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1. Introduction

The social and economic benefits brought by Genkvaltion (GA), its specific importance in the
aeronautical industry, and the particularities @& &ctivities which require the aviation system to
adopt an approach for the safety system enabliisgatttivity to continue and grow sustainably, has
already been clearly assessed in specific commiimnsaby the European Commission (EQ)y the
European Parliament (ERnd by the European Couricil

In particular support was expressed for:
- The core principle that ‘one size does notlfitvehen regulating;
- Proper vigilance in the application of proponiadity and subsidiarity;
- Caution when considering definitions, particlyan respect of ‘commercial operations’;
- The idea that some degree of flexibility in implenting GA rules is desirable;
- The necessity to organise data collection onaG#ivity and safety.

In Europe, GA manufacturers generate €9 billiocaihmercial value with 2/3 exported around the
world, 35,000 high quality jobs, and roughly 15%)00direct jobs. One out of three aircraft produced
worldwide is manufactured by a European companis # contributor to Europe’s competitiveness
and global economic success providing necessaoyation and skills to the commercial sector.

Despite numerous efforts in this direction — frone tAgency, the European Commission and the
Member States - it has proved difficult to achiahe above mentioned objectives. The current
regulatory environment is not satisfactory in tléspect, and is even often seen as a bureaudsatical
burdensome handicap for activities.

The specificities of GA require, and make possibleyisaging alternative ways of approaching the
safety system for GA, different from the traditibsgstems used up to now and which have proved
efficient for CAT.

To answer the concerns of the GA community highéghduring the EASA Management Board (MB)
of March 13), it is necessary to propose a new approach invi)eGA is considered, which would
prevent placing undue burden on these activitiedevdontinuing to preserve an appropriate level of
safety.

A dedicated working group was set up by the MBtfis purpose, composed of representatives of
National Aviation Authorities (NAAs) from UK, SpainCzech Republic, France, of the EC, the
Agency, of users and industry organisations (IACRAope, EAS, EGAMA, ECOGAS)

This group met on May"4and May 28 2012, and has received written contributions fsmme of its
members and also an unsolicited contribution frofiMa.

The group has submitted its draft conclusions ® MB on June % 2012, and has incorporated
feedback from that discussion in a third workimgup meeting on July"

This document addresses possibilities for improvirggregulatory approach to GA safety. It develops
in detail the discussion that supports the propestdf high-level principles and guidelines intetd

to create a new environment, and the specific ésgfional arrangements that are felt necessary to
achieve appropriate results, that are describetiéndocument “European General Aviation Safety
Strategy”.

L An Agenda for Sustainable Future in General andriggs Aviation, COM (2007) 968

2 European Parliament Resolution of 3 February 200@ro Agenda for Sustainable Future in General amsin@ss Aviation (2008/2134
INI)

3 Council Conclusions on the Commission communicatésn an agenda for sustainable future in general lauminess aviation

(Luxembourg, 7 April 2008)
4 See Appendix 1
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2. Principles
2.1. Why GA should be treated differently than CAT

It is important to recognise the differences betweemmercial and non-commercial environments
from a safety management perspective:

1. Control of Risk

End-use stakeholders in non-CAT aviation geneifsdlye much more ability to assess and control the
risk of the operation. In many cases, with the ptoa of very limited risk to third parties, the
operators are the only stakeholders exposed to Eskn when passengers (or more often and
precisely ‘participants’) are carried, they are alsumuch closer to the process by which risk is
assessed and managed, and their participatiosdeetionary, not an intrinsic part of their dayeay
business. Operational control is particularly impot in determining appropriate target levels of
safety. This is, and has been traditionally, adgostification for offering a high level of automy to

the pilot. That is not to say that the pilot is trdy stakeholder with control over the safety dlight:
operating entities and maintenance organizatiasts lzve their part to play. But for the most piine,
operational control and conduct of a flight by doipis the key factor in assuring its successful
completion.

2. Level Playing Field

In the competitive CAT markeg level playing field between actors is necessamgnsure that safety
does not enter a vicious spiral. If the level diesaexpenditure, or the value of safety compared t
operational success, is left to the discretionnafiviidual operators, a competitive advantage often

braver airline succeeds at the expense of the narous. Thus without explicit standards set key th
regulator, safety would be eroded. There is noesponding effect for non-CAT aviation. Risk
management in a non-commercial operation will tgjlycbe carried out by the pilot who is able to
take account of his own aversion to risk in makipgrational decisions. If the pilot chooses a more
cautious approach, the operator does not suffenéssfailure.

3. Cost Burden and Economies of Scale

CAT operations are typically much more repetititiart non-commercial operations. This leads to a
significant economy of scale in dealing with fixeasts and other resource requirements. For example,
a particular piece of emergency equipment mighvipea capability on at least 500 or thousands of
flights per year for a CAT operator, but less tb@rfor a non-CAT operator. Similarly, the time take

to make a specific and a detailed risk assessnfemtpoocedure or a facility (e.g. an airport) costs
much less per operation if that procedure or figcib to be used frequently. Finally, the range of
aircraft types and equipment used in non-CAT ojpamatis much more varied than in CAT
operations.

4. Flexibility
CAT operations are usually planned in detail inaagbe with a limited need for short-term flexibility
By contrast, non-CAT operations are often planrtectlatively short notice, tend to be dynamic and

may even be opportunistic (e.g. highly weather ddpat). Thus the needs of a non-CAT operation
cannot always be foreseen as far in advance affibmtion itself as a CAT operation.
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5. Private flying including sporting and recreatd/ leisure aviation

Much of the private aviation activities in the Eteaf a sporting and recreational nature. Sporting
aviation includes competition flying, for which tieeis a world-wide governing organisation, the FAI.

This form of flying only has two things in commonitiv CAT, the 3-dimensional aspect and

communications frequencies, and only one area eflawy or adjacent proximity, which is use of

airspace and some airports.

6. Learning to fly an aircraft for private flying an end in itself

Whilst it is important that governments and the CGAdustry acknowledge and recognise the key role
that GA plays in providing a resource pool of persg for CAT, learning to fly an aircraft for pritea
purposes is an end in itself, independent of whieth@lot goes on to qualify as a CPL or an ATPL.

For each of these operational aspects, thera corresponding lesson for the principles of
regulation.

On the role of the pilot / owner / operator of an aircraft

1. Generally, the user is motivated to, and wedeptd to, manage and control risk in non-CAT
operations. The operator, and the pilot, must kergconsiderably more discretion in determining an
appropriate level of risk than for CAT operations.

On the necessity to regulate

2. It is important to impose (by more specific ragion) a uniform level of safety on CAT operations
to avoid competitive considerations eroding safddo such imperative exists for non-CAT
operations, and therefore implementing rules fon-ommmercial aviation should focus on the
responsibilities for managing safety and takingoe@ble measures to achieve safety objectives.

On the acceptable costs of regulation

3. Fixed costs, involving for example procedurainatstration, approval or certification, make up a
much greater proportion of a non-commercial opeistmtal costs, and can be disproportionately
burdensome. Therefora priori approval or certification should only be used nftommercial
aviation when there is a clear cost-benefit assettisvith it and the default should leposteriori
oversight.

On the necessity to preserve operational flexibility

4. Operational situations for CAT operators canallgwbe foreseen and specific regulations tailored

appropriately. By contrast, because regulation cam@mticipate the diverse needs of a non-CAT

operator, there is a significant danger that atexitfle regulation can hinder good risk management

by forcing the pilot or operator to choose an aptioat is both less safe and comes at a greater cos
than an option that the regulation prohibits.

The system must also allow flexibility to tailorgrdations to geographical and meteorological

conditions, such as limited winter daylight in tNerdic countries, or 350 days of sunshine in the
Mediterranean area.
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On the comparison to other sporting activities

5. Whilst several of the sporting activities aomducted in Annex Il aircraft, others are encomedss
by the Basic Regulation. If this group is regulatethecessarily and disproportionately it will deeli
Apart from anything else, this would be counterthe EU sports agenda. Further, a reasonably
comparable regulatory framework needs to exist eéetwsporting aviation and other non-aviation
sports.

On the purpose of pilot training

6. The JAA framework for a private pilot licencer faeroplanes made the mistake of assuming all
student pilots wanted to be airline / commercidbtpi The Agency has gone a long way towards
reversing this assumption, and should continueot@a This further supports the arguments in this
paper for proportionality in rule-making for priggtnon-commercial aviation.

Comparisons with other non-aviation activities

The regulatory ‘culture’ in aviation has develoge@r many years since the early days of commercial
and military aviation in the 1920s and 1930s. Ptaand concurrent with those activities, private
aviation thrived partly because it was novel anpidlg developing technically. It was relatively
uncontrolled. From the mid 1940s onwards a ‘cohtmllture took root within the regulator
community, primarily to protect, justifiably, thare paying passengers in CAT, and in the case of
military aviation just because it was military. oth these areas, the investment values were dind st
are high; not just the aircraft and infrastructbu also the investment in pilot training, thustifysng

a high degree of regulatory control to minimis&k.ri€A has been caught up in this increasing
regulatory control culture ever since.

If one stands back and takes a view from outsidatian, one inevitably makes comparisons with
other activities that carry a certain level of riskthe participants and indeed uninvolved thirdips,
such as in car driving, ski-ing, mountaineeringljrsgetc. Are these activities regulated to sudfigh
degree? The plain answer is ‘no’. Then why is iivgie non-commercial aviation so heavily
regulated?

The answer lies probably in three parts.

Firstly, the history as outlined above.

Secondly, the perception, partly driven by the wipprtionate media presentation of aviation
accidents compared to accidents in other walksfaf But we should look at the accident data and
particularly that relating to uninvolved third ged to assess what the risks really are.

Thirdly, and to some extent justifiably at leastragards airworthiness of aircraft, aviation isethr

dimensional, which is less forgiving than a two-dimsional activity, and this higher risk has to be
mitigated.
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2.2. Scope

Who is concerned

The needs for a new approach for GA are not limited specific category of aircraft or users. The
proposed changes may be considered more genesalyexvant for people and organisations:

- which are most at risk of disproportionate regolati

- which, because of their limited size, scope andpderity of operations, or because of a direct
involvement in operations or maintenance of kep@csuch as the owner or the pilot, do not
require complex organisational requirements toeaehan acceptable level of safety,

- which due to the nature of their operations dopaste a significant risk to outside parties, be
these other participants, fare paying passengdtsrdrparties in other aircraft or on the ground.

These might roughly be identified as “small engitiproducing, maintaining or operating small
aircraft”, because:

- these small entities are very sensitive to “ovgulation” and the financial burden it
implies and, in the absence of more appropriatelagign, they may well disappear or
operate outside of regulation if the regulationas proportionate;

- they are also often not familiar with heavy adntiiaisve processes, which frequently
seems to result from the mix of (or conflict betweBational and European regulations ;

- they have difficulties in understanding and apgy@omplex regulations and have no
financial resources to hire additional staff tog#lem to ensure compliance with such
regulations.

Common characteristics of non-commercial operations

Another of their common characteristics is that pliepose of the flight is generally not to trangpor
passengers from one point to another, but moreloveffer specific activities to the participantsthe
flight (sports, recreation, ..), or in the casaefial work, to provide professional services irichithe
transported persons are involved participants.hia tespect the user (operator, pilot, sometimes
passenger involved in the operation of the flightinotivated, and is also well placed, to asseds an
control the risks associated with the activity, Oifference to a flight involving air transport
“consumers”. In which case risk control has to malych more on approved procedures in a regulated
frame.

One comparison needs to be borne in mind. Costrghaith passengers when driving a private car is
not treated as ‘hire and reward’ or ‘remunerationthe EU. So why should private flying be treated
potentially as ‘commercial’ if a ‘participant’ shew the cost of a fight (as distinct from a ‘passeha
term generally applied to someone who is payingeadetermined fare to travel from A to B by
scheduled airline)?

Definition of Commercial Operations

The definition of ‘Commercial Operations’ in the @ Regulation leaves many areas of doubt as to
interpretation across Member States. The absendaetaspretation in the form of official guidance
from the European Commission is causing consideratanfusion for regulated stakeholders,
particularly as the division between ‘commerciatida‘non-commercial’ has varied a bit across
Member States, prior to the advent of EASA. Thramgtthis paper there is a common theme setting
out the case for various types of GA operation & tkeated as ‘non-commercial’ rather than
‘commercial’. Whilst this issue has not been sdical during the period when only airworthiness
rules have been implemented, the implementatidghefir Crew Regulation and various elements of
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Part OPS over the next 2 to 3 years will give ticemany problems in the absence of official
interpretation and clarification.

A wide range of activities
These definitions obviously cover a wide rangeativities:
- Small maintenance and / or training organisations
- GA aircraft manufacturers and designers,
- Sport and recreational aviation, privately orhivitaero clubs
- Aerial work.

The scope must encompass both IFR and VFR fligbtude both local and A-to-B operations, and
treat the diverse range of aviation activity thatkes up GA on an equitable basis.

In this respect, the working group did not wisterder in detailed — and often endless — discussmns
define thresholds limiting the applicability of thenciples it recommends.

Where to start from and what to include

It was agreed to consider a broad scope, covelfifigamn complex EASA aircraff’, and in this global
area to propose principles and guidelines of acefitly general nature to be used as approprate i
different cases. This would not preclude, as anresdlt, specific requirements that are applicable
specific categories, to be fixed in the regulatamyrk. This range of aircraft includes aeroplanes,
helicopters, sailplanes and balloons within thepscof EU regulation. Their uses range from purely
sport and recreational to private flying, aerial rkyoowner-operator's business use through to
commercial activities such as air taxi. The graatembers of aircraft are under 2000kg MTOM.

The key element is that the regulation for GA nhesproportionate. GA must therefore be treated for
itself and not as a “CAT by—product.” To achievestlit is highly desirable that GA regulation sgart
from a clean sheet, considering first the simptestes of aircraft design and operations, and gettin
the minimum requirements for these cases, thenagng specific requirements for less simple cases
(in terms of aircraft design or type of operatiots)e progressively added to cover specific items.
This “building block® methodology should be promoted in GA regulatorycitiral design. It is the
approach being adopted in the work of the currékA Task Force for the review of Part M.

° ‘Complex aircraft’ being as defined in the BasigRlation art. 3 (j) :

(i) an aeroplane with a maximum certificated taKentass exceeding 5 700 kg, or certificated foraximum passenger seating
configuration of more than nineteen,aanrtificated for operation with a minimum crew ofi@ast two pilots, oequipped with (a) turbojet
engine(s) or more than one turboprop engine, or

(ii) a helicopter certificatefbr a maximum take-off mass exceeding 3 175 kdpoa maximum passenger seating configuration aemo
than nine, ofor operation with a minimum crew of at least twi{s, or

(iii) a tilt rotor aircraft;
® See Annex 2 — Building Block approach
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2.3. Which safety objectives for GA?

Proposed acceptable risk hierarchy

Different stakeholders may demand and deserveferaliit approach to risk management. Some sort
of hierarchy is proposed as follows, in descendirttgr of ‘risk averseness’.

Uninvolved third parties

Fare-paying passengers in CAT

Involved third parties (e.g. air show spectatoirpaat ground workers)
Aerial work participants / Air crew involved in ation as workers
Passengers (“participants”) on non-commercial tigh

Air crew on non-commercial flights

ogkwnNE

How to address the various risk exposure of thedegories leads to a proportionate approach,
because for GA the most exposed categories are ttmsa 3 to 6.

The ICAO reference point

As a consequence, the safety objectives of the IRegumay be different for GA than for CAT, as
illustrated in the ICAO Annex 6 Part Il foreword:

“Level of safety. The Annex should ensure an aadptlevel of safety to passengers and third fgartie
(third parties meaning persons on the ground amgbps in the air in other aircraft). Also, as some
international general aviation operations (typicaihder 5 700 kg) would be performed by crews less
experienced and less skilled, with less reliableiggent, to less rigorous standards and with greate
freedom of action than in commercial air transpmperations, it was therefore accepted that the
passenger in international general aviation aitevatild not necessarily enjoy the same level oétyaf
as the fare-paying passenger in commercial aispram. However, it was recognised that in ensuring
an acceptable degree of safety for third partiesaeceptable level of safety for flight crews and
passengers would be achieved”.

“The Commission endorsed the philosophy establighethg initial development of the Annex that
the owner and pilot-in-command must assume respidibsifort the safety of operations in non-
commercial operations where travel is not opeméogeneral public. In such operations the Standards
and Recommended Practices neetl be as prescriptive as those in Annex 6, Part Que to the
inherent self-responsibility of the owner and pilotin-command. The State does not have an
equivalent ‘duty of care’ to protect the occupantsas it does for fare-paying customers in
commercial operations”(bold emphasis added by authors of this reptrt)e Commission endorsed
the level-of-safety philosophy that the Standamdd Recommended Practices of Annex 6, Part I,
must protect the interests of third parties. It Wesefore agreed that the basic provisions of Arée
Part II, should remain applicable to all generaliwn operations, but updated to reflect current
technologies and operational procedures and the afssafety management systems where
appropriate”.

2.4. A better regulation for GA
The safety objectives and the strategy to devehopagply them must be specific and adapted for GA.

Regulation and oversight are not the only way tprimme safety. Voluntary safety initiatives by users
or associations of users should be encouraged @mgoded by the regulator, including through

appropriate delegation and control. The use of €ook Practice should be encouraged as an
alternative to regulation, and the continuing depelent of a GA safety culture seen as a high
priority.
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It is considered that an overall common and comsistpproach to a safety regulatory framework is
still a necessary goal for GA in Europe, as it ésyvlikely that, notwithstanding the safety isstie i
would raise, the absence of a pan-EU framework&Arwould lead to rebuilding various national
rules in contradiction with the European objectwdacilitating market access for manufacturersefr
movement across borders, aviation development asylrautual recognition of certificates.

But this framework should however be limited, pndmmate, and not over prescriptive. In particular,
regulatory action should only be initiated wherhds been clearly established that it is the proper
response to an identified safety threat, i.e. gta#illy significant as evidenced by a trend analys
rather than a single event, and documented inatysedse.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 1.1:
Regulation for GA to be risk-based, proportionatd well tailored to activities.

For this purpose, the rule maker is asked not &ot stork from existing regulation essentially
designed for CAT, but rather from a clean sheet estdblishes whether and what regulations are
most appropriate to GA in all fields: initial anardinuing airworthiness, licensing, operations,
airports, ATM.

The Agency takes advantage of the new rule-makinggss to continue to work cooperatively with
manufacturers and end users through appropriatesemtation, from the very beginning of the work,
including the discussion on the necessity or otiewo regulate with the objective to adopt
proportionate regulation for an acceptable levedajéty.

A regulatory action should only be decided when
- there is a specific evidence-based safety coneenh,

— other options including the "do nothing" option bakeen duly considered
through an appropriate cost benefit analysis.

Reco 1.2

The rule-maker drafts regulations on a “minimumessary” and "focused on the main risks" basis for
the relevant activity starting from the simplesses in terms of design and operations, and adding
"building blocks" as necessary to cope progresgiwgh more complex issues and environments.

Reco 1.3

The regulator values innovation and the use of &lvnology as proposed by manufacturers or users
with the relevant justifications for safety.

Reco 1.4:

The EASA MB invites the EC, the Agency and the MemSBtates to reassess the interpretation of
the definition of “commercial operation” in the Bafkegulation (and associated other definitions)
with the aim of:

- reflecting the considerations and scope ofghser, and

- taking into account the current practices in @@nmunity where those practices
currently achieve an acceptable level of safetyout being treated as ‘commercial’,
and

- providing clarity for stakeholders in understargliwhether or not their operations
fall within the scope of ‘commercial operations’,

-propose changes as required to the Basic Regulatio
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3. Areas for improvements

3.1. Improve the dialogue with users

The necessity for early high level involvement of users

Whereas the existing consultation process has legulace for some time now, some of the
difficulties encountered to date with the usershie rulemaking process could have been avoided if a
very early involvement of the users on a stratggirspective had been set up. Questions such as :
what benefits are expected from a new regulatiah waspect to the current safety situation? With
what boundaries, for what actors? Are alternateswayimproving safety should not be investigated
first?,... need to be discussed with users’ involeet at high-level from the very beginning (cf reco
1.1)

The necessity of a regulation adapted to its stakeholders

Recognising that regulation always has its effeaiugh a human filter, the human factors dimension
is key to the way in which regulation is applieddamplemented. The anticipated effects of a
regulation have to be analysed through the waydbelated persons or organisations will react to, o
live with, that regulation including the potentfat unintended consequences.

In the case of GA, regulated organisations arenofenall scale with scarce resources. The
organisations’ representatives are less numeray® far more limited means than those operating in
CAT, and often rely upon volunteers for whom théitgtto commit time and effort can be difficult.

It is therefore of paramount importance:

- First, to assure a consultation process whichaptadl to their means, and which enables them
to fully anticipate the consequences of proposals;

- Second, to result in a well balanced regulation ¢ha be understood by the regulated persons
or organisations at the level required for thentamply with it. Clarity and an absence of
ambiguity in interpretation is key. This should nio¢ confused with simplicity: rules
sometimes need to be complex to take account oplexities in the environment in which
they will be applied. Rules should be as simplpassible, and no simpler.

- Third, as a consequence of different cultures asghll systems across Member States,
attention and resources are applied to a morersgsieapproach for the roles of the Member
States and the NAAs. In particular in the roll-aiftregulations (implementing rules) and
related AMC and GM with the aim of an increase mderstanding before and during
transition. This aspect also includes the issugcofirate translations of all relevant regulatory
texts into the various EU languages.

The first point implies that it is necessary toyide sufficient time for the drafting of the regtiden,
which probably leads to a less ambitious schedaa that which we have currently. This is probably
more acceptable from a political viewpoint now tkia initial phase of establishing the European
aviation regulatory system is largely complete.
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Better recognise users’ legitimacy and competence

The consultation process is in place, and has wlofteesome time now in a very open manner. The
users’ feelings are however that, too often, predasomments are ignored by the Agency with no
substantiation of accompanying explanation, or gised with little or no satisfactory justification.
The difficulty in handling hundreds or sometime®ubands of comments obviously has to be
recognised. The frustration endured by people,noftelunteers, spending significant time and
therefore funds to address complex regulatory wssudile feeling their proposals are not
appropriately considered, should not be underegtigna

It is therefore recommended that :
Reco. 2.1

The Agency and the NAAs devote a specific efforthi@ consultation process, to help users assimilate
proposals and elaborate responses;

The EC, the Agency and the Members States adaptetipdatory schedule to addressing users’
responses to consultation adequately and therelbgmésing realistic requirements.

Reco. 2.2

The Agency devotes specific attention to ensurlng proposed regulations are kept as simple as
possible (whilst allowing a degree of complexity that exceptions can be made), and that they
preserve the ability of the regulated persons gamisations to understand them and apply them.

Use standardisation to promote best practices

The EASA Standardisation Directorate should pldew role in identifying best practices i.e. those
which provide quicker answers with fewer administe& burdens on end users. Identified
mechanisms, specific to the GA activities, showdddbfined to ensure the standardisation process can
capture and disseminate best practices througlheuGA community. This should be extended to
study non-community regulations and practices dpaear particularly efficient.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco. 2.3

The Agency proposes a specific mechanism in thedataisation process that would enable best
practices in GA to be identified and disseminatethe GA community.

3.2. Adapt regulation to GA specificities

More emphasis on ‘soft’ law than ‘hard’ law

In view of the variety of situations encountereddA, the greater control and responsibility theruse
or the pilot has on the flight operations, leadinga conclusion that the appropriate approach for
regulation is to focus on principles. Regulatiohedd set the objectives more than the means to
attain them, and keep a high level of flexibilityr fthe detailed technical means. A good way to
achieve the required proportionality of the redgolats to keep the detailed level of requirements i
certification specifications, to be elaborated bg Agency and NAAs with the users. This places a
higher burden on the standardisation process &sdgtto ensure adequacy of retained means of
compliance and to disseminate the preferred pestic
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It is therefore recommended that:
Reco. 2.4

The rulemaking process focuses implementing ruteshjectives and outcomes to be achieved by the
regulated persons or organisations and the NAAs.

The technical means of achieving these objectives described in appropriate certification
specifications and advisory material (AMCSs) to beduced by the Agency or NAAs with the users,

The Agency’s standardisation directorate is task#l ensuring adequacy of the retained means of
compliance and to promote best practices.

A more comprehensive competency-based approach for personnel licensing

Even more in GA than in CAT, individual competeniteluding field experience should be
considered positively in the licensing process, tiwaethe relevant competence and / or experience
has been acquired in the environment under thegéarocivil aviation system, or outside, be it imno
European countries or in the military sector. Rezpuents for personnel licensing for pilots or
maintenance personnel should be more balanced éetagademic requirements and field experience.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco. 2.5

The personal licensing criteria be more balance@vwour of competence including field experience,
both in establishing the licensing requirementshm rulemaking process, and when examining the
situation in various Members States during theddedisation process.

3.3. Affirm the fundamental principle of preservation of individual
rights

For years, before moving towards common safetysriibe aviation in Europe, a large range of
activities have grown under national regulations] andividuals have acquired and must maintain
their “rights to fly” in different countries.

The development of EU common rules is a step faiwar ensuring free circulation of people and
products, for ensuring where necessary a levelmgeield, and for continuous promotion of safety.

However, according to the large diversity of formeational regulations and situations,
implementation of these new common EU rules migigult in preventing the continuation of
activities, without real justification in terms séfety or unfair competition. This should be avdifer

GA, and any retroactive effect of new rules, in thiem of disenfranchising organisations, should be
avoided whenever and wherever possible. This s asuwell for individual rights (which attest that
the competency of an individual has been recogheedor specific activities which have shown to be
beneficiary to GA growth. The example of the airthoress certification field, where it has been
decided that all designs approved before entryfimtee of EU airworthiness IR have been deemed to
be approved under the new regulation, should bewiled whenever possible. This may need very
fine tuning to examine individual situations anctide at which level “old” national certificates or
licences should be converted in the new Europeaivagnt. It would be unreasonable that such a
fine tuning is done at the European level. Fleitipghould therefore be given to NAAs to decide on
these points, with appropriate reporting to the mayefor transparency and sharing of good practice.
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It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 2.6:
The EC, the Agency and the NAAs should give speeifiention to transitional arrangements.

There should be a presumption in favour of no tufsexisting rights, except where a specific safety
issue has been identified with the existing (pre ralés) situation, and where the removal of these
rights is demonstrated to be the correct and oialgle answer to recover the desired safety levet. T
transition from old to new regulations without losisrights should be managed by the NAAs in a
transparent process.

Reco 2.7 :

Where local activities supportive of GA growth haween satisfactorily developed in a country, and
take place in a very limited area with no interfere with free circulation or fair competition
principles, have no impact on the operation of lmmal pilots and have not raised specific safety
issues, some flexibility should be left to theimtinuation under oversight of the relevant NAAs,
without the need of detailed regulation at the paem level.

However this should not be understood as a gepptadut from European rules, nor as a provision to
create new local rules which detract from the bigmef standardisation and a level playing fieletviN
flexibility should preferably be introduced equatityall European operators through the EU system.

3.4. Towards a better balance between upstream control ral
downstream oversight

General

In GA the ability to start a new activity withouhdue delay may be a condition for this activity to
exist.

Moreover, in the field of GA the operations are muwore diverse, less predictable, and concern a
much higher degree of variation in pilot experienndban in CAT. A complex set of operational rules,
requiring prior approval, is not the best way teuas flight safety in the GA environment.

Alternative solution

It is therefore felt more suitable and efficientatmcept more confidence and greater recognitidheof
user’'s responsibility prior to the delivery of antlorisation, balanced with appropriate on-field
oversight and penalties once the activity is starfdnis concerns applicable operations regulatou,
also certification processes which should be agmatic as possible. Where an authorisation is
required to conduct any activity, the NAA requirpse-activity involvement. However, if the
declaration model were to be used there would beqairement for pre-activity involvement.

The same concept has to be considered regardingireeeents for the formal approval of
organisations. A formal approval is often a heawuyden for a small organisation and results in & non
optimal use of its limited resources, with too mdicbus on administrative aspects. It should only be
requested if it can be shown to be necessary iimstef safety promotion or to give effective prigés

and / or delegation to the organisation. The memahding are the requirements for an approval, the
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broader the associated privileges should be. Thialdvreinforce the previous point to increase
reactivity and permit a quick start or resumptidactivities.

It is therefore recommended that:

Reco 2.8:

GA activities may start or be resumed with a stghimum of upstream control and authorisation
process, on the basis of confidence in resportsilili the user for complying with the applicable

requirements, and where applicable on the basidecfarative processes. This should take into
account an appropriate oversight of operationetoriplemented by the Agency and the NAAs.

Reco 2.9:

An organisation approval should only be requestednit has been demonstrated that it is necessary
to perform certain activities. In these cases pariing these activities should be a privilege of the
approved organisation.

The level of autonomy that can be given to an agatarganisation should be considered favourably
but carefully.

3.5. Take best account of global practices for GA

In regulating and overseeing GA, the European sysieould take account of best practices in other
world markets, especially those that have long egpee of GA and are important markets for
European industry. European industry can only lpeeted to compete successfully in third country
markets if a level playing field and technical noggerability can be assured and if the manufacturer
do not need to tailor their products separatelgaoh market area. The most important market in this
respect, both in terms of size and experiencdia@dunited States due to the huge difference in size
between American and European GA markets. Howdnest, practises may also be found elsewhere
such as in Canada, Australia and other major GAtri@s.

Conversely, the limited size of the European markay lead some US based organisations not to
apply for a European approval because of its cesfus the expected benefits (example of part 147
approvals). This would result in difficulties foruEbpean owners (practical impossibility to find
approved mechanics). Recognition of the US ceatiéicwould in such cases be in the interest of
European stakeholders.

More generally, best practices in the North Amaricaarket should be systematically examined
against European needs. The success of the Light Spcraft category would make a particularly
interesting starting point as it covers both aitlvmess and licensing, but other cases can also be
found. Furthermore the EU should follow closely timegoing work to take a new approach to Part 23
certification. The EU should promote and developogaan Intellectual Property (IP) and measure its
competitive advantage in the market.

It is therefore recommended that:

Reco 2.10:

The Agency analyses regulations and practices imkEigd countries whose regulations and practices
regarding GA appear particularly efficient, withveew to incorporate the best practices contained
therein. The example of the Light Sport Aircraftegory should be considered as an interesting
starting point.
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4. Practical organisational arrangements

4.1. Assure a large stakeholders’ buy-in

The proposed process for GA will represent, attleasome areas, a significant change in the way th
safety system is looked at by the various regwatwganisations. Like any change process which
deals with professional culture, and maybe spexifidn any activities related to safety, resis@nc
whether explicit or not, conscious or not, is aleafficult to override. Change will require a ate
management support to the proposed approach, ithtee actors’ play between the EC, the Agency
and the Members States throughout the totalityhefgrocess of construction and supervision of the
European safety system for GA. If such supportnisufficient, risk is high of seeing current
difficulties continuing.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco. 3.0

The Agency, the EC, the NAAs and Member States reseditie proposed principles and guidelines at
the top management level so that they are adoptéchpplied effectively. Appropriate mechanisms
should be implemented so that such endorsementiarstood within the respective organisations.

4.2. Improve regulatory text elaboration

Four categories of European texts may be identified

Texts adopted, and already implemented

Texts adopted, with on-going implementation, gtilthe transition phase.
Texts for which work in underway but still on-going

Future texts or texts at the beginning of the rabking process.

Texts adopted and already implemented

When existing texts do not meet the guidelines @nntciples in this document, and create excessive
burden for stakeholders, they should be revised randified accordingly. However this process
should avoid overloading the Agency’s work prograammith its existing rule-making resource base.
Additional resources, or internal reallocation riséing resources, should be considered to ad@ness
agreed list of priorities for rule amendments, Isat they can be delivered in an acceptable timescal
for ‘GA industry’ stakeholders.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 3.1

Following review of this paper, the EC, in conjunntwith the Agency, should identify, in very close
cooperation with users’ accredited representatities, texts and processes already adopted and
implemented which do not meet the above princigles guidelines and which are causing significant
problems. A revision to the Agency’s annual workgramme should be adopted to incorporate such
work, as a matter of priority. This should inclysiessible transfers from IR to CS or advisory materi
(e.g. AMCs).
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Reco 3.2

The EC, in conjunction with the Agency should idigng list of “quick wins” items, carefully
discussed with all stakeholders as items for wfiitlited changes may bring great alleviation and
solve these items as an urgent priority.

Texts adopted with on-going implementation, still in the transition phase

For the texts being implemented now and still i ttansition phase, and where problems arise é thi
transition period, due to the texts not meetinggheciples and guidelines, the same strategy shoul
be used. In this phase it would also be very heipfine standardisation process is used to identif
areas of difficulty and of non-compliance, and togwse necessary adaptations of the requirements.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 3.3

For the texts being implemented and in the tramsitihase the standardisation process should be used
to identify areas of difficulties, to promote bgsactices for solving these difficulties and to pwee
appropriate changes to the regulations.

Texts for which work is underway but still on-going

Many activities related partially or in totality 8A regulations are still on-going in different ase
such as Part/CS 23 Reorganisation ARC, AML-STCtiéhiAirworthiness), Part M Task Force
(Continuing Airworthiness), FCL 008 review groupidénsing), discussion of the Opinions on Part
OPS SPO, NCC, NCO.

They should not necessarily be interrupted or undidlayed but the EASA Committee and the
Agency should be invited to take into account theead guidelines and principles in these activities
and if necessary to reorient the texts accordinglgonsultation with the EC (where necessary; i.e.
where Opinions have already been published).

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 3.4

For the texts currently in discussion, the EC, Algency and the MS are invited to undertake a swift
review of these texts against the proposed Guiggliand to consider the necessary time to do $o wit
respect to the current regulatory schedule, iniqudar with respect to parts OPS-SPO, OPS-CAT-
sailplanes, OPS-CAT-balloons.
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Future texts or texts at the beginning of the rule making process

In the same way, these principles and guidelinese @pproved, should be duly taken into account in
any future regulatory work for GA.

It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 3.5:

A systematic procedure to be used in the rulemakingess for GA should be established by the
Agency in agreement with the EC, to ensure thatathmve principles and guidelines are taken into
account.

The Regulatory Impact Assessment process couldsee €or that purpose, with a specific and
compulsory paragraph demonstrating how and prgcisbere these principles and guidelines have
been taken into account.

Finally it is likely that the capacity to solve serof the difficulties also necessitates some chaubge
the Basic Regulation. Since it should not be exqabtihat this alone would be a sufficient incentwve
launch a process of review of the Basic Regulation,

it is recommended that:
Reco 3.6:

The changes to the Basic Regulation suitable fity fonplementing agreed principles and guidelines
are identified and a formal review of the Basic ®agon is undertaken by the EC with stakeholders
so that necessary changes are ready for incorporami any future amendments to the Basic
Regulation.

4.3. ldentify specific GA responsibilities

The different sets of actions proposed in this doent are specifically focused on GA, and have
impacts on different technical domains simultangousis necessary to be assured that the Agency
and the NAAs will effectively develop such an apari different to and quite separate from the one
for CAT. Itis also essential not to duplicateawses either in relation to the complexity of @eses

or current organisations.

A promising way forward could be to identify a fogmint (team) within the Agency responsible for
ensuring the consistency of the implementatiomefGA Strategy (including regulation, certificatjon

and standardisation aspects). This team could bénufed size, comprising representatives of
different nationalities in order to facilitate coranication with NAAs.

Resource constraints may well lead to the use dftipae resources, but at least the focal point or
leader of the team should be dedicated essent@lA, in order to devote sufficient effort to tlees
matters and to be clearly identified as a goodyeptint by external stakeholders of the GA
community. This focal point also has to be of disigintly senior managerial level within the Agency
to be able to influence work within the organisatino line with the proposed strategy.

It is also necessary that users’ representativesclaarly identified and empowered to handle GA
subjects specifically.
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It is therefore recommended that:
Reco 3.7:

The Agency is invited to consider, inform the Masagnt Board and implement a specific
organisational measure that will ensure the GAtexais implemented in an efficient and consistent
manner within the Agency work programme and withA$A and that the dialogue with the GA

community is improved in particular by a clear itigration of appropriate contact points.

Reco 3.8:

Key users’ representative organisations are inviteddesignate representatives empowered to
represent GA users, in the dialogue with the Agettey EC and the NAAs.

4.4. Continuously evaluate efficiency

In order to evaluate the level of implementation thé present GA strategy, the difficulties
encountered, the efficiency of the proposed priesiand guidelines, and to be able to react as
required, a regular appraisal of progress shoulshdge with and by all interested parties.

Reco 3.9:

The Agency is invited to set up a process by wlanhappraisal of the GA situation is shared at
regular intervals, with the EC, the NAAs and thergs representatives, so that the results of the
proposed strategy for GA are evaluated, and cdveeattions taken as required .
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5. Annex 1 - List of recommendations

The recommendations identified in the document Isted hereafter, with cross-reference to the
Guidelines and Actions as described in the Euro@@arsafety Strategy paper.

P1. Proportional approach, quite separate from CAT

G1.1: Recognize GA does not necessary aim at reaching an equivalent level of safety as CAT,
and ensure this is understood by all GA participants.

G1.2: Do not start work from existing regulation which has essentially been designed for CAT,
but take a fresh approach by establishing whether and what regulations are desirable specific to GA
in all fields: initial and continuing airworthiness, licensing, operations, airports, and ATM.

Reco 1.1:
Regulation for GA to be risk-based, proportionatd well tailored to activities.

For this purpose, the rule maker is asked not &ot stork from existing regulation essentially
designed for CAT, but rather from a clean sheet estdblishes whether and what regulations are
desirable specific to GA in all fields: initial ancbntinuing airworthiness, licensing, operations,
airports, ATM.

The Agency takes advantage of the new rule-makroggss to continue to work cooperatively with
manufacturers and end users through appropriatesemation, from the very beginning of the work,
including the discussion on the necessity or otfleywo regulate with the objective to adopt
proportionate regulatierior an acceptable level of safety.

A regulatory action should only be decided when
- there is a specific evidence-based safety coneenh,

— other options including the "do nothing" option bakeen duly considered
through an appropriate cost benefit analysis.

P2. A philosophy of “minimum necessary” rules

G 2.1: Draft regulations on a “minimum necessary” and "focused on the main risks" basis for
the relevant activity, starting from the simplest cases in terms of design and operations, and adding
"building blocks" as necessary to cope progressively with more complex issues and environments, and
with possible interfaces with other aviation users.

G 2.2: Where GA can interact with CAT, develop appropriate measures, including regulations
as necessary, to prevent undesired events.

Reco 1.2

The rule-maker drafts regulations on a “minimumeassary” and "focused on the main risks" basis for
the relevant activity starting from the simplesses in terms of design and operations, and adding
"building blocks" as necessary to cope progresgiwgth more complex issues and environments.

G 2.3 : Consider favourably new proposed technologies by OEMs and manufacturers, and
demonstration of enhanced safety through an innovative approach.

Reco 1.3

The regulator values innovation and the use of f@@hnology as proposed by manufacturers or users
with the relevant justifications for safety.
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P3 .Adopt a risk-based approach

G 3: Always consider alternative means to regulation, including the "do nothing" option,
based on robust risk assessment and a cost benefit analysis methodologies.

Reco 1.1

P4. Protect "Grand father rights"

G 4.1: Give specific attention to transitional arrangements, so that no activity is stopped,
including unexpected specific cases, if it had not raised a safety issue prior to the implementation of
the new rules. Rely on proven competencies, and on NAAs’ oversight and reporting to the Agency for
transparency and sharing of good practice.

Reco 2.6:
The EC, the Agency and the NAAs should give speeifiention to transitional arrangements.

There should be a presumption in favour of no ffssxisting rights, except where a specific safety
issue has been identified with the existing (pre rGlés) situation, and where the removal of these
rights is demonstrated to be the correct and oiallyle answer to recover the desired safety levs. T
transition from old to new regulations without lasisrights should be managed by the NAAs in a
transparent process.

G 4.2: Accept flexibility under NAA responsibility for continuation of specific local activities
when they have not proven harmful to safety, to fair competition or to free circulation.

Reco 2.7 :

Where local activities supportive of GA growth haween satisfactorily developed in a country, and
take place in a very limited area with no interfere with free circulation or fair competition
principles, have no impact on the operation of lomal pilots and have not raised specific safety
issues, some flexibility should be left to theimtinuation under oversight of the relevant NAAs,
without the need of detailed regulation at the paem level.

P5. Minimise bureaucracy and apply the "better regulation principles"

G 5.1: Improve the dialogue with users, starting at the very first step of the rule making
process, when the “do nothing” option is considered, and give appropriate explanations throughout
the process in response to comments in particular when those comments are rejected.

Reco. 1.1
Reco. 2.1

The Agency and the NAAs devote a specific efforthia consultation process, to help users assimilate
proposals and elaborate responses;

The EC, the Agency and the Members States adaptetipdatory schedule to addressing users’
responses to consultation adequately and therelgmésing realistic requirements.
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G 5.2: Have more confidence in participants to do the right thing, thereby reducing the
multiple layering of a priori safety nets, focus more on declarative processes and individual
commitment for managing safety, subject to appropriate downstream oversight by the Authority.

Reco 2.8:

GA activities may start or be resumed with a stnehimum of upstream control and authorisation
process, on the basis of confidence in resportyilwf the user for complying with the applicable

requirements, and where applicable on the basidecfarative processes. This should take into
account an appropriate oversight of operationstoriplemented by the Agency and the NAAs.

G 5.3: Give special attention to the clarity and lack of ambiguity in proposed regulations in
order to assist the GA community’s understanding.

Reco. 2.2

The Agency devotes specific attention to ensurlng proposed regulations are kept as simple as
possible (whilst allowing a degree of complexity that exceptions can be made), and that they
preserve the ability of the regulated persons gamisations to understand them and apply them.

G 5.4: Put more emphasis on soft law than hard law: limit implementing rules to required
objectives, and develop technical means in certification specifications or acceptable means of
compliance supported by detailed guidance material, to be defined with users; use standardisation to
check relevance and assure dissemination of best practices.

Reco. 2.4

The rulemaking process focuses implementing ruteshjectives and outcomes to be achieved by the
regulated persons or organisations and the NAAs.

The technical means of achieving these objectives described in appropriate certification
specifications and advisory material (AMCs) to beduced by the Agency or NAAs with the users,

The Agency’s standardisation directorate is taskéd ensuring adequacy of the retained means of
compliance and to promote best practices.

G 5.5: Take the best account of global practices for GA, through consideration of various
practices inside and outside EU, used as a proof of concept.

Reco. 2.3

The Agency proposes a specific mechanism in thedataisation process that would enable best
practices in GA to be identified and disseminatethe GA community.

Reco 2.10:

The Agency analyses regulations and practices mEid countries whose regulations and practices
regarding GA appear particularly efficient, withveew to incorporate the best practices contained
therein. The example of the Light Sport Aircrafteggory should be considered as an interesting
starting point.

G 5.6: Adopt a more comprehensive competency based approach for personal licensing.

Reco. 2.5

European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper_didialdocx Page 22 of 28



European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper 30dust 2012

The personal licensing criteria be more balancef@dvour of competence including field experience,
both in establishing the licensing requirementthim rulemaking process, and when examining the
situation in various Members States during thedsdedisation process.

G 5.7: Do not impose inappropriate pressure to build new regulations and give all necessary
time for a sound rule-making process in order to get it right at the first iteration.

Reco. 2.1

P6. Make best use of available resources of expertise and delegate responsibilities to the appropriate
level

G 6: Give the right privileges to approved organisations.
Reco 2.9:

An organisation approval should only be requesthdnit has been demonstrated that it is necessary
to perform certain activities. In these cases pariiag these activities should be a privilege of the
approved organisation.

The level of autonomy that can be given to an apgm@rganisation should be considered favourably
but carefully.

Actions to be taken and next steps

A 1: The Member States to identify and transmit to the Agency before the end of October 2012,
specific GA activities (such as cost sharing by private individuals or A-A introductory flights in an
aeroclub) that they do not consider as commercial air transport activities. On the basis of a review of
this survey by the Agency, the Commission to clarify before April 2013 the interpretation of
“commercial operations” and “commercial air transport” in relation to certain GA operations. If
necessary propose a change to the definitions in the Commission Regulations and / or Basic
Regulation, so that the focus on actual professional business activities is explicit.

Reco 1.4:

The EASA MB invites the EC, the Agency and the MemSBtates to reassess the interpretation of
the definition of “commercial operation” in the Bafegulation (and associated other definitions)
with the aim of:

- reflecting the considerations and scope ofphiser, and

- taking into account the current practices in @@nmunity where those practices
currently achieve an acceptable level of safetyout being treated as ‘commercial’,
and

- providing clarity for stakeholders in understarglwhether or not their operations
fall within the scope of ‘commercial operations’,

-propose changes as required to the Basic Regulatio

A 2: The Agency to develop and publish before July 2013 internal guidance material to ensure that the
new rule making process is implemented consistent with the above guidelines when applied to GA

European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper_édildocx Page 23 of 28



European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper " ROgust 2012

activities. This should include explicit checking and a statement of compliance with the above
principles and guidelines at various steps (RIA, NPA, CRD) of the procedure.

Reco 3.5:

A systematic procedure to be used in the rulemakigess for GA should be established by the
Agency in agreement with the EC, to ensure thatath@ve principles and guidelines are taken into
account.

The Regulatory Impact Assessment process couldsed €or that purpose, with a specific and
compulsory paragraph demonstrating how and prgcisbere these principles and guidelines have
been taken into account.

A 3: The Agency and the Members States to devote specific attention to ensuring the proposed
regulations are kept as simple as possible. When necessary the Agency should provide explanatory
guidance in "plain language" to assist requlated individuals in understanding the requirements with
which they are required to comply.

Reco 2.2

A 4: The Agency to implement a specific mechanism in the standardisation process that would enable
best practices in GA to be identified and disseminated to the GA community and to propose changes
to regulation when necessary in close relationship with the regulation directorate. A specific item on
sharing of good practice should be part of the agenda of standardisation meetings.

The Agency, with the users, to incorporate in this mechanism a way to take into account, when
relevant, best practices from non-EU countries with significant GA activity. The example of the Light
Sport Aircraft category should be considered as an interesting starting point.

Reco. 2.3
Reco. 2.4
Reco 3.3:

For the texts being implemented and in the tramsitihase the standardisation process should be used
to identify areas of difficulties, to promote bgsactices for solving these difficulties and to pwee
appropriate changes to the regulations.

Reco 2.10

A 5: The Management Board to invite the users to suggest for end of October 2012 to the Agency a
short list of items for which non compliance with the above principles and guidelines would have an
important impact and that could be solved quickly with a minimum regulatory work (for example,
clarifying an interpretation).

Reco 3.2

The EC, in conjunction with the Agency should idisnt list of “quick wins” items, carefully
discussed with all stakeholders as items for whiitlited changes may bring great alleviation and
solve these items as an urgent priority.
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A 6: For existing texts the users to identify and transmit to the Agency and Members States before the
end of November the key problems arising from aspects which do not comply with the above
principles and guidelines or cannot readily be implemented in accordance with them, including for
example problems with application of Annex V to the Basic Regulation. On this basis the Agency to set
up before March 2013 an ordered review process to address this situation, including, as necessary,
proposed changes to the Basic Regulation.

In the meantime Member States, the Agency and the Commission to consider and agree how
these principles and guidelines might be used in preparing and assessing cases under the flexibility
provisions to use consistently between them the procedures under Article 14.4 or 14.6 of Regulation
216, where legally possible.

Reco 3.1

Following review of this paper, the EC, in conjuontwith the Agency, should identify, in very close
cooperation with users’ accredited representatities, texts and processes already adopted and
implemented which do not meet the above principles guidelines and which are causing significant
problems. A revision to the Agency’s annual workgramme should be adopted to incorporate such
work, as a matter of priority. This should inclyatessible transfers from IR to CS or advisory materi
(e.g. AMCs).

Reco 3.6:

The changes to the Basic Regulation suitable fily finplementing agreed principles and guidelines
are identified and a formal review of the Basic &®atjon is undertaken by the EC with stakeholders
so that necessary changes are ready for incorporati any future amendments to the Basic
Regulation.

A 7: For texts in preparation and on going works, according to their degree of advancement, the
Agency and Member States to consider the above principles and guidelines to orientate the work, or
to prepare comments and discussions, including in Comitology. This must be implemented as a matter
of urgency for the texts currently in the Comitology process (parts OPS-SPO, OPS-CAT-sailplanes, OPS-
CAT-balloons).

Reco 3.4

For the texts currently in discussion, the EC, Algency and the MS are invited to undertake a swift
review of these texts against the proposed Guiggliand to consider the necessary time to do $o wit
respect to the current regulatory schedule, iniqudar with respect to parts OPS-SPO, OPS-CAT-
sailplanes, OPS-CAT-balloons..

A 8: The Agency to consider and present to the MB in March 2013 a study and possible adaptation of
its internal organisation to assure that GA matters are given at the appropriate management level
the necessary resources and attention, that they are dealt with consistently throughout all
directorates in accordance with above principles and guidelines, and that GA stakeholders can have
easy access to the staff of the Agency responsible for of GA matters.

Reco 3.7:

The Agency is invited to consider, inform the Maaagnt Board and implement a specific
organisational measure that will ensure the GAtexgais implemented in an efficient and consistent

European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper_édildocx Page 25 of 28



European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper " ROgust 2012

manner within the Agency work programme and withA$A and that the dialogue with the GA
community is improved in particular by a clear itification of appropriate contact points.

A 9: The Management Board to invite key GA users’ representative organisations to propose
to the Agency by the end of 2012 a team of representatives empowered to represent GA users in the
dialogue with the Agency, the EC and the National Authorities.

The Agency to establish by mid 2013 a GA Subgroup of the Safety Standards Consultative Committee
(SSCC) in order to periodically examine the implementation of this new approach to GA and the
efficiency with which it is done.

Reco 3.8:

The EAB is invited to designate specific individsiaf the GA representative bodies empowered to
represent those GA representative bodies, in tileglie with the Agency, the EC and the NAAs.

Reco 3.9:

The Agency is invited to set up a process by whinohappraisal of the GA situation is shared at
regular intervals, with the EC, the NAAs and thergs representatives, so that the results of the
proposed strategy for GA are evaluated, and cdveeattions taken as required .
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6. Annex 2 - Building Block approach

The objective of the “Building Block” approach i $pecify any kind of applicable requirements and
compliance showing by no longer using predefinegomeategories (e.g. prescriptive weight limits)
and their set of predefined requirements, but lresking each and every subjects of a project with
the most appropriate requirements. Having no dmbigndaries between categories should reduce the
“stepping effect”. It could apply to any kind oftaxty (type design, organisation, operation, etc...)
Its main benefit is that it will be capable to aelel all needs under one hat.

The “Building Block” approach should starts withvary basic set of items, and will continue by
adding all necessary bits and pieces dependingeoddsign / setup of the project, in order to caer
parts to the extend needed. This will result in @rim of requirements applicable for the project.
Should changes be introduced to the project, Ithwladapted as necessary.

For compliance showing Objective Rules should dusgether with a proportionate application of
acceptable means of compliance. Also in doing sterdnt requirements can be combined in one
“applicable code” (for example CS-LSA, CS-VLA, a@s-23 can become one common code)
without excessively high burden (it should be ipatarly relevant when a project is evolving from
one category / regulation into the next applicadote with different philosophies which are always
applicable in whole and not only to the border snog subjects).

With the new building block approach and its ohjecdriven requirements, it should be easieeto |
a project grow step by step (e.g. into more advérareas) without invalidating all the previous
compliance demonstration work simply because diange of category.

As an example, the principle of the building bloggproach is shown to establish the level of
compliance requirement for a design example (LiglgtiProtection).
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Following this process can automatically lead te tefinition of the Level of Involvement of the
Authorities depending on the agreed complianceleg&l determined upfront.
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Design / OW\

Compliance / Risk Level ‘ |
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(Statement only)

European GA Safety Strategy Discussion Paper_éididldocx Page 28 of 28



