.

1052 comment by: john maddison

As an active glider pilot I support the proposal for this NPA and can only see it
adding to the safe opperation of gliders.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1069 comment by: Anthony McDERMOTT

I wish to declare my support for the Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating (SCFR) for
glider pilots to allow us to continue to fly in close proximity to clouds and, when
necessary, climb up through clouds or descend down through them to assist
our ability to remain aloft.

As a glider pilot just beginning his cross-country career, I believe the

introduction of the SCFR would provide glider pilots with the opportunity to gain
the necessary basic training required to venture safely across cross-country.

Page 98 of 991



response

comment

CRD to NPA 2011-16 (B) 26 Oct 2012

British Gliding Association (BGA) clubs are well regulated and these gliding
clubs are able to provide the appropriate training at alocal level. The
introduction of the SCFR, which I fully support, will allow the continuation of
cloud flying rights for pilots of gliders and sailplanes and thus ensure that it can
be allowed for future generations of aspiring cross-country glider pilots.

BGA pilots gliding in the UK have frequently to contend with relatively low cloud
bases. To remain 1000ft below cloud, if above 3000ft, would significantly
restrict glider pilots ability to fly cross country tasks and severely constrain the
distance we can glide before having to stop and thermal again. In addition, the
ability to fly along cloud streets, close to cloud base, in near constant lift allows
the glider pilot the opportunity to cruise in straight lines and head upwind. This
greatly extends the amount of distance that can be flown on a cross-country
flight through increasing the overall cross-country speed.

I have only experienced the pleasures of gliding in mountain lee waves a few
times yet understand how vital it is to have the option to fly close to the leading
edge of the wave, as it is crucial to the initial climb above the clouds. Once well
above cloud the clear skies and tremendous visibility make it relatively easy to
continue the flight under VFR in VMC conditions. However, a further
consideration in allowing glider pilots to glide on SCFR rules is on flying safety
grounds when gliding in ‘wave’. Sometimes there may be a need to descend
through cloud when gaps in the waves close up underneath the glider and you
suffer, for instance, a GPS failure. Another possibility when navigating by
ground features is that you lose sight of the ground. Either could lead to an
infringement of controlled airspace or you could even be blown out to sea. In
these situations, there is little option for the glider pilot than to descend
through the thinnest possible cloud layer in the troughs between the waves to
re-establish their position relative to the ground.

In conclusion, gliding in the UK would be severely hampered if pilots are not
allowed to glide under SCFR conditions. Our flying conditions often require us to
fly close to cloud and sometimes in cloud and the well regulated clubs of the
BGA have been safely training glider pilots to do this for many decades, as I
believe the accident statistics demonstrate. Cloud flying in gliders in the UK is
safe as our pilots are suitably trained and their gliders are adequately equipped
to allow them to do this. A failure to implement SCFR would be a major blow to
the prospects of continuing our cross-country tradition in the UK, with a
resulting knock on effect to the popularity of this sport.

Anthony McDermott
Bronze level pilot
35 hours solo

500 flights

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1077 comment by: Dr Justin Carter

Various explanations can be cited for the gradual decline in the General Aviation
sector over the last 30 years. The numbers of licensed pilots, aircraft and
aerodromes have all fallen progressivley. What should be an important sector,
often source for professional pilot training, aero-engineering and aero-design
sectors is shrinking rapidly. One of the reasons is the rising relative cost of the
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sector (reducing activity by cost) and the other is the over-burdensome
regulation. Regulations and requirements for FCL for pilots in IMC conditions
are onerous, the result being that for most private pilots, an IR is
unacheiveable (I am one such pilot). The result is a big discrepancy in rates of
IR qualification between the USA and Europe. There is no credible safety reason
for such overburdensome regulation of IR training requirements in Europe and
somemodification of the process to simplify it and make it more achieveable will
drive up training, qulaification and skills in the pilot population. More training is
always a good thing. Simplifying and making PPL IR flight more achieveable
doesnt cause a safety issue (look at the successfully implementation of the UK
IMCR as an example). I fully support the proposed changes. As JAA PPL holder
with UK IMCR and NIght ratings, it will allow me to achieve the IR and further
develop my training and the safety of my flying.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1080 comment by: Chris Gadsby

I am a glider pilot in the UK flying at the Darlton GLiding Club.
I would like to register my support for the proposals.

I agree with the proposition that preventing flying near cloud at all will
decrease the safety of gliding operations by increasing the likely hood of
landing out due to the resticted height bands that would be available. Most
general club operations are not flown in high performance gliders but in two
seater trainers with 30:1 or less performance. Although all glider pilots are
trained for field landings they do increase the work load on the pilot and more
time spent looking for fields is less time looking out of the cockpit.

I would have supported the option for the restricted rating for flying near to,
but clear of cloud as this is the most frequent situation we will encounter - few
"club" glider pilots will chose to fly in cloud, but many will wish to fly close to
the base of Cu or close to wave clouds in order to maximise lift. However given
this is not being considered the current proposal is the next best thing.

I am not sure it is necessary to require 5 hours training as a mandatory
number; Most gliding training is done on a skills assessment and not on a time
measurement basis. Where there are limits these are usually based on flights
or intervals - for example currency is defined not as number of hours flown but
as time since last flight (28 days). We are used to this approach to training. In
addition - for a club using winch launch getting that number of hours for all
club members will be difficult when a standard circuit may be only 5 or 6
minutes. I would favour a more flexible approach to the assessment process.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

BGA and several other commentators stated that the proposed amount of dual
flight training is too excessive and the Agency further discussed this
requirement with the Review Group experts. Taking into account that if there is
no TGM available for the training (although the NPA already allowed a
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maximum amount of 4 hours in TMGs) 5 hours on sailplanes as initially
proposed would be difficult to achieve, and having in mind that this more
competency-based approach will end up in a skill test the Agency agrees with
the proposal to reduce the minimum amount of training and will lower the
requirement to at least 2 hours of flight training. However, the Agency insists
that at least 1 hour of the training has to be flown on a sailplane or powered
sailplane except TMGs.

1085 comment by: Danish Powered Flying Union
Danish Powered Flying Union fully support AOPA Denmark's comments.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.
Please see the responses provided to the AOPA Denmark comments.

1102 comment by: Garry LEWIS

As a Sailplane Pilot early in my Gliding career I welcome the proposals for the
SCFR as a natural stepping stone to the development of my skills whilst
preserving my options to extend my flying range and days on which I will be
able to fly. More flying leads to more experience and in the longer term a safer
pilot and safer skies.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

1108 comment by: Bob Bromwich

This stake holder is a very active gliderpilot with 3500 flying hours over 30
years gliding.

I am writing to support "option 1, SCFR- FULL" for sailplane cloud flying
ratings.

I hope that EASA understands the importance of the rating, as clearly described
in the British Gliding Association comments previously made on the comment
response tool, and that EASA will follow the advice provided by the BGA -
because it has been very carefully considered to be the best option by real
pilots who, because they have (via the many pilots in the BGA), a very large
experience of safe flight near/in clouds, can really advise from a position of
knowledge and authority.

A Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating is needed because gliders need to fly near
cloud, as well as in cloud, when there are suitable clouds for gliding. Note that
this does not mean that gliders often cruise in a straight line through non -
convective stratus cloud, as a powered aircraft in IMC might do !

Why do gliders need to fly near and in cloud ?:

Because it is near and in convective clouds, where there are found the natural
vertical air motions to support the glider. Clouds are formed by the rising air of
thermals, and a glider flying in a thermal is then naturally drawn up to being
close to the cloud at the top of the thermal !

Noted
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Thank you for providing this comment. Please check the response provided to
the British Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 as you refer to the
comment sent by it.

1113 comment by: Peter Cunnison

Having read the BGA's response to the proposed SCRF I am fully in agreement
with their response.

Namely that the BGA

1. Strongly supports the SCRF and its availability to LAPL(S) and SPL holders.
2. Their view that 5 hours dual flight instruction should be reduced to 3 hours.
3. Training for the SCRF should be allowed in TMG's.

4. The recommendation that the Restricted SCRF is re-considered by EASA

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment. Please check the response provided to
the British Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 as you refer to the
comment sent by it.

1116 comment by: Peter M. Henningsen

I'm a private pilot.

I use my aircraft for business travel in Northern Europe.

I think this suggestion in general is very good and I'm looking forward to be
able to train for the EIR rating.

Until now I have been limited to VFR and an UK IMC rating, because I'm VCL
restricted on my medical. Approximately 10% of the male population has this
slight colour defect which result in a VCL restriction not allowing night flights.
Since I use my aircraft for business it would be a great gain to be able to tackle
also some worse weather conditions. Especially it would be nice to be able to
file IFR on borderline VFR days.

I have never understood why I and similar restricted pilots, are not able to gain
an IFR rating, with the night restriction still in place. I don't want to fly
commercially I just want to be safer in my personal travel.

I fully support this new proposal, because this will allow me to gain an EIR
rating, but I think the IR should also be made available for VCL restricted pilots.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1136 comment by: Andrew Barber

As a UK based holder of a JAR PPL(A) with UK IMCR rating who uses a PPL for
point-to-point business travel as well as leisure flying, I very much welcome
these proposals which will add safety and functionality to my PPL flying.

I urge EASA to ensure that the implementation of these proposals does not
dilute the good work that has been done. In particular, please ensure that the
following are retained:

- TK content kept to no more than that already published in the NPA, less if
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safety allows
- at least 90% of TK training may be done by distance learning

- Full hours credit for instrument flying completed before commencing EIR /
CBIR training

Please ensure that the UK IMCR may continue to be both renewed and issued
by the UK CAA for UK FIR use only. This is a proven life-saver in our
unpredictable maritime climate.

Please also add night IFR privileges to EIR holders with a night qualification

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The theoretical knowledge content of EIR and competency-based IR has been
kept almost as it was in the NPA. Only small editorial changes have been made.
Approved distance learning courses may be offered for the EIR and
competency-based IR. The minimum amount of classroom teaching shall not be
less than 10 % of the total duration of the course (see ORA.ATO.305).

The prior flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC has been taken into account in
the proposed EIR and competency-based IR requirements. A Part-FCL licence
holder who also holds ICAO Annex 1 instrument rating issued by third-country
and a required amount of flying experience as PIC in IFR/IMC needs only to
pass a skill test and demonstrate the adequate level of theoretical knowledge
during the skill test. In case of competency-based IR he/she also needs to
demonstrate English language proficiency.

The existing national ratings such as UK IMCR may be credited towards Part-
FCL ratings during the conversion process. This process is the responsibility of
the Member States in consultation with the Agency.

The Agency has extended the privileges of an EIR holder to conduct flights by
night under IFR or in IMC in the en-route phase of the flight in case a night
rating in accordance with FCL.810 is also held.

1140 comment by: Tom Harding

Sir, I am a professional pilot and hold a current Instrument Rating. Once or
twice each year whilst gliding I enter cloud usually in order to gain sufficient
height to prevent a field landing on the "final Glide" to home base. Many of my
gliding colleagues who also fly in cloud are well experienced and safe pilots who
act with professionalism. I would like you to note my objection to any
restrictions to glider pilots being prevented from flying in IMC conditions
outside controlled airspace. Yours Tom Harding

Noted
Thank you for providing a comment. The new regulation introduces a sailplane

cloud flying rating with which sailplane pilots are allowed to fly close and also in
the cloud.

1141 comment by: Andrew Cunningham

I am commenting as a glider pilot and instructor. I have 44 years experience of
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gliding in the UK (and many other countries). I have frequently flown in cloud
while soaring in gliders and I consider myself competent to do so. I agree with
the opinion expressed by the British Gliding Association, that the introduction of
a cloud-flying rating for sailplane pilots is a good thing. However, the proposed
minimum training requirement of five hours dual instruction would be
unnecessary and unfair for pilots with sufficient experience, like myself. The
rating should be skills-test based, preferably with no minimum dual training
time. Like the BGA, I would accept a reduced minimum, say three hours, but
with reluctance.

I am strongly in favour of the addition of a restricted rating to allow sailplane
pilots to fly, as they routinely do at the moment, up to cloud-base but not to
enter the cloud. This privelege is essential for the continuation of safe cross-
country flying in the UK, where high cloud-bases, unlike in continental Europe,
are relatively rare.

I strongly agree with the BGA that training for the ratings should be allowed,
and encouraged,to be carried out in TMGs. These aircraft will not fly IFR but are
ideal for the training role.

In both cases, full and restricted cloud flying ratings, I am in favour of the
theoretical knowledge testing requirements, which can only improve pilot skill
and safety.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it and the issues you
raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted cloud flying rating) were also identified
by BGA.

1145 comment by: Michael Jenks

I am a professional pilot with 35 years experience and also a glider pilot. Two
thirds of my experience has been on wide bodied airliners and the remainder on
military helicopters, turboprops and fast jets, including as a QFI and IRI.

I regularly fly IMC and in cloud in sailplanes. The UK weather is such that it is
rare to be able to carry out cross country flight safely without flying within
1000' of cloud. Much of my flying includes flight in wave, which in my flying
area would normally be impossible to contact without flying within 1000' of
cloud.

I therefore consider it essential that gliders are able to fly in IMC and in cloud. I
also think that the present UK rules regarding gliders are sensibleand pose no
extra risk. I consider it vital that gliders continue to be able to fly in IMC and
cloud.

In the absence of this option in the NPA I support Option 1 (Full sailplane cloud
flying rating), but with some reservations. I also note that if VMC for gliders
were to be defined as clear of cloud and in sight of the surface up to transition
altitude, rather than 3000' AMSL, then a large proportion of glider flights would
remain in VMC.

I believe that the proposed training requirements are impractical and excessive.
A 2000' aerotow at the cost of approximately £30 would only enable about 10
minutes of training. In the worst case, the cost of 5hr instruction would be
£900 in launch fees alone, putting the proposed rating out of financial reach for
many club members, especially the younger ones who need to be encouraged. I
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would therefore suggest that a proportion of the training requirement may be
carried out in suitable fixed base simulators and touring motor gliders. 1
consider 2 1/2 hrs training would be sufficient, of which all but 30min could be
carried out in a touring motor glider and/or a fixed base simulator..

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG) were also
identified by BGA.

1163 comment by: Martin Heneghan -glider pilot

The raison d’etre when flying a glider (for the majority of pilots in the UK) is
that the challenge is to find rising air currents under cumulus clouds. In order
to make cross country progress, climbs to cloudbase increase the potential
glide distance and reduce the risk of forced landings.

The VFR rules make sense when flying power aircraft where the fairly regular
intention is to fly from A to B in a straight line and to see and be seen in VMC
conditions. Gliding is a sporting challenge and as such there is a real need to fly
near to clouds not away from them.

Yes I agree that should pilots wish to fly inside clouds then it makes sense to be
properly trained and have appropriate instruments. Thus I would say an IMC
rating in order to fly in cloud would be acceptable and a compromise to allow
gliders to do as they have done for the last 80+ years and fly to cloudbase
when conditions are suitable.

In my 30+ years of flying I have not purposely flown in cloud but I do like to
get to cloudbase and then glide to the next area of lift.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

1218 comment by: G C
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I wish to object to this rule change and would like you to take note of the BGA's
proposal.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment. Please check the response provided
to the British Gliding Association (BGA) comment No 121 as you refer to the
comment sent by it.

1220 comment by: Christopher Partington

I am writing in support of the SCFR as I believe the ability to fly in close
proximity to clouds is essential for most soaring flight in the UK.

Because of the relatively low cloud bases experienced in this country, when
flying cross country it is important to be able to climb close to cloud base,
especially on weak days, in order to increase the gliding range and enable the
next thermal to be contacted. If this was not possible, it would significantly
reduce the ability to fly distance and would greatly increase the risk of landing
out. Sometimes (especially in the North of England) the only lift useable for
cross country flight is near the cloud.

When flying in wave conditions, the lift is normally close to the clouds and
much of this type of soaring would be impossible, especially in our damp
climate, if it were not possible to fly horizontally close to the lenticular clouds.

Again, while flying high in wave, it is not uncommon for clouds to form rapidly
below (even sometimes on a previously clear day) due to the nature of the
meteorological conditions in which this form of lift exists. Owing to the time
taken to descend there are times when the later part of the descent is
necessarily carried out through the cloud. However, these descents are usually
carried out in straight and stable flight for a relatively short time (and obviously
into a known area, free of airspace and high ground).

Therefore, I believe it to be imperative that we maintain the ability to fly close
to and in cloud. If the SCFR is the means to enable that, then I support it.

Roger Partington BEng MRINA

700+ Hours Gliding
Gold + 1 Diamond
900+ Hours Power

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1223 comment by: PaulW
Glider flight very close to, and within cloud is a very important part of glider
flying.

I support the proposed Sailplane Cloud Flying Rating, and I support the British
Gliding Associations representation on my behalf.

Paul Woodcock
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Glider Pilot.
NPPL (SLMG) Pilot.

Noted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as you refer to the comment sent by it.

1227 comment by: Ken Woods

I have read the document paying particular attention to the sections relating to
Sailplanes and TMGs and would like to support the proposal for Qualifications
for flying in Instrument Meteorological Conditions.

The current BGA practices have proved very effective in regulating IMC for
Sailplans and TMGs and are in a broad sense what has been proposed. It is vital
that the current practices are maintained to provide a safe flying environment
for glider pilots. The SCFR therefore constitutes an excellent framework to
maintain these practices.

There are some adjustments that could be made to the current proposals:

1. The proposal for 5 hours of training appears rather rigid bearing in mind
the current BGA practice of training and assessment that requires a pilot
to reach a standard rather than a fixed number of hours training. If a
time period must be specified then I feel it should be significantly
reduced from 5 hours.

2. The introduction of a Restricted SCFR would appear to be a good
subcategory SFCR to allow pilots to fly in close proximity of cloud
without entering it. This would allow newer pilots to gain valuable cross
country experience and prepare them better for the full SFCR. At the
moment the proposal provides for a SCFR with the Restricted SCFR
being discarded but I think introducing both would be a good idea.

3. The ability to use TMGs to train for the SCFR is essential to allow for
more consistent and structured training rather than waiting for suitable
thermal conditions. The concerns expressed by the UK CAA and others
about using the privileges of the SCFR in TMGs could be mitigated by the
declaration of a suitable training area (I suggest 40km radius) being
specified prior to take off. The use of SCFR would otherwise be
prohibited for TMGs.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.

Please check the response provided to the British Gliding Association (BGA)
comment No 121 as the issues you raised (5 hours training/TMG/restricted
cloud flying rating) were also identified by BGA.

1231 comment by: Michael Williams
Cloud Flying - SCFR.

The BGA in the UK publishes Rules and Regulations that Glider Pilots adhere
to. As part of a UK Glider Pilots training, examinations on these rules take
place.
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In the UK, currently there is no requirement for a Glider Pilot Instrument, but
NPA 2011-16 as an additional rating must be demonstrated to be proportionate
in terms of cost, training availability (simulators and "real" flight), any
enhanced safety benefits, plus continuing airspace accessability.

However, as Flight crew Licencing for glider pilots in the UK is approaching,
then this change should be supported, subject to the previous paragraph.

My own flying experience does require me on occaisons to penetrate cloud,
either climbing in a thermal and then into cumulus, or more usually, while
climbing / decscending in wave, flying within, or close to cloud. In both cases,
cloud flying is outside of CAS, and hence enhanced enroute navigation and
compliance with ATC instructions has never been an issue. Hence the SCFR
may seem to be a sensible rating based on the airspace classes that gliders are
allowed to penetrate.

In the past 4 months, 3 flights have required me to penetrate cloud while wave
soaring. The ability to fly in or close to cloud is an essential part of my flying.

I attempted to attach 3 photographs of a recent wave flight to demonstrate
proximity to cloud, but the CRT would not accept the JPG's.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback.

1278 comment by: Paul Mc G

Crikey this is long and complex for a relatively simple to define area, even for
EASA, 239 pages! Sorry for a general rather than detailed comment but this is
generally supportive.

The opinions expressed as to the need for these revisions makes some sense
and in this EASA is to be supported.

It is interesting that it seems that EASA has worked with some degree of
success with various EU gliding associations and with other interested aircraft
groups, including self build and fly organisations to produce an almost
functional but still far from perfect set of operational procedures.

It seems that EASA has decided that some of the human rights of the sporting
and recreational piloting community should be maintained in spite of improper
and inordinate actions by commercial operators attempting to prevent access to
airspace which they consider their own property instead of it belonging to all
and as long as EASA can maintain and improve safety then the rights of all
airspace users must be maintained with as few restrictions as possible.
Hopefully the present plans go some way in this direction as clarity is as usual
not a strong point.

I agreed the concepts of glider pilot licensing, I approve the use of radio as this
is a safety aid in all light aircraft and gliders. I also approve the requirements
for various anti collision equipment if such can be properly used! i.e. pilot
training is important!

Since cloud flying is more important to glider pilots than others I will
concentrate on this. If the intent is to formalise best practice then the present
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plan is quite good but there appear to be extensions and omissions which are
neither clear in intent and extent? Will gliding clubs be considered ATOs for
training and licensing purposes? No other plan would work would it??

There are some well intentioned plans to increase IR awareness and training at
reduced cost, as if such will ever happen but increasing IR awareness and
providing a path for improvement and hence safety is a good cause. However,
although this is a huge improvement over some earlier documents and shows
obvious concern within EASA and better consultation with stakeholders than
other proposals, some risk assessments are odd as are definitions and some
tidying up is called for although in general this is not a bad general proposal
and with only a little more polishing could be adopted as long as that polishing
was to increase freedom of the general user and place more restriction on
commercial operators who have had their way for far too long without due
regard to others and I say this as a supporter of business but business must
not override all other rights.

For most sporting glider pilots, cloud flying will be important in skilling and
hence safer flying and a proposal such as this which formalised such and
appropriate training is to be applauded.

However, the definitions of those locations where cloud flying is agreed is not
specifically identified in this document or am I misreading? I also am unsure as
to whether glider pilots would be allowed to operate under restricted IMC / IR
rules under the guidance of ground controllers in restricted airspace, as such
was suggested by the BGA was it not? It seems to no longer be under
consideration although such was in earlier plans? Will this be included with
various motor glider ratings? If so then what would be the effect of flying a
motor glider as a glider as it would represent a different situation to flying a
motor glider under power? Or am I misreading again? For glider pilots what
constitutes an ATO, as many training organisations will not be able to
accomplish the training but the gliding clubs will - this is not clear and it is
unclear as to how retraining on lapsed rights should be assessed and
accomplished.

I consider 830 excellent in approach and if such can be implemented this would
improve safety for all, although the devil is as usual in the detail!

However appendix 6 as in many attempts to formalise educational requirements
is not necessarily as effective as it may seem and may need some
improvements.

I apologise for brevity and poor style but this response had to be presented
appropriately and at relatively short notice for such a long and important
document and I hope that I have been reasonable in assessment and in
supporting the general tenets of this EASA document, whilst making enquiry
where necessary.

Noted

Thank you for providing feedback. Since the comment is written mainly at
general level, the Agency is able to give detailed response only on certain
items. The comment also included questions whose answers can be found in
Part-ARA (Authority Requirements) and Part-ORA (Organisation Requirements).

With regard to ATOs:
Gliding clubs are able to apply for ATO (Approved Training Organisation)
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certificate in order to give training for sailplane licences and/or ratings. The club
has to fulfil the requirements set in Part-ORA for non-complex ATOs.

With regard to licensing:
According to Part-ARA the licences and ratings shall be issued by the competent
authority. Member States are able to designate more than one competent
authority. In that case the tasks and the responsibilities of different entities
shall be clearly defined.

With regard to locations:
Cloud flying locations and airspace definitions will be determined by the
Member States.

With regard to restricted SCFR:

The Agency is aware that the UK has introduced a restricted cloud flying rating
in the past allowing the rating holder not to comply with the visual flight rules
(VFR) but clear of clouds. This issue was already discussed earlier in the
drafting phase and the reasons for the Agency’s decision not to transfer this
rating into the future European requirements are widely explained in the
Explanatory Note of the NPA. Based on the strong comments from the BGA and
supported by several stakeholders this issue was discussed again with the
Review Group experts. The Agency would like to highlight that in certain
airspace categories or above certain altitudes the visual flight rules require a
vertical distance of 1 000 ft from cloud base. This vertical distance from clouds
is introduced in order to avoid mid-air collisions (see and avoid principle) and
therefore an important element for ensuring safe operations in airspace
categories with mixed traffic. A Part-FCL rating cannot provide a privilege which
would allow certain airspace users not to comply with the ICAO VFR
requirements. The Agency therefore decided not to introduce an additional
rating with these specific additional privileges. This will not prevent Member
States from defining certain airspace categories with specific rules for sailplane
operations.

With regard to TMGs:
The privileges of a cloud flying rating will not be allowed to be exercised on a
TMG.

With regard to recency requirements:

More detailed requirements for the recency have been added to the rule text.
Holders of a cloud flying rating shall only exercise the privileges of the rating
when they have completed, in sailplanes or powered sailplanes (excluding
TMGs) at least 1 hour of flight time as PIC or 5 flights exercising the cloud
flying privileges during the last 24 months. If the holder of a cloud flying rating
does not comply with this requirement, he/she shall pass a proficienc