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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of this NPA is to provide cefficient rules in the field of allveather operations for non
commercial operations of other than complex mofoowered (NCOMxircraft.

This NPA proposes to improve RBRICO by making it more consistent with the principles ofGeaeral Aviation
(GA)Roadmap andthe Basic Regulatio(BR) and update ParNCO to achieve consistency with chang
proposed in the other Annexeax the Air Ops Regulatidoy NPA 20186, where appropriate.

The proposed changes are expected to improve accesstawment flight ruleIFR for GA pilots.

Action area: New technologies and concepts

Affected rules: Annex VIl (PasNCO) of Commission Regulation (EU) No 965/2012
AMC and GM to PaitICO

Affected stakeholders:  aircraft operators; approved training organisations (AT@s)pdrome operators; providers of
ATM/ANS; national aviation authorities (NAAS)

Driver: Safety Rulemaking group: No

Impact assessment: Light Rulemaking Procedure:  Standard
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1. AboutthisNPA

1. About this NPA

1.1. How this NPA was developed

The European Aviation Safety AgencyASE) developed this NPA in line with Regulation
(EU)2018/113%(t he ‘ Basi c Regul at i on '2)ThisarulethakinghaetivitRis | e ma k |
included in the European Plan for Aviation Saf¢BPAS)20202024 under rulemaking task
(RMT).0379.

The text of this NPA has been develdfsyEASAased on the input of a subgroup of the Experts Task
Force comprised of airspace users &Nalional Aviation Authority (NAA)representatives. It is hereby
submitted to all interested partiéor consultation.

1.2. How to comment on this NPA

Please submit your comments agdur answerto the question inChapter 3.1 using th@automated
Comment-Response Tool (CRT) available ahttp://hub.easa.europa.eu/crt/*.

The deadline for submission of commerg9 March 2020.

1.3. The next steps

Following the closing of the public commenting periBdSA wilteview all the comments received,
groupthem by topic, and address them in a workshop with the Advisory Bodies (ABS).

Based on the comments received and the conclusions of the work&ApA will consider the need
for amendments to Regulation (EU) No 965/204ad, if necessary, issue an opinion. The opinion will
be submitted to the European Commission, which will uses ia technical basis in order to prepare
an EU regulation.

The opinion would be submitted to the European Commission, which will use it as a technical basis in
order to take a decision on whether or not to amend Commission Regulation (EU) No 965/2012.

1 Regulation (EU) 2018/1139 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2018 on common rules in the field of
civil aviation and establishing a European Union Aviation Safety Agency, and amending Regulation2{ETG2005,
(EC) Nd.008/2008, EU) No 996/2010, (EU) No 376/2014 and Directives 2014/30/EU and 2014/53/EU of the European
Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Regulations (EC) No 552/2004 and (EC) No 216/2008 of the European
Parliament and of the Council and Council Regulat®BQ) No 3922/91 (OJ L 212, 22.8.2018, phtigs://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?qid=1535612134845&uri=CELEX:32018[R1139

2 EASASs bound to follow a structured rulemaking process as required by Article 115(1) of Reg(iitip2018/1139
Such a process has been adopted by the EASA Management Bo
See MB Decision NiB-2015 d 15 December 201Eeplacing Decision 01/201éncerning the procedure to be applied
by EASA for the issuing of opinions, certification specifications and guidance mguipisivww.easa.europa.eu/the
agency/managemerboard/decisions/easmb-decision18-2015rulemakingprocedurd.

3 In accordance with Articl&15 of RegulationgU) 2018/113@nd Articles 6(3) and 7 of the Rulenmak Procedure.

4 In case of technical problems, please contact the CRT webmasi@dasa.europa.gu

5 Commission Regulation (EU) No 965/2012 of 5 October 2012 laying down technical requiremedtsiaisttative procedures
related to air operations pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council (OJ L 296,
25.10.2012, p. Ipttps://eurdex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/PDF/2uri=CELEX:32012R0965&0id=1564647406994&ffom=EN
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A summary of the comments receivednd the responses to themas well asa summaryof the
conclusions of the workshop will be reflected in a commEsponse document (CROhe CRD will
be published on the EASA webSite

If the European Commission decides tthhe Regulation should be amended, EASA will issue a
decisionthat amendsthe acceptable means of compliance (AMC) and/or guidance material (GM) to
comply with the amendments introduced intbe related egulation.

6 https://www.easa.europa.eu/documenlibrary/commentresponsedocuments
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2. Insummary — why and what

2.1. Why we need to change the rules — issue/rationale

GA is a high priority for EASA. EASA is dedicating effort and resources towards creatindigintgier,

and better rules for GA. Recognising the importance of GA and its contribution to a safe European
aviation system, EASIfA partnership with theeuropean Commissioi@ and other stakeholderhas
created the GA roadmap.

One of the enablers fomproving safety againdbss ofcontrol and controlled flight into terrain
hazards i$ dSier access of general aviation pilots to instrument flight rules (IFRY) fighegobjective

of RMT.0677. EPAS2ZIB24 identifies Staying in ControlSection8.1.2, Coping with Weathei8(1.3)

and Managing the Fligh8(L.5) as three of the key mitigations of risk in GA which easier access to IFR
flying intends to address. While RMT.0677 focused mainly on the rating qualifying pilots to fly under
IFR the Concept Bper included in its Terms of Reference identified many other enablers, including,
in its Section 2.4, proportionate operational rules

For a more detailed analysis of the issues addressed by this proposak péfas to the impact
assessment (lA) iBection 4.1.

No exemptionsi n accordance with Article 70 ‘Safeguard
and/ or Article 76 *‘ Age n20)8/118%®aespertinenstd thecs€opePftlgsu | at i
RMT. Nomrethere relevantalternative means of compliance (AltMoC).

There havenot beenanyAltMoC having an impact on the development of this RMT content.

This RMT does not directly address any issue from the relevant safety risk portfolio or any particular
safety recommendations (SRs).

2.2. What we want to achieve — objectives

The overall objectives of tHeASA systelre defined in Articld of the Basic Regulation. This proposal
will contribute to the achievement othe overall objectives by addressing the issues outlined in
Section 2.1

Thespecific objective of this proposal iseahance the safety of modern GA operations by improving
access to IFR. To achieve this, it is necessary to

— improve proportionality in ParNCO by making it more consistent with the principles ofGife
Roadmap, ad of the Basic Regulation, as amplified in the subsections below;

— ensure that the operational rules in PaCO associated with IFR:

7 Exemptions having an impact on the development of this RMT content and referring to:

— Article 70(1): Measures taken as an immediate reaction to a safety problem

— Article 71(1): Limited in scope and duration exemptioff®m substantive requirements laid down in the Basic
Regulation and its implementing rules in the event of urgent unforeseeable affecting persons or urgent operational
needs of those persons

— Article71(3) Derogation from the rule(s) implementing thedtaRegulation where an equivalent level of protection
to that attained by the application of the said rules can be achieved by other means

— Atrticle 76(7): Individual flight time specifications schemes deviating from the applicable certification specgica
which ensure compliance with essential requirements and, as appropriate, the related implementing rules
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2. In summaryt why andwhat

— are tailored for the safety of GA stakeholders, without making assumptions more relevant
to commercial air transportGA7 operations and the aerodromes it uses;

— address the main practical risks for GA operations, rather than theoretical hazards;

—  offer pilots a realistic choice to operate under IFR rather thimual flight rules\(FR
where there is a net safety benefit @foing so; and

— avoid complexity that is not justified by a regulatory need.

— achieve consistency with changes proposed in the other Annaixiége Air Ops Regulatiooy
NPA 20186, where appropriateEASAelieves that consistency in terminology and wording
between the Annexes d€ommission Regulation (EU) No 965/20ti2e AirOps Regulatioyis
helpful, unless there is a substantive reason for differences between the Annexes, justified by
the principlesof Art 4 of the BR and the ARoadmap.

2.3. How we want to achieve it — overview of the proposals
This NPA proposes changes to AnnexRAItNCOYf the Air Ops Regulation.

Section 4.3 gives more detail of specific measures,thadeferences im.3.1 to 43.8 point to the
relevant subsections.

2.3.1. Net Safety Benefit approach and alignment with NCO acceptable level of safety

Section 4.1 sets out in detail the backgrowfdEASAinitiative to provide easier access to IFR in the
interests of overall safety. A key element of this is to tailor requirements to be consistent with the
acceptable level of safety for NCO. It is tempting to believe that increasing the requirements for IFR
will increase safety by improving the safety of IFR operations themseNewever, if the
requirements are so burdensome as to encourage the {iilaiommand to choose to fly VFR in
circumstances where IFR with lighter requirements would neverthelesafbethan VFR, a net safety
benefit can be achieved by having those lighter requirements.

The US FAA’' s |9B%Rpemat®nsis mesefdl menchnaek.rAtsignificant proportion of the
worl d’s GA | FR o p e 9lades, with amamkgtatie levél ef safety perfdPnaance.
All the amendments proposed in this document converge towardsRh& APag91, which has
proven, over decades of operation in the field, to be safe enough forcoommercial operations.

All the proposals (detailed iBectionError! Reference source not found.) address net safety benefit a
nd alignment with the NCO acceptable level of safety.

2.3.2. Consistency with VFR

EASAvas considered consistency with VFR requirements as an important benchmark with which to
compare IFR operational requirements. If, for example, a VFR flight may be conducted in a flight
visibility of 1500m, it makes little sense for a higher minimuwm be appliedfor an instrument
approach procedure. Similarly, if tipdot can makea judgement ofthe visibility of a VFR flight from

the cockpit, it is inconsistent to use a visibility reported elsewhere as a sgait for a circling

8 NPA201®O 6 wddtlher operations’

¢  Commission Regulation (EU) No 965/2012 of 5 October 2012 laying down technical requirements and administrative proegddres rel
to air operations pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council (OJ L296, ZBTx;tober
page 1). Regulation as last amended by Commission Regulation (EU) 379/2014 (1A L 123, 24/04/2014,1p:94)

0 FAAPart91 * Generdl Operations
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approach.Thislatter example also illustrates the principieat the pilot is able to assess and control
the risk associated with operation in that visibilitys out in Aricle 4(2)(f) of the Basic Regulation

The proposals designed to achieve consistency with Y&R a

— Application of a cubff for the maximunrunway visual rangeRVRrequired for an instrument
approach 4.3.2;

— Removal of reference toonverted meteorological sibility CM\) (4.3.7); and

—  Use of flight visibility not reported visibility as the criterion for circling approach operations.

2.3.3. Consistency with the environments in which NCOs are conducted

In orderto encourage access to IFR in the interest of safety, the requirements for IFR must take
account of what is reasonably practical from the envir@mts in which it is conductedh the context

of aerodromes and operatingites, this may mean, for example, that limited meteorological
information is provided, or that it is not cost effective to design and validate a comprehensive set of
instrument flight proceduresProvided the risks introduced by IFR can be mitigated,ay mot be
appropriate to require the same infrastructure typically available for CAT operations.

The proposals designed to achieve consistency with the NCO operating environment are:

— Removal of the reference to singbélot operations 4.3.3);

—  Simplification ofthe approach ban(4.3.6; and

— Tailoring guidancen vertical path control for NCO4.3.4).

2.3.4. Proportionality

Anotherobjective of this NP#&sto simplify unnecessary complexity in the regulations where the safety

benett is insignificant in comparison the comgdexity introduced Furthermore, the aim is tolarify
thoserules that are ambiguous arot well understood

Proportionality is addressed in:

— Removal of the requirement for an approval fow visibilitytake-off (LVTQoperations down
to 150m RVR4.3.1); and

—  Simplification ofthe approach ban(4.3.6).

2.4. What are the expected benefits and drawbacks of the proposals

The expected benefits and drawbacks of the proposal arensanised below. For the full impact
assessment of alternative options, please refeCtmapters.

The benefits of the regulatory changes proposed tig NPA are to improve PaktCO by making it
more consistent with the principles of tt@ARoadmap, and of the Basic Regulation.

Improving acessibility of IFR to GA pilotsll alsomitigate safety riskghat areassociated withoss of
control in flight(LOGI) and controlled flight into terrain(CFIT)n poor weatherwhich will result ina
positive safety impact

While not an objective in itself, theroposedchanges will bring PaliCO closer into alignment with
14 CFR Pafi 1 , t he F A Alless for ogrneommaetcial rogerations. ICAO AnrgxPart ||
Section 2 (General Aviation Operations) has also been considered in the development of this NPA.
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For the full impact assessment of alternative options, please refer to Chéapter
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3. Proposed amendments and rationale in de

3. Proposed amendments and rationale in detail

The text of the amendment is arranged to show deleted text, noeamendedext as shown below:

— deleted text isstruckthrough;

— newor amendedext ishighlighted inblue;

— an ellipsis[..]’ indicates thatthe rest of thetext is unchanged

3.1. Draft regulation (Draft EASA opinion)

Draft text

Annex V Specific Approvals (Part-SPA)

SPA.LVO.100 Low-visibility operations and operations with

operational credits

Draft text

. ‘ sision-sy : whi ional-credit is
- ' e e ird of the

The operator shall conduct the following operations ohpproved by the competent authority:

(@) take-off operations with visibility conditions less than 400 m RVR, except for operations under
Annex VII, which may be conducted with visibility conditions of not less tham @R without
approval by the comgent authority;

(b) instrument approach operations with visibility conditions less than:
(1) 550m RVR for aeroplanes
(2) 500m RVR for helicopters; and

(c) operations with operational credits.

Rationale

Approval is not to be required for LVTO for PE@O operations with RVR between 150 and #00
SeeSection4.3.1

* TE.RPRO.0008499 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO@8gaified.
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Annex VII
Non-Commercial operations with other-than complex motor-powered aircraft (Part-NCO)

NCO.OP.101 Altimeter check and settings

Draft text

rture.

—pace.

Rationale

As currently neither the Air OPS Regulation nor RegulationN&EB23/2012 (SERA) covers the
requirement to establish procedures faltimeter check and settingswhich are essential for

i nstrument flight rules (I FR) operations, a ne
settings’ has been i nt r o dhisaueds simitarto theméwsonempropoged reCAT

in NPA2018:06(C) but it is modified to fit the NCO operating environment.

Draft text

AMC1 NCO.OP.101(a) Altimeter check and settings

Rationale

This text is a simplified version of the diight procedures set out in ICAO Doc 816&dition (PANS
OPS)/olumelll, Section2, Chapter3.2.

NCO.OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima — aeroplanes and
helicopters

Draft text

* TE.RPRO.0008499 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO@8gaified.
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(@) For instrument flight rules (IFR) flights, the piletcommand shall establish aerodrome
operating minima foeach departure, destination or alternate aerodroniat isplanned to be
used in order to ensure separation of the aircraft from terrain and obstacles and to mitigate the
risk of loss of visual references during the visual flight segment of instrumenatgns.

(b) The aerodrome operating minima shall take the following elements into account, if relevant:
(1) the type, performanceand handling characteristics of the aircraft;

(2) the equipment available on the aircraft for the purpose of navigat@mguisition of visual
references and/or control of the flight path during takeff, approach, landingand
missed approach;

(3) any conditions or limitations stated in the aircraft flight manual,

(4) the dimensions and characteristics of the runwaynal approach and takeff area
(FATOQthat may be selected for use;

(5) the adequacy and performance of the available visual and-visumal aids and
infrastructure;

(6) the obstacle clearance altitude/height (OCA/H) for the instrument approach procedures,
if established;

(7) the obstacles in the climbut areas and clearance margins;

(8) any nonstandard characteristics of the aerodrome, the instrument approach procedure
or the environment;

.t TE.RPRO.0008499 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO@8gaified.

*

¥ Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA imtanstt. Pagellof59

*
*

*
* gk

An agency ofhe European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency

NPA 2@0-02
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(9) the competence and experience of the ptiatcommand,;

(10)

(11)
any;

(12)
(13)
(14)

Rationale

It isproposedin NPA 20186 that the corresponding rule in PEDAT be updated to better reflect the

the instrument approach procedure, if established;

relevant operational experience of the pitst-command.

the aerodrome characteristics and the type aif navigation serviceANS available, if

any minima that may be promulgated by the State of the aerodrome;

the conditions prescribed inngy specific approvals fdow visibility operationsL(VQ or
operations with operational credits;

safety objectives of establishing aerodrome operating minima. The rule inN&D reflects the
updated PaCAT rule, but witsomemodifications to fit the NCO opetiag environment.

Correspondence table for NCO.OP.110 AMC and GM

The AMC and GM to NCO.OP.110 have been extensively restructured. The following table is intended

to assist the readein following the changes to the rule structure

MINIMA OF
TEMPORARILY FAILELD
OR DOWNGRADED
GROUND EQUIPMENT

Topic Current AMC/GM New AMC/GM Note
TAKEDFF OPERATION{ AMC1 NCO.OP.110 AMC1 NCO.OP.110 Amended
VISUAL APPROACH AMC2 NCO.OP.110 AMC2 NCO.OP.110 Unchanged
EFFECT ON LANDING | AMC3 NCO.OP.110 AMC4 NCO.OP.110 Amended

COMMERCIALLY
AVAILABLE
INFORMATION

GM1 NCO.OP.110

GM4 NCO.OP.110

Amended and retitled
‘USE OF THIFEARTY
INFORMATION

VERTICAL PATH

GM2 NCO.OP.110

GM1 NCO.OP.111

Rewritten and moved to

ESTABLISHING RVR/C

CONTROL the more relevant
implementing rule.
CRITERIA FOR GM3 NCO.OP.110 None Combined GM3 and

GM4 NCO.OP.110 into
AMC3 NCO.OP.110

DETERMINATION OF
RVR/CMV/VIS MINIMA

GM4 NCO.OP.110

AMC3 NCO.OP.110

Retitled and amended

*
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FOR NPA, APV, CAF |
AEROPLANES

CONVERSION OF GM5 NCO.OP.110 None Deleted.
REPORTED
METEOROLOGICAL
VISIBILITY TO RVR/CM

AIRCRAFT CATEGORIl{ GM6 NCO.OP.110 GM1 NCO.OP.110 Content unchanged
CONTINUOUS DESCEN GM7 NCO.OP.110 None Deleted and relevan
FINAL APPROACH (CD content included in GM1
—AEROPLANES NCO.OP.111
ONSHORE AERODRON GM8 NCO.0OP.110 Not included in this NPA

DEPARTURE

PROCEDURES

HELICOPTERS

FLIGHTS WITH VFR AN None GM2 NCO.OP.110 New GM
IFR SEGMENTS

MEANS TO DETERMIN| None GM3 NCO.OP.110 New GM
THE REQUIRED RVR
BASED ON DH AND

LIGHTING FACILITIES

VISUAL AND NGN None GM1 NCO.OP.110(b)(5) New GM
VISUAL AIDS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE

Draft text

TAKEOFF OPERATIONS
@) General:

(1) Takeoff minima should be expressed as visibility (VIS) or runway visual range (RVR) limits,
taking into account all relevant factors for eaghrodreomaunway planned to be used
and aircraft characteristicand equipment Where there is a specific need $ee and
avoid obstacles on departure and/or for a forced landing, additional conditions, e.qg.
ceilingcloud conditionsit should be specified.

(2) When the reportedmeteorslegicalisibility is below that required for takeff and RVR
is not reported, a takeff should only be commenced if the piist-command can
determine that the visibility along the takaff runway/area is equal to or better than the
required minimum.
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(3) Whenno reportedmetearslogicalisibility or RVR is available, a tai@ should only be
commenced if the piletn-command can determine that the RVR/VIS along the-tetke
runway/area is equal to or better than the required minimum.

(b) Visual reference:

(1)) The takeoff minima should be selected to ensure sufficient guidance to control the
aircraft in the event of both a rejected tal@df in adverse circumstances and a continued
take-off after failure of the critical engine.

(2) [ [ i b 2 wayfinal
s @ 2 5 B}.ﬂ'fICIent Ilghtlng should be in

operatlon to |IIum|nate the runway/flnal approach and takff area (FATO) and any

relevant obstacles

(c) Low visibility takeoff:

(1) Runway centreline markings should be available for any-tdikén an RVR or visibility
less than 400n by day

(2) Runway edge lights or centreline lights should be available for anyofdkean RVR less
than 400m by night

(3) Runway centreline lights should be available for anyaitén an RVR less than 3060
Rationale

Editorial changes are made for consistency with other Annextt® Air Ops Regulaticendadapted,
where recessary, for proportionalityParagraph (c) is introduced because it is proposed elsewhere
that take-offs in RVRs between 150 m and 400 m be allowed for NCO without an LVO approval.

Draft text

DETERMINATION OAFRFOR INSTRUMENT APPROACH OPERAREBRELANES

(@) The RVR for straigim instrument approach operations should not be less than the greatest
of the following:

(1) The minimum RVR for the type of runway used according to Tlahjer

(2) The minimum RVR determined according to the MDH or DH and class of lighting facility
according to Tablg.A; or

(3) The minimum RVR according to the visual andvienal aids and choard equipment
used according to Tab&A.

(b) For Category A and Braglanes, if the RVR determined in accordance with (a) is greater than
1500m, then 1500m should be used.

(d) The visual aids, if available, may comprise standard runway day markings, runway edge lights,
threshold lights, runway end lights and approdigits as defined in Tabk

(e) For night operations or for any operation where credit for visual aids is required, the lights
should be on and serviceable except as provided for in ANMGA.0P.110.
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Table 1.A Type of runway vs minimum RVR

Type of runway Minimum RVR or flight visibility

Precision approach runway, category || RVR 550 m

Non-precision approach runway RVR 750 m

Norrinstrument runway According to Table 1 in NCO.OP.112

(Circling minima)

Table 2.A: RVR vs DH/MDH

DH or MDH Class of lighting facility
FALS IALS BALS NALS
ft RVR (m)
200 - 210 550 750 1000 1200
211 - 240 550 800 1000 1200
241 - 250 550 800 1000 1300
251 - 260 600 800 1100 1300
261 - 280 600 900 1100 1300
281 2 300 650 900 1200 1400
301 2 320 700 1000 1200 1400
321 4 340 800 1100 1300 1500
341 d 360 900 1200 1400 1600
361 d 380 1000 1300 1500 1700
381 d 400 1100 1400 1600 1800
401 d 420 1200 1500 1700 1900
421 d 440 1300 1600 1800 2000
441 d 460 1400 1700 1900 2100
461 d 480 1500 1800 2000 2200
481 500 1500 1800 2100 2300
501 d 520 1600 1900 2100 2400
521 4 540 1700 2000 2200 2400
541 4 560 1800 2100 2300 2400
561 4 580 1900 2200 2400 2400
581 4 600 2000 2300 2400 2400
601 4 620 2100 2400 2400 2400
621 4 640 2200 2400 2400 2400
R TE.RPRO.000®69 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. Al rights reserved. 1SOg6fified.
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DH or MDH Class of lighting facility
FALS IALS BALS NALS
ft RVR (m)
641 660 2300 2400 2400 2400
661 and above 2400 2400 2400 2400

Table 3.A: Visual and non-visual aids and/or on-board equipment vs minimum RVR

Type of approach Facilities Lowest RVR

Precision approach | RTZL and RCLL [no limitation]
and APV procedure

without RTZL and RCLL but using HU
or equivalent systercoupled aute [no limitation]
pilot or flight director to DH

NoRTZL and RCLL, not using HUDLS

equivalent system or autpilot to DH. £=0m
Non-precision Final approach track offset <%for
approach procedure | category A and B aeroplanes or’<5 750m
Category C and D aeroplanes
1 0
Final approach track offsét15° for 1000m
category A or B aeroplanes
1 (o)
Final approach track offsét5° for 1200m

category C or D aeroplanes

DETERMINATION OF RVR FOR INSTRUMENT APPROACH OPHRWUOOREERS
(@8 The RVR should not be less than the greatest of the following:
(1) The minimum RVR for the type of runway/FATO used according to Table 4.H; or

(2) The minimum RVR determined according to the MDH or DH and class of lighting facility
according to Tabl&.H; or

(b) The visual aids, if available, may comprise standangvay day markings, runway edge lights,
threshold lights, runway end lights and approach lights as defined in Té&blef
AMC3NCO.OP.110.

(c) For night operations or for any operation where credit for visual aids is required, the lights
should be on and serviceable.
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Table 4.H Type of runway/FATO vs minimum RVR — helicopters

Type of runway / FATO Minimum RVR or VIS

Precision approach runwagategory | RVR 500n
Non-precision approach runway

Noninstrument runway

Instrument FATO RVR 500n
FATO RVR/VIS 80t

Note: A helicopter pointin spa¢®inSwi t h i nstructions to ‘proceed VF
nearest FATO or runway, because the flight can continue VFR to any destination after the point in
space.

Table 4.H does not apply to helicopter point in space approaches with instruttions * pr oceed VF

Table 5.H DH/MDH vs minimum RVR - helicopters

DH / MDH (ft) Facilities vs. RVR (m) *

FALS IALS BALS NALS
200 500 600 700 1000
201-249 550 650 750 1000
250-299 600* 700* 800 1000
300 and above 750* 800 900 1000

* Minima on 2D approach operations should be no lower thanr@00

APPROACH LIGHTING SYSTFEEBOPLANES AND HELICOPTERS
Table 6: Approach lighting systems

Class of lighting facility | Length, configuration and intensity of approach lights

FALS CATI i ght i ng sy sndstance ¢bied ceSreline/ 2 0
barrette centreline

IALS Simple approach lighting system (HIALS-420m) single source,
barrette

BALS Any other approach lighting system (HIALS, MALS or AL&1210)

NALS Any other approach lighting system (HIALS, MALS or AL®¥ 210

no approach lights
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Rationale
The new AMCBICO.OP.110 contains parts of the curréi4NCO.0OP.110
The currentAMC3 is renumberethMC4 and amended as shown below.

The determination oRVR is simplified version of the corresponding AMC proposed foiCAArt
simplified for proportionality. A cubdff (maximum RVR required) of500/2400m (Cat AB/CD
respectively) is applied regardless of the nature of the approach. This is particularly important for NCO,
because in many cases there is a realistic choice for theipifmdmmand to choose to fly VFR or
special visual flight ruleSYFRwhen the fight visibility exceeds 300m. To apply a higher minimum

to an instrument approach procedure would not be consistent. SeeSelstion4.3.2

The structureof the section applicable to helicopters is similar to the section applicable to aeroplanes,
except that:

(@) there is no need for a cwdff at 1500m because all RVRs resulting from the calculations are
1000m or lower,

(b) thereis no need for a hebpter equivalent offable 6.A, becaus@&ble 6.A provides limitations
that are aeroplanespecific:

()  Helicopters do not require a runway arttierefore, do not requirerunway touchdown
zone lightsRTZ)andrunway centreline lightsRCLL

(i)  Helicoters can deal with final approach track offsets of more than 15 degrees with no
influence on the minima due to lower speeds, better visihibityd manoeuvrability. The
impact of track offsets of more than 30 degrees is taken into account in the procedure
design.

Regarding Table 4.H:

(@) For an instrument FATO, the obstacle protection, lightergd minimum dimensions of an
instrument heliportshould be sufficient to avoid any increase to operating minima. No increase
in operating minima should apply. The minimum RVR for helicopters is1500

(b) For runways, the obstacle protection of a nmstrument runway is far greater than the
obstacle potection of an instrument FATQherefore there shouldbe no increase in minima
based on the type of runway. Any runway is also much bigger than an instrument FATO. No
increase in operating minima should apply. The minh RVR for helicopters is 560
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Transitional 50% up
to 45 m above FATO

Transitional 50% up

to 45 m above FATO FATO 15m

Safety Area 26m

Inst. FATO 15m /

. copr e e

to 45 m above FATO

Safety Area 90m

T —

T Non Inst. RWY Code 3 +4 "
Transitional 14.3% up——— — Transitional 14.3% up
to 45 m above RWY Safety Area 150m to 45 m above RWY

\\\\ —
- o Inst. RWY Code 4 -
Transitional 14.3% up—_ ————— Transitional 14.3% up
to 45 m above RWY to 45 m above RWY

Safety Area 280m

For a norinstrument FATO, a helicopter point in space approach can be designed teisstroment

FATO with instructions to ‘proceed visually’' . Tt
to the heliport is 1000m, in order to provide enoughistance for the helicopter to decelerate from

IFR speed and land. The minimum RVR is theref®@0fn to cover any deficiency in lighting or

heliport dimensions.

Regarding Table 5:H

The table is created by merging previdiables 4.1.H and 4.2.H. For IMDH of 250ft or above, the
lowest minima are kept in the table, but minimatriower than 800m are for 2D approach operations

are mentionedin a footnotebelow the table Minima are also niolower than 800m on helicopter

point in space approaches ftire purpose of harmonisation with CAT, NCC and SPO. The merged table
has the added benefit of simplicity and compatibility with the new definitions of type A and B
approaches, and 3D and 2D approach operations. The merge has marginally lowered the gperatin
minima on 2D approach operations. The resulting minima remain withim86@ 000m RVR, which

is not very different to 80@n visibility /1§ under VFR by day and is therefore sufficiently safe. A
footnote restricting the descent angle to 4 degreeseassl visual aids were available in the visual
segment was del eted, taking into account a helic
without visual aids.

2

Draft text

EFFECT ON LANDING MINIMA OF TEMPORARILY FAILED OR DOWNGRADED GROUND EQUIPMENT

eline lines

viceable
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xample,
g
LS.

essment

s may

Rationale

The previous AMCS3 has been rewritten to be more useful for NCO.

Draft text

Rationale

The current GM1 was not considered helpful. There are many commercially available products
supporting the establishment aierodrome operating minimgAOM). This GM is rdpced by new
GM4.

GM1 NCO.0OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima —

aeroplanes and helicopters

Draft text
AIRCRAFT CATEGORIES

(@) Aircraft categories should be based on the indicated airspeed at thresha)d \Wiich is equal
to the stalling speed @4 multiplied by 1.3 or where publishedd. (gravity) stall speed §\)
multiplied by 1.23 in the landing configuration at the maximum certified landing mass. If both
Vsoand \4igare available, the higher resulting~ghould be used.

(b) The aircraft catgories specified in the TabFeshould be used.

Table 7: Aircraft categories corresponding to Var values

Aircraft Var
category
A Less than 91 kt
B From 91 to 120 kt
C From 121 to 140 kt
e, TE.RPRO.0008499 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO@8gaified.
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D Fom 141 to 165 kt
E Fom 166 to 210 kt
Rationale

Transposed from previous GM6 withathianges

Draft text

Rationale

Curent GM2NCO.OP.110 is deleted. Its contesihcorporated into the more relevant implementing
rule and to GMINCO.OP.114nd further amended

GM2 NCO.0OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima — aeroplanes and
helicopters

Draft text

FLIGHTS WITH VFR ANCSERMENTS

hed only
ires
t or
IFR at a
d

lished

Rationale

New GM.

GM3 NCO.OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima — aeroplanes and

helicopters

Draft text
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MEANSTO DETERMINE THE REQUIRED RVR BASED ON DH AND LIGHTING FACILITIES

(@) The values in TabRA are derived from the formula below:
Required RVR (m) = [ (-BleEngtM& &préathtlightsgm),0. 3048) / t a

where o is the calculation angl e, being a def
each line in Tabl2.A up to 3.77° and then remaining constant.

(b) The lighting system classes in Tahk have the meaningpgcified in Tablé.

Rationale
Thisnew text ofGM3 explains the construction of TakikeA.

Current GMNCO.OP.118 incorporated into AMCBICO.OP.118nd further amended
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GM4 NCO.0OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima — aeroplanes and

helicopters

Draft text
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USE OF THIFFARTY INFORMATION

When a pilotin-command uses information provided by a third party for aerodrome operating
minima, the pilotin-command remains responsible for compliance with the implementing rules.

Rationale

This newtext of GMAr e pl aces the currently applicable GM1
which was considered to be of too little helphere are many commercially available produtbist

supportthe establishment of AOMNew GM4 reminds the pildh-command that, in the absence of
certification of these products, the pilot remains responsible for ensuring the AOM used is compliant

with the implementing rule.
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The airrenttext of GM4 NCO.OP.110Det er mi nat i on of RVR/ CMV-LVI S mi |
a er o p isiacorposated in the new AMCSCO.OP.110 and further amended.

Draft text

e , , odrome-operator,
‘ . } considered as

Rationale

CurrentGMINCO. OP. 110 * Conversion of reported meteoro

Draft text
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c from-121 to-140 kit

b from-141 to-165kt

E from-166-t0- 210kt
Rationale

Current GMANCO. OP. 110
GM1NCO.OP.110

“ Ai isdeletel &nd is adnterg is mcopadted o

Draft text
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Rationale

Current GMWNCO. OP. 110 *‘ Continuous deasgcepisddeiedand appr c
relevant partsof it areincorporatedinto GM1NCO.OP.111.

NCO.OP.110 Aerodrome operating minima — aeroplanes

and helicopters

ONSHORE AERODROME DEPARTURE PROCEEEIRESPTERS
( ..)

Rationale

CurrentGMANCO. OP. 110 *‘ On depatureeproaedures—chred mec & pehuenbersed
to GMb5. Its contentremains unchanged.
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GM1 NCO.0OP.110(b)(5) Aerodrome operating minima —

aeroplanes and helicopters

Draft text

VISUAIAND NON/ISUAL AIDS AND INFRASTRUCTURE

to al
limited

in the
ined.

Rationale

New GM to explain an aspect of the new rule.

NCO.OP.111 Aerodrome operating minima —

3D and 2D approach operations

Draft text

(2') the obstacle clearance height (OCH) for the category of aircraft;

(3') the published approach procedure _ where

applicable;
(4I) the system minimum specified in Taldlg

(5') the minimum DH specified in t_AFI\/l or equivalent document, if

stated.

echnique

Flmr
(1) the OCH for the category of aircraft;
(2') the system minimum specified in Taldlgor
(3') the minimum MDH specified in the AFM, if stated.
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Tabled
S .
Facility Lowest DEMDH ()
strumentlanding-system-{HL S) 200
lobal — . E ; a6 200
adgmentation-system(SBAS) {Lateral precision-with-vertical
guidance-approach-(LRV))
GNSS {Lateral-Navigation{(LNAV)) 250
GNSS/Bargertical navugation-MANAVHENAVAINAY) 250
Locakser (LOCwith-orwathoutdistance-measurng-egupmen 250
(BME)
Surveillance radarapproach-(SRAY {terminating-at14 NM) 250
RKRA-{terminating-at-1-NM) 300
SRA-{terminating-at-2-NM-or-maore) 350
directionalradi R) 200
VOR/DME 250
Nondirectional-beacon{NDB) 350
NDB/DME 300
VHE direction-finder(\MDF) 350
Table 1: System minima
Facility Lowest DH/MDH (ft)
ILS/MLS/GLS 200
GNSS/SBAS (LPV) 200
GNSS (LNAV) 250
GNSS/BarYNAV (LNAV/ VNAV) 250
Helicopter point in space approach 250*
LOC with or without DME 250
SRA (terminating at M) 250
SRA (terminating at IM) 300
SRA (terminating at ®M or more) 350
VOR 300
VOR/DME 250
NDB 350
NDB/DME 300
VDF 350
B For PinS approaches with instructions to

with reference to the ground below the missed approach point.

Rationale

Changes in wording artdrminology are made for consistency with the changes in the other Annexes
of the Air Ops RegulatioEASAconsidered introduction of a minimum DH/MDH based on runway
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type, but considered thig beunnecessarily complex for NCO, particularly since for ti€ OH/MDH
is introduced in the im@menting rule rather thamn AMC.Logically, the runway type influences the
visibility required, not the height at which that visibility must be acquired.

Table 2 is extended to helicopters because the system minimanatraircraftcategory related.
Helicopter PinS approaches are a separate kind of approach in PANS OPS so they need to be
introduced in the list of approach types.

HelicopterPinSvi t h i nstruct i ons -breakingproceduresahdt mdyehRédtoar e c | «
continue flight under VFR an unspecified destinatiolAs opposed to other IFR procedures, it may

not be possible to determine the DH/MDH with reference to a given heliport or runway threshold. An
alternative solution is proposed in a footnadbelow the table.

eloeratiens

PERARLOWRDAIE TEE CREA TECHNIQUE

Draft text

Rationale

AMCINCO.OP.111 contains a significant conceptual error, and conflicts with the implementing rule.
It is deleted for constency withNPA201806(C}—‘AWO.

GM1 NCO.0OP.111 Aerodrome operating minima —

Draft text

VERTICARATHCONTROL FOR NPA

During a 3D instrument approach operation (using both lateral and ven#agation guidancejhe
displayed vertical path should be followed continuously. The approach may be continued to DH, at
which point a missed approach must be initiated if visual reference is not acquired.

During a 2D instrument approach operation (udiaigral navigation guidance only) floyasing the

CDFA technique, the vertical path should be approximated continuously by choosing an appropriate
vertical speed, crosschecking level against position along the approach, and adapting the vertical
speed asrequired. The approach may be continued to DH or thissed approach pointMAR)
(whichever earlier), at which point a missed approach must be initiated if visual reference is not
acquired. There is no MDH forren-precision approactiNPA flown using OFA. An aircraft may
descend briefly below the DH on an NPA flown using CDFA, in the same way as it may on a precision
approach or APV.
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During a 2D instrument approach operation (using lateral navigation guidance only) fisivg the
step-down (nonCDFAJjechnique, the aircraft descends to the next published level (e.g. the MDH or
height at the next stepdown fix). The aircraft may fly level at the MDH until reaching the MAPt, where
a missed approach must be initiated if visual reference is not acquired.

The CDFA technique has substantially improved safety performancenimercialair transport
operations withcomplexmotor-powered aircraft In lighter, more manoeuvrable aircraft, operated by

a single pilot which may be accustomed to shorter and steeper visual approaches, there may
sometimes be advantages to a stdpwn technique. Due consideration should be given to the choice
of vertical path control at the planning stage of flight.

Rationale

This new GM &s been written specifically for NCO, incorporating elements of the existing material
that was originally written for CAT. See afsation4.3.4

NCO.OP.112 Aerodrome operating minima — circling operations

with aeroplanes

Draft text
(@) The MDH for a circlingpproachoperation with aeroplanes shall not be lower than the highest
of:
(1) the published circling OCH for the aeroplane category;
(2) the minimum circlingheight derived from Table 1; or
(3) the DH/MDH of the preceding instrument approach procedure.
(b) The minimumflight visibility for a circlingapproachoperation with aeroplanes shall be the
highest of:
(1) the circling visibility for the aeroplareategory, if published; or
(2) the minimum visibility derived from Tabd.
Table 1
MDH and minimum visibility for circling vs aeroplane category
Aeroplane category
A B C D
MDH (ft) 400 500 600 700
Minimum flight visibility (m) 1500 15004600 2400 3600

Rationale

Terminology is changed taircling approach operatidrthroughout the regulationtogether with
introducing the term in Annex I. A minor change is made to the visibility requirement for Cat B
aeroplanes for consistency with VFR minima in R&ERA. The terrtflight visibility is used for
consistency with PaiSERA.

* X
*
*

*
* gk

x TE.RPRO.000®09 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISOgéfified.

o Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA iimtanst. Page33of 59

An agency ofhe European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency NPA 2@0-02
3. Proposed amendments and rationale in de

GM1 NCO.OP.112 Aerodrome operating minima — circling

operations with aeroplanes

Draft text
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

(@) The purpose of tlsi Guidance Material is to provide pilots with supplemental information
regarding the application of aerodrome operating minima in relation to circling approaches.

(b) Conduct of flight—general:

(1) the MDH and obstacle clearance height (OCH) includ#ukiprocedure are referenced
to aerodrome elevation;

(2) the MDA is referenced to mean sea level; and
(3) for these procedures, the applicable visibility is theteorelogicaflight visibility.
(c) Instrument approach followed by visual manoeuvring (cigdl without prescribed tracks:

(1) When the aeroplane is on the initial instrument approach, before visual reference is
stabilised, but not below MDA/H- the aeroplane should follow the corresponding
instrument approach procedure until the appropridatestrument MAPt is reached.

(2) At the beginning of the level fllght phase at or above the MDA/H, the mstrument
approach trackdetermined

Landmg—a#ste#n—@V@%@BASJa;@ng—s&stem s@hﬂﬁ be maltalned untll the pllot

() estimates that, in all probability, visual contact with the runway of intended
landing or the runway environment will be maintained during the entire circling
procedure;

(i)  estimates that the aeroplane is within the circlimgea before commencing circling;
and

(i) is able to determine the aeroplane’s pos
landing with the aid of the appropriate external references.

Rationale

Editorial changes are made, ahdeteorological visillity’ (which is notanymoreused in any of the
Annexes) is replaced bifight visibility for consistency with VFR operations.

Draft text

ARRIVALAND DEPARTURES UNDER IFR WHERE NO INSTRUMENT FLIGHT PROCEDURES A
PUBLISHED
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When arriving or departing under IFR to/from an aerodrome or operating site with no published
instrument flight procedure, the pilein-command should ensurihat sufficient obsacle clearance is
available for safe operation, and that any clearance required to enter controlled airspace is obtained
prior to entry.

Rationale

NCO.OP.115 is amplified to clarify that IFR operatamegpermitted in the absence of instrument
flight procedures, but the pilot is responsible for ensuring that the trajectory chosen is safe.

NCO.OP.140 Destination alternate aerodromes — aeroplanes

Draft text

For IFR flights, the pilah-command shall spefgi at least oneweatherpermissibledestination
alternate aerodrome in the flight plan, unless

{a)—the available current meteorological informatidor the destinationindicatesthat, for the
period from 1 hour before until 1 hour after the estimated tima&arrival, or from the actual
time of departure to 1 hour after the estimated time of arrival, whichever is the shorter period,

alal alalda N ala alalilaTalaa VllaTaWaa ae alala \ aalaifaYaldallaVa alala ala v C);Or

a ceiing of at least DO0ft above the DH/MDH for an available instrument approach procedure and
a visibility of at least 500m by day or ®00m by night.

Rationale

SeeSection4.3.5

NCO.OP.141 Destination alternate aerodromes — helicopters

Draft text

For IFR flights, the pileh-command shall specify at least oneeatherpermissibledestination
alternate aerodrome in the flight plan, unless

{a)—the available current meteorological informatidor the destinationindicatesthat, for the
period from 1 hour before until 1 hour after the estimated time of arrival, or from the actual
time of departure to 1 hour after the estimated time of arrival, elréver is the shorter period,

a¥al alalda N ala alalilaTalaa VElaYallaa ala alala v aalairaValdallala alala ala v C);or
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Rationale

SeeSection4.3.5

GM1 NCO.0OP.142 Destination aerodromes — instrument approach
operations

Draft text

PBN OPERATIONS

(@ By ‘sufficient mean she pilotin-command shoadentysseleztoah t h at

aerodrome as a destination alternate aerodrome if an instrument approach procedure that
does not rely on GNSS is available either at thesttinationaerodrome or at the destination
-aerodrome, orfor helicoptersthe GNSS provides sigfent reliability and integrity.

e that
at
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(5) The pilotin-command should verify the availability thfe receiver autonomous integrity
monitoring RAIM for all phags ofthe flight based on GNSS, including navigation to the
alternatedesignation aerodrome

(c) When available, GNSS based on more than one constellation and more than one frequency may
provide better integrity and redundancy regarding failures in thacgpsegment of GNSS,
jamming, and resilience to space weather events.

Rationale

Helicopter onshore IFR operations are expected to be mainly supported by-liasi&Shelicopter
PinS approaches to a n@erodrome destination. The current GM proposedestinationalternate
aerodromewith a conventional navigation aid, which can be a limiting factor when considering the
fuel range of a helicopter, which is very low compared to an aeroplangesfination alternate
aerodromemay or may not be available.

The current GM may lead helicopter operators to fly VFR in marginal conditions and take unnecessary
risks.

Helicopter lowlevel routes (LLR) routes are PinS approadmescurrently based on RNP Qa®id are

below the minimum altitude required to receivenventional navigation aids. The-gmund on a

PinS approach may be based solely on GNSS. Compared to aeroplanes, helicopters flying IFR rely solely
on GNSS during extensive parts of the flight, without additional reliability or integrity criteria.

TheNPA proposes to amend the GM, in order to achieve both of the following goals:

- To provide options for helicopters to rely solely on GNSS for the approach at destination
aerodrome and at the destination alternate aerodrome and increase the proportion of
helicopter flights that can be planned under IFR;

- To increase the reliability and integrity standards of GNSS for helicopters, with obvious safety
benefits in the erroute phase and in case of a-goound

The NPA proposethat the increased reliabilityand integrity of GNSS should be the condition to
obtaining the desired operational credit under IFR.

Draft text

Anaerodromeshallnot be specified as a destination alternate aerodrome unless the available current
meteorological information indicates, for the period from 1 hour before until 1 hour after the
estimated time of arrival, or from the actual time of departure to 1 hour after éstimated time of
arrival, whichever is the shorter period,

(@) for an alternate aerodrome with an instrument approach procedure,

(1) a ceiling of at least 400 above the decision height or minimum descent height
associated with an availablype Ainstrument approach operation or at least 260
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Rationale

SeeSection4.3.5

GM1 NCO.OP.143 Destination alternate aerodromes planning
minima — aeroplanes

Rationale:

This new GM was created in order to clarify that the piletcommand can commence the approach
without applying the instrument approach procedure.

NCO.OP.144 Destination alternate aerodromes planning minima

— helicopters

Draft text

urrent
the

f

ight

Rationale

SeeSection4.3.5
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NCO.0OP.175 Take-off conditions — aeroplanes and helicopters

Draft text

Beforecommencingake-off, the pilotin-command shall be satisfied that:

(&) according to the information availablehe—weather the meteorological conditionst the
aerodrome orthe operating site and the condition of the runway/FATO intended to be used
would will not prevent a safe takeff and departure; and

w/ith

(b) the selected aerodrome operating minima are consistent with:
(1) the operative ground equipment
(2) the operative aircraft systems
(3) the aircraft performance, and

(4) flight crew qualifications.

Rationale

Changes are made for consistency vattanges to the other Annexe$the Air Ops Regulatiofn the
first sentence, the phraske satisfiedis retained as a more proportionate requirement for NCO than

'verify .

NCO.0OP.205 Approach and landing conditions — aeroplanes

Draft text

Before commencing an approach to land, the pitetommand shall be satisfied that:

(@) according to the information available, the meteorological conditions at the aerodrome or the
operating site and the condition of theunway intended to be usedill not prevent a safe
approach, landingor missed approach; and

(b) the selected aerodrome operating minima are consistent with:
(1) the operative ground equipment
(2) the operative aircraft systems
(3) the aircraft perfornance, and
(4) flight crew qualifications.

Rationale

Changes are made for consistency with changes to the other Annéies Air Ops Regulatioin the
first sentence, the phrasbe satisfiedis retained as a more proportionate requirement for NCO than

‘verify .
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NCO.OP.206 Approach and landing conditions — helicopters

Draft text

Rationale

Changes are made for consistency with changes to the other Annétes Air Ops Regulatiofn the
first sentence, the phraske satisfiedis retained as a more proportionate requirement for NCO than

‘verify' .

NCO.0P.210 Commencement and continuation of approach —
aeroplanes and helicopters

Draft text
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ompleted

(@) If the controlling RVR for the runway to be used for landing is less tham560 any lower
value established in accordance with an approval under SPA.LVO), then an instrument approach
operation shall not be continued:

(1) past a point at which the aircraft isQDOft above the aerodrome elevation; or
(2) if the DH or MDH is higpr than 1000ft, into the final approach segment

(b) If the required visual reference is not established, a missed approach shall be executed at or
before descent below DA/H or MDA/H.

(c) If the required visual reference is not maintained after DA/HM@A/H, a gearound shall be
executed promptly.

Rationale

Editorial changes are made for consistency with changes to the other Anéxdé®e Air Ops
Regulation

NCO.OP.110(a) requires that RVR and/or visibility minima for instrument approach opeeatons
established to mitigate risk to achieve an acceptable level of safety appropriate to operations under
PartNCO. It is acknowledged that the complexity of the methodology in the AMC to NCO.OP.110
(which are set in order to make it unlikely that a missggbroach from DH/MDH will be required),

may be disproportionate for NCO operators. By implementing rule, use of a minimum RVR of less than
550m requires the operator to hold an approval according to SPA.LVO.110. Otherwise, NCO.GEN.101
establishes the rigt of apilot-in-command under Pa#tNCO to use alternative means of compliance,
without any other conditions or obligations, antherefore, to use RVR minima less than those
calculated according to AMC3 NCO.OP.110. Therefois equivalent to use 55 explicitly in
NCO.OP.230(a) as the value of RVR below which an approach must not be continued. Attention is
drawn to the guidance in GM1 NCO.0OP.230(d). Seesatsimn4.3.6

VISUAL REFERENBES-NPA-ARPVAND-CATHORERATIONS

(@) At DH or MDH, at least one of the visual references specified below should be distinctly visible
and identifiable to the pilot:

(1) elements of the approach lighting system;
(2) the threshold,

(3) the threshold markings;

(4) the threshold lights;

(5) the threshold identification lights;

(6) the visual glide slope indicator;
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(7) the touchdown zone or touchdown zone markings;

(8) the touchdown zone lights;

(9) FATO/runway edge lights; or

(20) for helicopterPinSapproaches, the identification beacon light;

(11) for helicopterPinSapproaches, the identifiable elements of the environment defined on
the instrument chart; or

(12) for helicopterPinSa ppr oaches withocestdr VERI pnsutbi ¢ pe
to determine that VMC conditions are met.

Rationale

Revised to remove unnecessary reference todperationsmanual.

The visual references for helicopt®inSapproaches are included to reflect the design of these
procedures.

HelicopterPinSvi t h i nstruct i ons -breakingproceduresahdt mdybRiseddor e ¢ | «
continue flight under VFR to an unspecified destination. By design, a visual reference to thresholds or
approach lights may never be availabletla missed approach point, even in good weather. As the

flight should only continue under VFR, the pilot should first ensure that VMC conditions are met.

Draft text

RVR MINIMA FOR CONTINUED APPROACH

(@) The controlling RVR should be the touchdown RVR.

(b) If the touchdown RVR is not reported, then the midpoint RVR should be the controlling RVR.
Rationale

New AMQhat corresponds to the proposed wording in R&AT, buwithout the requirement to use
CMV.

Draft text
APPLICATIODF RVR REPORTS

(@ There is no prohibition on the commencement of an approach based on reported RVR. The
restriction in NCO.OP.210 applies only if the RVR is reported and applies to the continuation of
the approach past a point where the aircraft i900ft above the aerodrome elevation or into
the final approach segment as applicable.
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(b) If a deterioration in RVR is reported once the aircraft is belo@00ft onin the final approach
segment, as applicable, then there is no requirement for the approach to be discontinued. In
this situation, the normal visual reference requirements would apply at DA/H.

(c) Where additional RVR information is provided (e.g. midpoint and stop end), this is advisory;
such information may be useful to the pilot in order to determine whether there will be
sufficient visual reference to control the aircraft during +wlit and taxi.

(d) Ifthe RVR is less than the RVR calculated in accordance with AMC3 NCO.OP-afd)rzdge
likely to be necessary since visual reference may not be established at the DH, or at the MDH at
a point where a stable approach to landing in the TDZaiampossible. Similarly, in the absence
of an RVR report, the reported visibility may indicate that eagmund is likely. The pilah-
command should consider available options, based on a thorough assessment of risk, such as
diverting to an alternate, &ore commencing the approach.

Rationale

Equivalent to the text proposed for P&@AT, but adapted to the principles set out in Sectich?.

Draft text

FIX SUBSTITUTION

(@) Area navigation systemthat meet the requirements of (E)TSOL129+C145/C146 (or later
equivalent standards) installed in aircrdftat meet the requirements of NCO.OP.116(a) for
RNA/ 5, RNAV 1, RNP 1 or RNP AR@M be used as a substitute for conventional navigation
equipment to:

(1) determine aircraft position relative to or distance from a VOR, marker, DME fix (including
a DME distance in the final approach segment); or a named fix defined by a VOR radial,
TACAN course, or NDB bearing.

(20 navigate to or from a VOR, TACAN, or NDB.
(3) hold over a VOR, TACAN, NDB, or DME fix.
(4) fly an arc based upon DME.

(b) The grounebased navigation aid need not be operative, and the corresponding airborne
equipment need not be installed (pif installed, need not be operative) unless otherwise
required by theminimum equipment listNEL.

(c) Where an overlay procedure (for a departure, arrjealapproach procedure) can be retrieved
from the area navigati on ded and esed iis pladeacf thb a s e ,
conventional navigation equipment, except as noted below.

(d) The area navigation system should not be used:

(1) for substitution of the navigation aid (for example, a VOR or NDB) providing lateral
guidance for the final appach segment (although this does not preclude use of the area
navigation system, for examplertbugh the use of an overlay procedure retrieved from
its database, if the data from conventional aid is also continuously monitored); or

(2) for lateral navigabn on LO&ased courses (including LOC beackrse guidance)
without reference to raw LOC data; or
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(3 on any procedure where fix substitution has been indicatednas authorised by an
aeronautical information publicatior®(P entry or Notice(s) toAirmen NOTANM.

(e) When using fix substitution, the pilem-command is responsible for:

(1) ensuring the correctness of the coordinates of any fix for which the area navigation
system is used to determine the position; and

(2) verifying waypoint sequengereasonableness of track angleand distances of any
overlay procedure used.

()  Particular attention should be patd:
(1) DME fixes where an offset is used (e.g. zemge to a threshold);

(2) where the fix used for lateral navigation is not the saasethe origin of a DME distance
(e.g. a DME distance used on a LOC approach to determirfenghepproach fixKAF
based on an ofderodrome VOR/DME);

(3) lateral deviation indicator scaling (ftdtale deflection) to ensure suitability for the
applicdion;

(4) conventional aids with the same or similar identifiers in different locations; and

(5) pre-flight procedures associated with GNSS &sg. (RAIM check if applicable).

Rationale

This new AMC allows the use of GNSS based systems to substitudaventonal navigation aids in
certain circumstances. See Sects3.8 This AMC is a means of compliance with point (a)(1) of
NCO.IDE.A.195 (the equipment necessary to proceed in accordance with the ATS flight plan, if
applicable), vith the ATS flight plabeingdefined in terms of conventional routes and procedures.

The RNX system clearly enables the aircraft to proceed in accordance with its ATS flight plan.

Draft text
FIX SUBSTITUTION

(@) Areanavigation systemshat meetthe requirements of (E)TSO129+C145/C146 (or later
equivalent standards) installed in aircraftat meet the requirements of NCO.OP.116(a) for
RNAV 5, RNAV 1, RNP 1 or RNP AR&Hbe used as a substitute for conventional navigation
equipment to:

(1) determine the aircraft position relative to or distance from a VOR, marker, DME fix
(including a DME distance in the final approach segment); or a named fix defined by a
VOR radial, TACAN course, or NDB bearing.

(2) navigate to or from a VOR, TACAN, oBND
(3) hold over a VOR, TACAN, NDB, or DME fix.
(4) fly an arc based upon DME.

(b) The grounebased navigation aid need not be operative, and the corresponding airborne
equipment need not be installed (oif installed, need not be operativelinless otherwise
required by the MEL.
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(c) Where an overlay procedure (for a departure, arrjealapproach procedure) can be retrieved
from the area navigation system’'s database,
conventional navigation equipmengéxcept as noted below.

(d) The area navigation system should not be used:

(1) for substitution of the navigation aid (for example, a VOR or NDB) providing lateral
guidance for the final approach segment (although this does not preciseef the area
navigation system, for examplertbugh the use of an overlay procedure retrieved from
its database, if the data from conventional aid is also continuously monitored); or

(2) for lateral navigation on LOKased courses (including LOC backrse guidance)
without reference to raw LOC data; or

(3) on any procedure where fix substitution has been indicatedhas authorised by AIP
entry or NOTAM.

(e) When using fix substitution, the pilem-command is responsible for:

(1) ensuring the correctness of the eainates of any fix for which the area navigation
system is used to determine the position; and

(2) verifying waypoint sequence, reasonableness of track angled distances of any
overlay procedure used.

()  Particular attention should be paid:
(1) to DME fixes where an offset is used (e.g. zeange to a threshold);

(2) where the fix used for lateral navigation is not the same as the origin of a DME distance
(e.g. a DME distance used on a LOC approach to determine the FAF based on an off
aerodrome VORDME);

(3) to lateral deviation indicator scaling (fidtale deflection) to ensure suitability for the
application;

(4) to conventional aids with the same or similar identifiers in different locations; and

(5) pre-flight procedures associated with GNSS (gsg. RAIM check if applicable).

Rationale

This new AMC allows the use of GM&Sed systems to substitute for conventional navigation aids in
certain circumstances. See SectbB.8
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4. Impact assessment (IA)

4.1. What is the issue

Annex VI(PartNCO)}o Regulation (EU) No 965/2012 was originally developeBEA$SAn 201011,
published by the Commission in 20h8dbecame applicablen mostEASAMember Sates in 2016.

In 2012, theCommission published iGARoadmap , which set out a new approach to tegulation
of generalaviation. In particular, it emphasised:

- focus on the main risks, including controlled flight into terrain (CFIT);

- acceptable risk levels and risk differentiation, accordioghe ability of the stakeholders
exposed to risk to asseasd control that risk; and

- the limits of prescriptive regulation, and the value of safety promotion.

This approach has subsequently been introduced into law in the principles of the Basic Regulation.

In 2014, at the EASAGA Safety Conference in Ront&{$SAmade a commitment, based on the
evidence presented by the US National Transportation Safety BNaI8IB)to enable easier access to
instrumentflight rules (IFR) operations for GA pilots with the objectivamprove safety. EASA s
activities in implemanting this include:

- the development of a new, more accessible instrument qualification intended for GA pilots;

- the support of the deployment of instrument approach procedures at smaller aerodromes, to
improve the safety of operations there;

- a review of the operating rules associated with IFR operations underNZADt, to ensure
proportionality, consistency and efficiency.

This NPA is the result of the last of these activities.

Since the majority of CAT operations are conducted under IdRthee majority of GA operations
under VFRsome stakeholderassociate the very high acceptable levels of safety of CAT with IFR and
the lower acceptable levels of safety of GA with VIFi&s is unhelpful because it fails to recognise the
safety benefitof permitting GA operations under IFR where they are safer than performing similar
operations under VFR, even if the much higher levels of safety associated with CAT cannot be
achieved.

GA stakeholders have also noted that IFR regulation tends to be coraptedifficult to apply. The
safety benefit of IFR is founded on precision and procedure, so it is inevitable that IFR regulation is, to
an extent, more complex than VRRowever reduction of complexity is desirable.

4.1.1. Safety risk assessment

The key hazasthat arerelevant to this NPA are Loss of Control In Flight {@ad Controlled Flight
Into Terrain (CFIT). These were identified as the two top occurrence categoies 8 Bdfety Risk
Portfolio— General Aviation Fixed Wing Aircraft in 20T&o® LOGI occurrences thatake placein
instrument meteorological conditions are relevant to this NP will be referred tan what follows.

The relationship between the regulatory environment and dperationalrisks can in each case be
described as halance between the safety level of IFR operations themselves and the safety benefit
delivered by the choice of IFR over Y&Rfollows:
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- In the case of LOL fatal accidents may occur when a pilot (who may not be qualified to fly
under IFR) of a VFR Hitgencounters conditions in which it is no longer possible to control the
aircraft using external visual reference. On the one hand, the regulatory environment must
ensure that the alternative means of controlling the aircrafe reasonaby safe, for exarple
by requiring the aircraft to be equipped with an attitude indicator of a certain standard and
requiringpilot competence in using it to control the aircraft without external visual reference.
On the other hand, if the requirements are unnecessarilydeusome, access to potentially
life-saving IFR may be unavailable to the pilot.

- Similarly, in the case of CFIT, fatal accidents may occur when a pilot of a VFR flight encounters
conditions in which it is no longer possible to avoid obstacles or terraialiyis The regulatory
environment must ensure that the alternatives used for IFR flagit navigation along pre
defined trajectories (instrument flight procedures) are obstdtée and that the aircraft
equipment is capable of sufficientfyrecise navigdon along them.On the other hand, the
requirements must ensure that the cost of deploying and using such instrument flight
procedures is kept to a level at which they remain accessible to the pilots for whom they
represent a net safety benefit.

Net safey is therefore optimised by ensuring that regulation makes IFR flight acceptably safe
compared to the VFR alternative, but does not impose requirements and standards so high that the
pilot is motivated to choose to fly VFR instead.

4.1.2. Who is affected

The stakeholders primarily affected by operational regulations on IFR are the pilots and passengers of
GA aircraft. It is important to note here that in the case of swommercial operations, the operator
and the pilot are typically one and the same (henartNCO use&pilot-in-command in contexts
where the other Annexesf the Air Ops Regulatiamse the term'operator Yhis is significardsthe
person responsible for managing the gsif the operation is usually exposed to the risk, and,
according o Article 4(2)(f) of the Basic Regulation, it is reasonable to give the-iplobmmand of
such an operation significant discretion to asgbsgisksand make decisions accordingBy contrast,

in a CAT operation, where the policiesthe organisatiorare establishedby management, greater
caution must beappliedto ensue that pilots are not exposed to pressures to making optimistic
decisions in flight.

Other airspace users are also potentially exposed tcs tiskany operation,ricluding a ParNCO
operation.However, this is primarily a rttar to be addressed undehe rules of the airThere is weak
interaction with the operational rules through, for example, the requirements to meet the
performance necessary fperformancebasednavigation(PBNWwhere itis used to ensure separation.
However, there is no proposal to modify these requirements in this NPA.

There is also a weak interaction witte operational rules associated with the use of aerodromes, for
examplein what concerns the risk to otheisers of the aerodromehenlow-visibility procedures are
in effect.

The operators of aerodromes are also affected by IFR operational rulesingmarticular, the cost
and difficulty associated withnabling IFR operations to increase the operatianitity of aerodromes
is expected to have a significant economic and social impact
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4.1.3. How could the issue/problem evolve
Although the risks and hazadssociated with VFR flight in marginal conditions will not change, the
difficulty and cost of mitigatinghe risksthrough access to IFR is decreasing.

The issue of aligning operational rules with GA needs has become more significant as technology
develors, and will continue to do sélistorically, IFR operations relied on the deployment of expensive
groundbased navigation aglwhich dominated the costs associated with IFR. The availability of GNSS,
and particularithe satellitebased augmentation syster8BABthroughthe European Geostationary
Navigation Overlay ServicEGNOJ has transformed the podslities for GA IFR.

Within EGNOS coverage, the deployment of precision approaches is now possible to almost any
aerodrome, no matter how simple or small. While historically it was reasonable to make regulation
that assumes IFR operations would be condddteaerodromes with ATC, instrument runwagad
meteorological observerdoday it is necessary to revalate these assumptions to ensure that the

net safety benefit associated with IFR can be achieved in practice for GA. While such assumptions may
still be appropriate to CAT operations, the level of safety achieved by GA IFR operations at smaller
aerodromesonly needto improve on GA VFR operations at those aerodromes.

In parallel, an increase in CAT traffic volumes reduce the accessibility of lapgetsaio GA, as they
become busier and less willing to accommodate GA traffic., Tthasability of GA to mitigate risks
associated with VFR flight in marginal conditions is reducing as airports that have historically
accommodated GA no longer do so. If GA operations are to migrate to other aerodromes, it is
important that some of thoseerodromes are able to support IFR.

Without the changes described in this NPA, some of the benefits associated with using technology to
enable IFR at smaller aerodromes will be lost.

4.2. What we want to achieve — objectives
The highlevel objectives of thiBIPA are set out in paragraph 2.2.

To achieve these, the technical objective of this NPA isnfrove PartNCOby making it more
consistent with the principles of the GA Roaajmand of the Basic Regulation.

Another objectives toachieve consistency &art-NCO with the updates that have been proposed in
the other Annexesf the Air Ops Regulatidn NPA 20186(C). An assessment of the impact of these
updates is set out irgection 3 of NPA 20186(A) and is not repeated her&ASAbelieves that
consistemy in terminology and wording between the Annexes of theQyis Regulation is helpful,
unless there is a substantive reason for differences between the Annexes, justified by the principles
of Article4 of the Basic Regulatioand theGARoadmap .

4.3. How it could be achieved — options
Option 0—‘do nothing

No policy change:No change in PafNCO rules on IFRThe rules willremain complex and
disproportionate to GA operations. The risks remaioatiined in the issue analysis.

Option 1

A package of changes proposed to meet the objectives. The package (collectively, Option 1) of
measures to achieve the primary objective includes:
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4.3.1. Removal of the requirement for an approval for LVTO in RVRs between 150 m and 400 m

Prior to the introduction of ParNCO, natinal regulation varied, but somdember Sates (notably
the UK and France) permitted naommercial operations to takeff in an RVR of 150 or more. The
400m minimum without an approval, required by the definition of LVO in-B&4, was the result of
an alignment of the norcommercial requirements with the requirements for CAT in EUHORBIich
never previously applieth non-commercial operations.

The system for LVO approvals under FRPA integrates well with the oversight of CAT operators,
their flight crew training programsnd their operations manuals. NCO operators have, in general, no
approvals from theirNAA no operations manualand no recurrent training based only on the
proficiency check for the instrument rating. Competent authoritiegehtinerefore found it difficult to
consider requests for LVTO approvals for operators underN@a@, as they have no risk baseline
against which to assess.

Furthermore, few training courses for LVO are designed only with LVTO in mind. Awarenesstof airpo
low vishility procedures is, of course, important when taxying, but little training in low visibility
procedures igprovidedto CAT flight crew: rather, it is a question of following the published airport
specific procedures.

It is notable that the dffculty of LVTO is likely to scale with the speed of the aircraft. Ad#iia an
RVR of 30én in an aircraft with a 65knot rotation speed might be compared to a takff in an RVR
of 600m in an aircraft with a 136knot rotation speed.

Therefore, it is proposed to remove the requirement for an approval for LVTO in RVRs betweem 150
and 400m.

4.3.2. Application of a cut-off (maximum required) RVR for all instrument approaches and
consistency with VFR minima

In the current ParfNCO, calculation of the RVrequired for an approach is set out in

GM3NCO.OP.110. It applies, via Table 3.A, a maximum required BO&{Xor Gat A and B) for the

vast majority of approaches, based on a set of criterigpaimts (a)(2) and (3) of the GM. Only

approaches with fial approach track offset byl5degrees, no FAF, a lotighed final approach

segmentor an MDH>1 200ft escape the maximum required RVR.

The flight visibility typically required for low speed VFR in class Ge#rsp SVFR in CTRs %Qm.

To requre a higher RVR for the last 40 seconds of a final approach along-@efieid obstacldree
trajectory is not consistent with this. The complexity introduced by the criteria is significant and
considered disproportionate for PaNCO.

EASAtherefore, proposes to simplify therocedureand apply a maximum RVR requirement of
1500m for Cat A and B, and4DOm for Cat Cand D. Furthenore, asthe procedure hashe nature
of anAMC(to NCO.OP.11)0it is therefore reestablished asuch

4.3.3. Removal of the reference to single-pilot operations

Almost all ParNCO operations are singilot operations. The increments on RVR in
GM4NCO.OP.110(h), like the LVTO approval requirement, were introduced in JAR OPS 1 and EU OPS,
which did not apply to nolwommergal operations. While they may be necessary to meet the higher

11 Commission Rpulation (EC) No 859/2008 of 20 August 2008 amending Council Regulation (EEC) No 3922/91 as regards common
technical requirements and administrative procedures applicable to commercial transportation by aeroplane.
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target levels of safety in CAT, and offer an incentive to use 4pildti operations, they are not
proportionate in PafNCO, and their omission is proposed.

4.3.4. Tailoring guidance on vertical path control for operations involving non-complex motor
powered aircraft

The continuous descent final approach (CDFA) technique has undoubtedly improved safety

performance in CAT operationsing2D approacks The alternativéconventional or stepdown

method of vertical path control requires intermediate lexaff manoeuvres that are awkward and

error-prone in a large jepowered aircraftGidepath angles are typically limited to close td&grees,

for stability and to meet field performance needs.

By cantrast, light aircraft are much more accustomed to visual manoeuvring, including level segments,
in the visual circuit, and tend to be capable of steeper final approaches. A typical visual circuit within
an aerodrome traffic pattern might involve a turn emfinal approach at approximately 1 mile from

and 500ft above the threshold. Note that in a flight visibility o6@0m under VFR, it might need to

be a tighter manoeuvre in order teemain visual with the runwayin addition, many instrument
runways a&e long, and touchdownef 500 or 1000m beyond tle threshold may be normah level
segment at or above the MDH may improve situational awareness.

All of these factors lead to a need to consider the options for vertical path control from a different
perspective, whiclEASAuggests itthe revised GM.

4.3.5. Introduction of planning minima in Part-NCO

The safety driver for many of the alleviating amendisgoroposed in this document is the net safety
benefit of easie access to IFR for GA pilotlsh e US F A @l'issn genEr& sirRpter and lighter
thanthe current PafNCCQOrules One important exception is the requirement for planning minima for
alternate aerodromes for IFR, which are considerably more restrictive irfPdinian in ParNCO.

Under PatNCO (and PaffICC), a flight can depart towards its destinatiahere that destination
aerodrome idelowthe aerodrome operating minima andfarecast for asingle alternateaerodrome

isat or just abovehe aerodromeoperatingminima. A minor deterioration in the weather could leave
the flight with no safe landing d@jns. While no accidents or incidents appear to havebeaused

by applyingthe permissive rules in PaRCO, it may simply be that pilots already exercise sensible risk
management and add safety margins to their alternate weather planning.

EASAconsiders a change in alternate planning requirementsalignment with the Part91
requirements to be proportionate and not unduly restrictive. It proposes a planning requirement for
a forecast ceiling of at least 4@0above the decision height or minimum descent height associated
with the instrument approach procedure and a visibiliy at least 1500m at the alternate
aerodrome

4.3.6. Simplification of the ‘approach ban’

The approach ban (NCO.OP.210) prohibits the continuation of an instrument approach 0 1
when the reported RVR i s bel oinimamhleisirdepoedtaavadr * s
an unacceptable rate of garounds when visual reference cannot be aiced and maintained at
DH/MDH.The target rate is a garound rate of no more than % in the marginal case, set for the
needs of CAT.
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Adherence to DH/NDH is fundamental to the execution of the instrument segment of a procedure
with a reasonable level of safetidfowever, the safety of the visual segment is primarily achieved by a
pilot assessment at or before DH/MDH that visual reference has been acaquidetie conditions are

such that it can be maintained:he minimum RVR/CMV/VIS serves as a diagnostic aid as to whether
these conditions are likely to be met, but offers no hgbability assurance in marginal caskat
visualreference will or will nbbe acquired.

For CAT, a garound if visual reference is not acquiretiears some additional risk, and also an
objective metrido decidewhether an approach should be attempted is necessary to avoid the erosion
of safety in a competitive environmenEor typical NCO, a gmound if visual reference is not
acquired does not present an unacceptable risk: in fanstrument training, including the missed
approach procedure, typically takes place in an aircraft rather than a simulator. In the santieatvay

the pilot needs to assess conditions from the cockpit during a VFR flight, allowing the pilot to do so at
DH on an IFR flight is consistent and reasonable.

It is clear thatfrom the point of view of the acceptable level of safety in theagound marmeuvre

itself, a higher rate is likely to be acceptable for NCO. It is instructive to note that the corresponding
operational rules in the USA (14 CFR Part 121) for CAT apply an approach ban, while those (14 CFR
Part 91) for NCO do not. An acceptable Iefedafety in Par®1 operations is maintained.

The secondary reason for avoidance of unexpectedrgonds is its disruptive effect on the ATM
system. An operator flying repeated-goounds to Cat | minima (e.g. RVR Bt an airport capable

of servingCatll and IIl operations (RVR 3@0and below) is likely to have significant disruptive

effect. The effect with higher DH and therefore RVR minima is less obvious, and there is less likelihood
of variability between operators.

The arguments for applitian of the approach ban to PaNCO are strongest when applied to low
RVRs:

- Low RVRs are more likely to be representative of the slant visual range apparent to the pilot at
DH/MDH, andtherefore a more specific and sensitive diagnostic for the acquisifovisual
reference.

- Low RVRs are more likely to be supported atsthairports at which variations in operator
capability might cause ATM disruption.

- Low RVRs present a qualitatively different landing challenge that go beyond the acquisition of
visual eference and subsequent visual flight at DH.

For those reasonsEASAelieves that the use of RVRs below B%@or the purposes of the approach
ban should continue to be subject to an LVO approval under$r#{specific approvalsHowever,

a moreflexible approach to instrument approach operations under IO is possible for operations
at higher RVRs, and where the RVR is reported asm5&0more, an approach to DH/MDH should be
permitted. Therefore, EASAroposes to amend NCO.OP.210(a) acomylgli and create appropriate
supporting GM.

4.3.7. Removal of reference to CMV
Convertedmeteorologicalvisibility (CMV) relies on a methodology for approximating the RVR when
RVR sensors or other measurements are not available. It uses a multiple of the depostend
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visibility (typically observed from the control tower), where the multiple depends on the day/night
status and lighting intensity.

CMV is used as a metric to compare to the minimum RVR for an approach when RVR itself is not
available. Like RVR,igtonly an indication as to whether visual reference is likely to be acquired at
DH/MDH However, the remoteness of the measurement from the approach and runway environment
makes it even less reliable than RVR as a diagnostic.

While the majority of approghes and landings by CAT operators are to-litelinways with precision
approach facilities where RVR minima are typically less th@@0in, a significant proportion of
approaches by NCO operators are to higher minima and to unlit runways at airfieldeavRVR
reporting facilities. If the approach ban inclubie requirement to use CMV where RVR is not available,
it would be used much more frequently atdbeairfields used by NCO than the airports used by; CAT
thus, the poor performance of CMV as aedictor for RVR would cause a high proportion of
unnecessary diversions, which aso risky By contrast, a situation where the pilot flies an approach
and the slant visual range proves be unsuitable for continuation below DH/MDg&an beresolved

by ago-around. The pilot can and should make this assessment at or before DH/MDH.

Therefore it seems disproportionate to require that CNbe usedfor NCO EASAherefore proposes
that NCO.OP.210(a) prohibits the continuation of an approach only if RVRIabkevand below the
required minimum.

4.3.8. Introduction of AMC on GNSS fix substitution

In the USA, the FAA introduced the possibility of substituting a GPS waypoint or fix for a conventional
navigation aid or fix. While the policy has not been without issthes overall effect over 25 years
appears to be the adoption of Performance Based NavigéR&N)y almost all IFR equipped aircraft,
simplifying the migration from conventional BN reducing unnecessary cockpit workloauhd
avoiding the need for trivial replication of existing conventional routes. There is also ample anecdotal
evidence that GNSS is used as the primary means-afiga and terminal navigation in Europe, with

little attention paid to conventional aids, em on routes that are, technically, conventional routes.

Any requirement to install and maintain conventional equipment that is not used in practice has a
safety disbenefit. The positive experience of fix substitution in the USA together with the higler ri
tolerance of NCO operators leaB&SAo propose an AMC on fix substitution, with the condition that

it should not be used to substitute for the primary means of lateral guidance in the final approach
segment of an instrument approach procedure.

Table 1: Selected policy options

Option | Short title Description
No
0 Do nothing No policy change (ho change to the rules; risks remain as outlin

the issue analysis).

1 Easier access to The package of proposals (sectiénmor! Reference source not f
IFR for GA pilots ound.) developed to address easier access to IFR for GA pilots, w
maintaining an acceptable level sdifety.
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4.4. What are the impacts

4.4.1. Safety impact
Option O

GA operations under IFR are possiliiewever,the regulatory environment remains tailored to the

level of safety expected of CAT. The development of IFR operations at smaller aerodromes is
hampered by the regulatory environment, because GA operators see little operational advantage in

IFR.In the abgnce of change, the GA accidents associated with the decision to fly VFR in adverse
weather will persistThe safety risks highlighted in the safety risk assessnmaitiding outcomes as

LOGI and CFIT due to lack of IFR inWdauld continue to exist.

Option 1

Option 1 makes the IFR ruleset for GA more permissive. The ability of GA operators to choose to
conduct flight under IFR in adverse weather conditions would improve, and would deliver a safety
benefit compared to conducting flight under VFR in glaene conditionsOveral| low positive safety
impacts are expected compared @ption 0.

4.4.2. Environmental impact
Option 0

GA operators requiring IFR capability use the existing network efdp&ble aerodromes, to the
extent that they are prepared to acconodate GA.Reduction in the number of aerodromes
accommodating IFR GA (s&etion 4.1.3)eads to a small increase in distances travebgair and

on the ground, with a small negative environmental imp&maller aerodromes will remain less
accessible mder IFR and therefore unavailable for use on occasions when meteorological conditions
are unfavourable.

Option 1

Option 1 creates small positive environmental impashenbroadening the network of IFR capable
aerodromes and enabling GA aircraft to useairomes closer to their intended destinatic@verall
low positiveenvironmentalimpacts are expected compared to Option O.

4.4.3. Social impact

Option 0

GA with IFR capability remains as a small minority. No social impact.

Option 1

Option 1 is expected to enable a small increase in overall GA flying and therefore a small positive social
impact.

4.4.4. Economic impact

Option O

Smaller aerodromes will remain less accessible under IFR and therefore unavailable for use on
occasions when meteological conditions are unfavourabl&he aerodromes remain restricted to
VFR operations.
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Option 1

Option 1 is expected to enable a small increase in activity at smaller GA aerodromes through improved
IFR apability and therefore have a lopositiveeconomic impactompared to Option 0

4.4.5. General Aviation and proportionality issues

Option 0O fails to take account of GA proportionality issues.

Option 1 is specifically intended to address the needs of GA and deliver proportiohddigaks the
connecton between IFR flight and the acceptable level of safety of CAT, by proposing a set of rules
that is tailored for GA. This makes the rules proportionate to GA operations and the acceptable level
of safety of GAThis optioris expected to have medium ptigse proportionality impacts compared to
Option 0.

Stakeholders are invited to provide:

- quantified justification elements on the possible economitl safetyimpacts of the options
proposed, oralternatively to propose another justified solution to thesue

- any other information they may find necessary to bring to the attention of EASA; as a result, the
relevant parts of the impact assessment might be modified on a-bgsase basis

4.5. Conclusion

4.5.1. Comparison of options

Type of impact Option O Option 1
No change Easier access to IFR for GA pilots
Safety 0 Low positive
Environment 0 Low positive
Social 0 Low positive
Economic 0 Low positive
GA and Proportionality 0 Medium positive
Total 0 Low positive

* Impact is rated on a scale ranging from very high negative to very high positive

Compared with Option 0, Option 1 is expected to have a net safety beaefditto delivetow positive
environmental, socialand economic impacteand medium positive propdionality impacts EASA s
preferred option is therefore Option 1.

4.6. Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring is a continuous and systematic process of data collection and analysis with regard to the
implementation/application of a rule/activity. It generatggormationfor future possible evaluations

and impact assessments and helps to identify actual implementation issues. For this NPA, EASA
proposes the following monitoring plan:

The safety efficacy of the changes propose@ption 1 can be monitored throdgGA accident rates
associated with CFIT and L-OGince the accident numbers are low and the overall safety impact is
expected to be modest, it may take many years for data to be sufficient to observe significant changes.
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Theenvironmental, social and enomic effects othe changes proposed ®ption 1 can be monitored
through GA IFR activity (ergovement rates) at small aerodromdsmay be difficult to separate this
from a general declineiGA activity associated with increased costs and competing uses of the land
that is currently used for aerodromes.

What to monitor How to monitor Who How

should |often to
monitor [monitor
Number of accidents with othethan complex] Reports in ECCAIRS g EASA | Every 2

aircraft under VFR imarginal VMC information collected af and years
Member State level NAAs

Number of NCOoperators mplementing the| Survey to  NAASCO| EASA/ | To be

proposed option operators NAAs defined

Number ofNCO flightgaking place under IF| Survey taNCQoperators EASA/ | To be
that might otherwise have been flown undt NAAs defined
VFR.
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5. Proposed actions to support implementation
—  focused communication for advisory body meeting(s) (T&ms)

—  providing supporting clarifications in electronic communication tools EASAAS
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6. References

6.1. Affected regulations

CommissiorRegulation (EU) No 965/2012 of 5 October 2012 laying down technical requirements and
administrative procedures related to air operations pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the
European Parliament and of the Council (OJ L 296, 25.10.2012, p. 1).

6.2. Affected decisions

Decision N°2014/016/Directorate of the Executive Director of the Agency of 24 April 2014 on
adopting Acceptable Means of Compliance and Guidance Materialoiecommercial operations
with complex motorpowered aircraft (ParNCO)

6.3. Other reference documents

— ICAO Annex 6-Operation of Aircraft (9 Edition, July 2010)

— FAAParfl

— European Plan for Aviation Safety 202923

— Notice of Proposed Amendment 2008 (A-D), All Weather Operations

— Easier access of General Aviation (GA) piloisgiwument flight rules (IFR) flying RMT.06%7
Issue2 —18.12.2015
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8. Quality of the document

If you are not satisfied with the quality of this document, please indicate the dhediyou believe
could be improved and provide a short justification/explanation:

— technicalquality of the draft proposed rules and/or regulations and/or the draft proposed
amendments to them

— text clarity and readability

— quality of the impact assessment (I1A)

— application of the better regulation principles [DELETE IF NOT APPLICABLE TO THIS NPA]
—  others (pease specify)

Note: Your eplies and/or comments to thisestion shall be considered for internal quality assurance
and management purposes only and will not be published in the related CRD.
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