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1. Summay of theoutcome of the consultatior

1. Summay of the outcome of the consultation
Please refer to the Explanatory Note to Opinion0N4019.
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2. Individual commentsand responses

In responding to comments, a standard terminology has been applied to &#Si® position This
terminology is as follows:

(@) Acceptedt EASAgrees with the comment and any proposed amendment is wholly transferred
to the revised text.

(b) Partially acceptedt EAS/Aeither agrees parally with the commentor agrees with it but the
proposed amendment is only partially transferred to the revised.te

(c) Noted 1 EASAacknowledges the comment but no change to the existing text is considered
necessary.

(d) Not acceptedt The comment or proposed amendment is not sharedEBEA

(General Comments) -

comment | 13 comment by GOCAD

Overall Comment

It appears overall that the BIR is very much aligned to the UK IR(R) and pilots w
qualification see multiple areas of similarity. | cannot agree therefore with your loc
choose Option 3 which is already a massive adoption of an existing rating) thlerefore
makes Option 2 more appropriate.

The BIR offers no advantages to a UK IR(R) for those flying under their priviliges wi
desgnated airspace. Because of this the uptake of the BIR is likely to be drastically r
amongst UK IR(R) holde It is therefore essential that existing holders of the IR(R) |
extensive priviliges with regard to being granted a BIR. No current IR(R) holder has an
to go through the whole process of exams and flight training for something they haaelya
acheived in the past so as to maintain the status quo. The encouragement to IR(R)
must be of a sufficient level to make the transition easy and practically of minimal to n
to the licence holder. The addition of having overall priviligesurope for basic GA IFR fly
is obviously an advantage only if all the Member States sign up to the BIR. Without t
rating has no distinct advantage.

EASA failed to listen and take notice to the comments from GA as regards to the E(IR)
do not make the same mistake again.

response| Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that also for holders of a UK, IRERBIR will bring an adde
value:unlike the UK IR(R), the BIR will enable holders to fly not only within the UK ail
but within theterritory of the European Union.

Additionally, EASA would like to highlight that a credit report in accordance with Articl
Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 could be established in order to grant credits to holde
national IR who apply for a BIR.

comment | 16 comment by:Neil MCGOVERI
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Overall, this is an excellent proposal and should be widely welcomed. Compliments shi
passed to the agents who prepared this document, it is highly legible and makes an e»
case.

response| Noted.

Thankyou for providing this positive comment.

comment | 80 comment bySpare Char

| support this new rating but would prefer continuing to reform the existing @BMnd HR
ratings instead.

response| Noted.

EASA considers th@ption 3 and theimplementation of the BIR is the best way to addr
the needs of GA pilots. In parallel, while the competebaged instrument rating (CER) will
continue to provide a competendyased route to obtain an ICA@mpliant instrument
rating, the en oute ingrument rating (EIR) will be deleteHowever, existing EIR holders v
be allowed to continue to exercise their privileges, and they will receive full cred
Modules 1 and 3 when stepping up to the BIR.

Please also refer to EASA response to comseyéttO and #12.

comment | 94 comment by:M A Naylor

| fully support this proposal. It is a pragmatic way forward which will encourage PPL
to become safer and more proficient and will make the achievement of some for
instrument rating much more accessible.

response| Noted.

Thank you foproviding this positive comment.

comment | 106 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spoil

Europe Air Sports thanks the Agency for preparing NPA-2080oposing easier access '
GA pilots to IFR flying. This NPA prepares next steps in the directiafeoflying and of mort
appropriate rules for flights under IFR for many members of our organisation. Flight ple
will be easier and more straightforward, changing weather situations can better be ¢
with, less stress is put on flight crews, fligheparations willbe less timeconsuming, the
risk for a continued VFR flight in IMC will be reduced to a great extent.

Different pilots skills will be needed, of course. The presented syllabi cover these nee
recommend to points of emphasis:

1) The pilot in command is responsible for his/her aircraft, even in a controlled environr
2) Obstacle clearance and separation.

response Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive comment.
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comment

response

comment

response

EASA acknowledges the points raisglich should be covered in the syllabus for the BIF

138 comment by UK CAA
Page No:N/A

Paragraph NoGeneral comment

Comment:It should be ensured that the BIR training and privileges automatically inc
PBN.It is suggested thahe EASA RMG should determine whether the text needs char
the key point is to ensure the skills test schedule includes PBN, which the NPA curren
not address.

Justification:Consistency with forthcoming PBN IR.

Noted.

EASA wishe® point out that performancebased navigation (PBN) training will be incluc
in Module 2 as outlined irSection2.4.2 of NPA 20164.

Additionally, a reference to Appendix 7 of RREL will be added to point FCL.835 in orde
clarify that the skilkest for the BIR needs to be completed in accordance with Appen
(including PBN privileges as specified therein).

Please also refer tthe EASA response to comment #19.

173 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

In general it is very welcome tmplement the proposals for the BIR.

To make it easier for aspirants, instructors, ATOs, examiners and last not least for autl
to recognise new rules, the attempt should be made, to bring IR rules into the same strt

For example: for IR andmpetence based IR the requirements for FLYING TRAININ
exposed in Appendix 6 (A) and (Aa), requirements for BIR are exposed in FCL.835
stucture maeks it not easy to compare rules.

Another general point is as follows: the BIR is definitelyetter way to start with IFR
experience, than the EnroutiR is, and it will need less effort than a (full}I&BIn this contex
it is not understandable, that the advantage of training outside an ATO is cut down ¢
en-route procedure training (wish is finallyinsignificant).

The overhelming advantage of @Bis the chance to inspire \{pibts (commonly owners ¢
well equiped aiurcraft) to receive IRRiining on their own schedule or needs, without t
"official" walking through an ATO, andifging them anyway goariented close to the IFF
knowledge for a final training and tests with an ATO.

This alternative should be maintained absolutely.

Noted.

The modular IR and @R are ICA@ompliant and internationally accepted ratings, wherg
the BIR is no& fully ICAGcompliant rating, being valid only in EASA Member States. T
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response

comment
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comment

reflected in the present rule structuréhe fully ICA@ompliant instrument rating is regulatec
in Subpart G andh the related Appendices 6 and 7 to P&CL, while other (nelfCAG
compliant) IR privileges are to be found in Subpart | (other ratings). Additionally, the
will of course be maintained within PaFCL.

198 comment by:Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzer

The Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment
NPA and congratulates the Agency for this work.

Noted.

Thank you foproviding this positive comment.

223 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

The BIR has a great potential. We appreciate EASA effort. EASA should focus on pro
to date information about new training methods to ATOs and instructAiOs lack CE
know-how. CBTIR can be easily misunderstood, implemented and marketed as a new|
based training. ATOs compete in terms of pricing. Price is set based on flight mdoiraum
hours required by IR. Instructors may feel pressured to cetaghe training course withil
the minimum hours requirement to maintain the contracted prize unless the CBT conc
fully understood by trainees (clients), ATOs and instructors.

The detailed guidance in GM1 FCL.835 is a huge step forward. EASA simgurdec
developing similar materials. Not necessarily in terms of IR/AMC/GM; publishing trainir
(similar to FAA Sample Lesson Plans) and running campaigns (similar to UK CA
Projects) would be beneficial. It would contribute to a successfulsafie implementation o
BIR.

Noted.

Thank you for your positive and constructive comments.

EASA would like to highlight that AMC/GM need to contain the syllabus, while, followin
a syllabus, detailed training material is subsequendyeloped by the training industn
Additionally, EASA will consider safety promotion activities in order to promote the ney

228 comment by Luftfahrt-Bundesamt
The LBA has no comments on NPA 2046

Noted.

229 comment byFrance

Subiject:
5D! / Qa adzZLJI2 NI F2NJ 2LIiA2Yy o 6. Lwo

DGAC fully supports the option 3 aiming at introducing a new rating (BIR) and believ
such rating offers a more proportional access to instrument rating for GA pilots.
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In particular D@C strongly supports the fact that the FCL.055 (d) (English lan
proficiency) is not required for a BIR application. As a matter of fact this requirement ha:
an unnecessary barrier to access to instrument flight privileges for many GA piloasae F

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

With regard to FCL.055(d), EASA considers that the proposal will increase the uptak
BIR amongst pilots for whom English is not their mother tongue for flights conducted
within an EASA Member State in which the language spoken is acceptable for
communications.

285 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller
#1

Thesr comments are presented as joint output of CabilAvi consortium. The introduct
Basic IR (BIR) as a new qualification proposatibyNPA, is a very positive step for gene
aviation pilots in order to allow them better access to IFR and weoneddt. We believe tha
the goal is very positive but we identified several important issues with this NPA, al
would like to address them.

We identified 3 main issues which is not possible to connect with specific chap
paragraph. These 3 mainigs are: theory is based on outdated LOs, PBN is still not acc
as primary type of navigation and competency based training in general is putting
responsibilities on ATO.

We discuss these main issues in detailed way in comments to executive syntiber
minor issues are connected with corresponding paragraph of the NPA.

But as mentioned before, despite several issues, we believe, that this NPA is a step
direction, we support this initiative and we are prepared to help with solvingsheis.

We attached PDF where we discuss severel issues more compléxily every issue
mentioned in PDF is also added via CRT to propriate part of the NPA

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

Your detailed commentare addressed in the corresponding sections of this CRD.

With regard to this comment at hand, EASA would like to highiightollowing:

An update of the existing Learning Objectives (M@s)publishedon 6 February 2018 wit
EDDecision 2018/001/R. Thesgdates will be considered when finalising the LOs for
BIR.

Furthermore, as explained iBection2.4.2 of NPA 20144, PBN procedures will be part
the training for obtaining a BIR, leading to respective PBN privileges of BIR holders.
Finally, a comgtency-based training system aims at allowing a training organisation to b
O2yAARSNI Iy AYRAOARIZ t addRSyidoa RSOSE
take respective decisions when providing the training course. An increased respiynsit
the training organisation is therefore inherent to competerigsed training.

360 comment by Estonian Civil Aviation Administratic
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1.Itisn't clearly stated of what are the requirements for BIR instructors and examiners
needsto be addressed also.

Noted.

Please refer t@Section2.4.6 of NPA 20144, which providesan overview of instructor an:
examiner privileges in the context of the BIR, as planned. The necessary char
Subparts J and K of P#&€CL(requirements for instructors and examiners), although initi.
LX I YYSR (2 0S I RRNBRaaSR 6AGK watdnpdc

(SubpartsJandKof P&t [ 0 QU X gAff y2¢ 06S AyOf dzRSR

361 comment by:Light Aircraft Associatior

¢KS [ATIKG ' ANONI TG ! aa20A1GA2Y A& -buiténd
vintage light aircraft. Our history dates back to 1946, originally as the Ultralight Ai
Association and more latterly theopular Flying Association, and we are proud to have
Royal Highness, Prince Michael of Kent as patron.

We are a noffor-profit association, owned by our members, providing airworthiness sen
dzy RSNJ RANBOG RSt Sl GA2Y hoFtlhBVE représét the Yadadio
interests of over 7,600 pilot, amateur builder, vintage aircraft owner and enthu
members, with over 2,800 operational aircraft, including 500 microlights and 100 gyrop
and another 1,700 aircraft under construati. In December 2016, the LAA was delegate
the UK CAA to approve national NigRR authorisation for selected Annex Il airc|
operating on a LAA Permit to Fly.

The LAA welcomes this proposal which addresses the issue of accessibility of th
Instrument Rating and provides a more proportionate alternative for General Aviation.

Comments have been submitted at the relevant sections.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

401 comment by:European Transport Workefederation ETF

ETF regrets that the approach of this crdssnain activity did not include more AT
representatives especially frontline operators as two of the 4 items described as aims
taskforce are closely linked to ATM (flight procedureRand Y2 NS O2 Y LJ A
clearly interpretable as offensive to ATM workers we represent).

There is little consideration given to the impact of the increased movements that GA
to IFR will have on the ATM structure and on ATS itself, migtio terms of actual number
but in terms of the complexities it will introduce. There needs to be further consider:
given to what expectations ATS can have with regards to the capabilities and abilities ¢
crew flying with the BIR as IFR. Scapabilities will surely go beyond the likes of an incree
minima on an approach and these need to be highlighted and promulgated to all stakeh
and not just those taking part in the training i.e. those attaining the BIR.
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The ATM community needs tbe able to build trust in an aircrew requirement f{
competence for a safe and orderly flow of traffic, and to have trust that every instructio
be understood and properly executed. This is key to the role of ATCOs and FISOs. Kr
of the capadies of the flight crew is a crucial element which has been disregarded sinc
introduction of En Rout¢R with which IFR flights could be conducted without any knowle¢
by ATS of the restrictions applicable to the flight.

Increased consultation witlstakeholders and acknowledgement of the concerns of tt
working in the ATM environment will be crucial.

response| Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that it is indeed planned to take a holistic approach to ¢
improvements regarding GA IFR flyingass the different regulatory domains. However,
explained at the end dbection2.1 of NPA 20144, due to time constraints and the need 1
prioritisation of actions, the current proposal addresses the aircrew domain only. Fu
tasks will be plann@ with regard to the other domaing.g.air traffic managementATM)).
Please refer tection2.1 of NPA 20144 for more information.

comment | 407 comment by European Transport Workers Federatidil F

Page28/30/35/37/39/40/41/43 -51/53-58/62-64/66-68
Various references to comms with ATC.

The competencies reference comms with ATC but this may only be if ATC servil
provided where BIR is being assessed. Interaction with ATC as part of comgedsed
training as listed in the syllabus must be mandated on every single item.

response| Noted.

Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #212.

comment | 412 comment byFinnish Transport Safety Agen

Question to stakeholders:

The Agency would likéo ask its stakeholders for their feedback on the proposal to dele
the EIR in FCL.825, together with its associated AMC and GM and the references to
requirements.

Answer:

It is difficult to foresee whether there will be market for the-eyute instrument rating (EIR
if the Basic Instrument Rating (BIR) will be available. However, EIR could be one stej
way to BIR and IR. Similar privileges as with EIR could be issued after completing BIF
1 and module 3, by adding demonstration gfpaoaches, in order to allow pilot to fly e
route IFR before completing module 2. In any case, as EIR ratings have already bee
and will be issued until the possible deletion, the regulations to revalidate and rene|
should stay.

At the momentrequirements for instrument flying are scattered in several paragraph:
FCL.615, Appendix 6, FCL.825 and FCL.835. It could be preferable to review the requ
as a whole and draft a regulation where IFR flying privileges could be achieved step .t

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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At the same time it could be assessed whether an instrument rating exceeding ICAO /
requirement is still needed.

response| Noted.

Based orthe comments received, EASA has decided to delete the EIR.

However, existing EIR holders will bewakal to continue to exercise their privileges, and tt
will receive full credit foModules 1 and 3 when stepping up to the BIR.

Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #410.

comment | 413 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen

Trafisupports the competenceased ideology in general. However, the method is new
it requires a lot of training and guidance to start implementing it. This should be takel
consideration when reviewing the rules.

The explanatory note compares BIRuggments to FAA system. It should be noted that
EU system differs from FAA system in many areas. If the safety measures appliec
moment in the EU system are deleted, it should be confirmed that there are other ¢
measures in place.

response| Noted.

EASA acknowledged the differences between the regulatory structure of Europe and
in the Explanatory Note of NPA 2018.

EASA also acknowledges that the adoption of compegtdased training is different from th
traditional hoursbasedapproach but this is not necessarily linked to a reduction in sa
measures. Instead, as outlined Section2.3 of NPA 20184 (summary of the regulator
impact assessment (RIA)), an increased level of safety can be expected from enablir
pilots to access to IFR flying.

comment | 432 comment by:AeroClub of Switzerlanc

The AereClub of Switzerland thanks the Agency for preparing NPA-2818oposing a Bas
Instrument Rating. Our organistion supports the comments posted by Europe Air 8pb
wishes to make a few additional comments proposing to the reviewers of the commer
consider some additional points.

response| Noted.

Your additional comments will be addressed in the corresponding sections of this CRL

comment | 434 comment bytrevor sexton

This should be able to done at an DTO (currenly RTO)
Without this again i believe there will still be a poor take up by GA pilots.

Reason,s being...
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comment

response

comment

ATO,s have higher overheads mainly due to the additional burdens put on thEASA/NA/
and therefore cost,s will be a lot higher to pilots.

ATO,s are bussinesses and want to make profits for staff and directors.

ATO,s are not found at every GA airfield, therefore requiring some pilots to trave
distances to the nearest ATOighwill put many pilots from taking this up.

Therefore ATO,s are not friendly places and once you have had your lesson/training a
you money they kick you out..

where as DTO,s (RTO,s) tend to be club / Commitee run orginisations and thereforky
places where you meet other pilots and chat about avaition.

Noted.

Thank you for your comment.

For the time being, the training scope of a declared training organisation (DTO) w
include the BIR. Please refer to Opinion No 11/2®é5tion2.3.5 for further information
and explanations. As described there, EASA intends to carefully monitor the implemer
of PartDTO in order to evaluate, at a later stage, whether the training scope cou
extended toincludefurther ratings.

442 comment by ATCEUEAIr Traffic Controllers European Unions Coordina

These IFR flights magduce the available sector capacity for commercial flights and incr
complexity due to pilots non standard behaviour/capabilities whempared to regular IF
pilots. These new rated pilots will need additional knowledge and competence dealin:
ATC whelilying IFR in controlled airspace near standard routes and airports. This r
more detailed training on ATS and even different lzaage requirements if the ratings are
be used in different countries. Those considerations were not included in the elaborat
this NPA because EASA just ignored the added value of having ATM professional
working group.

Not accepted.

The training syllabus developed for the BIR, as indicated in NPA12016 believed tc
sufficiently train pilots to develop the competence to conduct IR flights within the privil
of the BIR. During the skill test following the trainings tbompetence will be fully tested.

EASA would also like to highlight that ATM representation was included in RMT.0677.

445 comment by Ryanair
| would like to clarify that | would like to make the comment on behalf of Ryanair wh
part ofthe A4E.

Our concerns are

w 2SS INB O2yOSNYySR (KFG GKAA LINRLRAL
through busy TMAs which raises safety concerns with the resultant increased ATCO w
which in turn will inevitably lead to redudecapacity.
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response

w 2SS adNRy3afe 2LIL1R&S Fye LNRBLRaAlIf 66KAO
(see 2.4.8). International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ) states in "ICAO Annex 10 I(
I, 5.2.1.1.2) to the International Chicago Converititmat English be universally used f
"international aeronautical radiotelephony communications.”" The use of languages
than Aviation English will harm the ability of pilots and air traffic controllers to commun
and thereby raise safety concerns

Choorah Singh
Noted.

EASA recognises your concaboutthe potential increase idbw/slowCaircraft in terminal
areas buthas the opinion that this has not proved to be an issue in otloemtriessuch as
the USA, so should not be an issu¢h@ EASA Member States.

EASA considers that the optional use of a language other than English, for flights cor
solely within an area in which the language spoken is acceptable for radio communic
will not be a safety concern &Rholders will mainly use smaller GA aerodromes rather t
large international airports, and for those airports, the ATS providers can require all
communications to be conducted in English. Where this applies astdted in the nationa
AIP, norENglish speaking BIR holders would be excluded.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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NPA 2016141 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY p. 1-2

comment | 299 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati
The Norwegian Air Sports Federation (§INorges Luftsportforbundyould like to thank the
Agency for this proposal, as we strongly support its objectives; Even after the introduc
EIR and CHR, instrument training remains too cumbersome, costly and impractical to
part in for most general aviation pilots in fepe.
For a summary of our response to this NPA, please see comment # 257.

response| Noted.
Thank you for providing this positive comment.
Your detailed comments will be addressed in the corresponding section.

comment | 311 comment by AOPA Swedel

AOPA Sweden strongly supports this RMT and the more proportionate proposals giv
strongly agree that this is high priority.

In combination with increased access to infrastructure,
i.e. GPS approaches to ntwwered airports, this will open up the Gaerodromes to safe
operations and avoiding operating aircraft VFR at low altitude in marginal VFR weathe

We strongly suggest EASA also look into the FAA system with instrument aerodromes
for IFR operation also where a control tower is not invexe. In addition an extract of th
safety record from the USA, regarding these operations should be studied.
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response

comment

response

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

As explained isection2.1 of NPA 20144, priority was given to revising flight crew licens
requirements only. Revisions with regard to the ATM domain are planned for the fi
Please refer to the saskction ofNPA 201614 for more information.

377 comment by:CTU in Prague

BIR license is very positive step towards improving access of GA pilots to IFR.
Many pilots of GA will be interested in BIR because it is more accessible alternative to

There are only two issues in this initiative:

1. NPA didn"specify how different DH for BIR holders will be provided. There is a risl
BIR will not be usable because there will be no maps and aircraft navigation databas
DH for BIR holders. Unavailability or high cost of BIR maps may be serious igdoesfarho
decide if they will go for BIR or IR.

2. Requested theory is based on actual RART and not on NPA 2018. Because NPA 201
03 will probably become AMC to PART, in time when BIR will become available, there
many issues with prepariain for theoretical exams. Because important differences betw
G2RIFIeQa &defflodza | yR {KS3, tideswil de/mahyND hids:
and other will become obsolete. it may lead to higher rate of failure during exams fo
BIR. This ay lead to decrease of interest of pilots about BIR.

Despite these issues | am very thankful to everyone who collaborated on this init
because it brings positive changes for GA pilots, and | hope this NPA will turn in to leg
very soon.

Noted.
Thank you for this positive comment.

Regarding your first point, EASA considers that ther@Hed addition to the publishe:
minima will be properly calculated by the pilot during fflight planning, based on the figurt
given in the ew point FCL.83®asic instrument rating (BIRThe correct calculation of th
decision height (DH) will be part of the training course as set out in the related AMC/(
FCL.835.

Regarding your second point, EASA wishes to refer yBadtion2.4.4of NPA 2016.4, which
explains the reasoning behind the theoretical knowledge requirements for the
Additionally, following NPA 201®3 (A), (B), (C), (D), (E) and, @) update of the existin
Learning Objectives (LOs) has been already publisteder (o ED Decision 2018/001/k
These updates will be considered when finalising the LOs for the BIR.

1. Procedural information p. 34

comment

**
*
*

*
* ok

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

399 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0
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response

1.1. The rule development procedure

comment : On theNPA there is no sign that a Quality Department has approved the
release for public comment. Is this just not mentioned or does it means there is no ¢
control * of the NPA? (this one and others in general)

OF Y20S Y KSNX notjmiznthedkidg spgeting érid® dr similar 2o& avoic
noncompliance to procedures and rules or inconsistency with other related docun
activities or policies.)

Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that NPAs (as well as othedmyelognent documents) neec
to be developed in accordance with the provisions of the EASA Management Board C
18HAMp OWwdzZ SYF1Ay3 t N2 OSRdzNB QU Artizlg A16(K) of
Regulation (EU) 2018/1139

2. Explanatory Nota 2.1.Overview of the issues to be addressed p. 56

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

comment

response

comment

14 comment by:Neil MCGOVER|

Although the ToR priorities seem well thought out, it would be useful to see a stronger
through of these priorites. The current text seems to imply that they lmarcompleted ir
sequence, whereas actually there may be areas of significant overlap.

For example, training requiements specify experience with RNAV approaches, which ¢
should be a required item in today's airspace. However, if this is not thekebaup by &
number of suitable RNAV appraoches at aerodromes and an ATM system in place to d
them, issues could arise, leading to the lack of takef the BIR.

That is not to say that the perfect should be the enemy of the gdmat | would lke to see
either some text explaining this anomaly, or perhaps a timeline for the comprehensive
plan production.

Partially accepted.

The availability of PBN approaches in the airspachedEASA Member States is outside |
immediate control of EASA. However, EASA wishes to refer Brction2.4.2 of NPA 201¢€
14 in connection with PBN training.

As explained irSection2.1 of NPA 20184, due to time constraints and the need 1
prioritisation of actions, aircrew issues were decided to be addressed first, while
domains will be tackled through a comprehensive action plan.

32 comment by R wise

Nowhere is the issue of LAPL users addressed. The basic difference betwaewn PRPL i
the ability to take further ratings and a more straightforward Medical. As megdrcdllems
are not a major ( ? or minor) issue with instrument flying, then why not include LAPL he
If necessary some modification to the training requirensecould be made.
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

As LAPL flyers are just as likely to fly into adverse weather as PPL holders , why not
this matter?

Not accepted.

EASA would like to highlight that next to different medical requirements there are
different training requirements for LAPL and PPL. It has been decided that onHighelC
PPL can serve as a basis for obtaining a BIR. However, as des@ibetibin?.5 of NPA 201:€
MnX GKS AYGNBRdz2OGAZ2Y 2F |y WEFESNRLXLFYS
rulemaking taski.e. RMT.06788impler, lighter and better PaRCL requirements for genel
aviatiorfp, which could also be open to LAPL leotd

38 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

We strongly support this task and this NPA has come a long way. The mgnefiERnt
pilots we have, the sooner we will see upgraded avionics in the ageing fleet and we wi
a higherflight safety.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

102 comment by:Aeroclub of Gothenburg, flightscho

This is a great step in the right direction! The more IFR proficient piots, the higher flight
will be. this isalso a major step towards making GA more accessible as business tool.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

258 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

The proposal states that "there is some evidence suggestingamanding the relevan
European regulations may facilitate growth in this area". NLF would describe this
euphemism: The more proportionate, simpler and more practically focused FAA instr
rating is the number one driver for the high number ofrdgistered aircraft being
permanently operated in Europeln addition to the better selection of aircraft modificatio
for general aviation aircraft through a significantly larger range of-EA8s compared 1
EASASTCs, this motivates European privatetpito go through the administrative burden
owning an Nregistered aircraft. (The burden includes setting up an owner trust as wi
sourcing FAA approved A&Ps for maintenance purpfses.

To make the EASA system attractive, the main goal of thisoaght to be to make IR i
Europe as accessible in all meanings of the word as it is in the US. It is not enough t¢
theoretical syllabus: We also have to make an analysis of all aspects making the FAA
attainable. If we fail to do this, thebjectives of this rulemaking task will not be met.

1The UK Department of Transportation (DoT) conducted a public consultatiomegistered
aircraft being operated by private individuals in the UK in 2005. The consensus reach
that:
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response

comment

response

"Government action should instead focus on the reasons why people choose to plac
aircraft on the US register and on disincentives to UK registration. Respondents empl
in particular the perceived difficulty for holders of private pilots' licehof achieving a
Instrument Rating in the UK under the prevailing -FAR. Instrument Rating requiremen
the costs and commercial disadvantages of placing aircraft on the UK register; the re|
fewer aircraft and parts that are certified by the CA#& compared to the FAA or oth
Authorities; and the widespread recognition and acceptance of FAA licences and cert
worldwide."

For other sources backing up the popularity ofddistered aircraft please see the lin
below:

http://www.ainonline.com/aviatiornews/aviationinternationatnews/200808-
11/operatorsgive-dgacf-aircraftregistrationreform

http://aircraft -trust.com/N-Registration_Advantages.html|

2 http://www.peter2000.co.uk/aviation/faanreg/

Noted.

EASA considers the proposal for the introduction of the BIR to be much more than
revision of the theoretical syllabus it is an overall new training concept for a simplifi
rating offering basic IFR privilegibsit aretailored to the need of germal aviation. Hence, i
Ada SELISOGSR GKIG GKS AyGNRRdAOGAZY 27F

FGGNY OGABSQ A Ot FAYSR Ay @2dz2NJ O2YYSy

265 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We strongly agree that the issue of access to IFR flying fquilGt4 needs to be addresse
using a holistic approach. We are disappointed that domains other than FCL (e.g. equ
certification, ATM aspects and the availability of IAPs) were not considered in the pro,
far, and believe that these other aspectsght be higher leverage overall in addressing
safety performance. Nevertheless, we are grateful and encouraged that the Agency I
considerable effort into the aircrew regulatory issues in this NPA.

2S y20iS GKFG GKS | 3S yhordtasks wilzyeRpBmddlir theyoh
domains upon delivery of a comprehensive action plaas mentioned in the ToR, as one
the deliverables of this rulemaking task. In this context, it is expected that the comprehe
action plan will contairecommendations for amendments to the aircrew, airworthine
l¢aX FYR FSNRBRNBYS NBljdANBYSyliada | yR
without undue delay.

Noted.
Thank you for this positive comment.

As explained irSection2.1 of NPA 20184, due to time constraints and the need 1
prioritisation of actions, aircrew issues were decided to be addressed first, while
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domains will be tackled through a comprehensive action plan which will address all is¢
these otherdomains.

comment | 317 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

We strongly support the aims of the proposed amendement. More instrument rated GA
mean higher safety, better regularity and a motivation to upgrade old equipment in airc

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

comment | 330 comment by AOPA Finlanc

**
* *
* *

* *
* ok

An agency of the

European Union

Vibrant General Aviation sector is crucial to securing the success and future groy
commercial air transport and aerospace inside the European Union but Eéspadially EAS
has increased regulatory burden in recent years which has caused enormous impleme
cost to training organisation. Regulatory climate has been very volatile making the sect
attractive to private operators and especially nprofit flying associations. The curre
regulatory system favours state owned organisations subsidised by government leavir
littte room for real private training organisations.Combination of excessive regulatior
increasing costs and taxation by EUBAAFinland Government have all contributed to a dec
especially in Finland GA activity as well as amount of private pilote licenses and its pos
a way of transport and particularly for flying training. There have also been recent decli
the number of hours flown by fixeding light aircraft: statistics show 36 % fewer hours flc
in 2015 than 2006. By comparison, there has been some growth in the less regulated ¢
expensive Microlight sector, indicating how regulation and cost careinfiel levels of activity
See
https://www.trafi.fi/filebank/a/1462352079/2d02edf8af3125bf6f424e8a442c8144/20545
Lentotunnit_20062015.xlsx

Lentotunnit
20062015
201
2006 2007 2008 2009 O 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Liikenneilmailu
23140 27025 29080 26177 261 28372 24252 27306 27031 26620

Lentokoneet 7 4 4 4 765 7 5 0 8 7
Helikopterit 555 0 1332 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23196 27025 29213 26177 261 28372 24252 27306 27031 26620
Liikenneilmailu yhteensé 2 4 6 4 765 7 5 0 8 7

Yleisilmailu, ansiolentotoiminta

27
Lentokoneet 26474 29092 29131 25046 425 24935 18612 10034 21308 16553
12
Helikopterit 12566 12526 11819 13648 348 16454 15666 9773 10752 12853
lImaa kevyemmat i/a 949 891 731 695 534 563 541 484 552 613
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Yleisilmailu, yksityislentotoiminta

23

Lentokoneet 32756 28584 26084 26172 679 23576 18626 20245 17789 17411
3

Helikopterit 5068 5056 4510 4166 586 889 770 1552 978 2362
67

Yleisilmailu yhteensa 77813 76149 72275 69727 572 66417 54215 42088 51379 49792

Harrasteilmailu

Purje ja
moottoripurjelentokonee 19
t 26038 20798 20439 23662 576 20520 18789 18244 17040 13845

13
Ultrakevyet lentokoneet 12841 12686 12586 13357 589 13344 13785 13294 11978 13532

lImaa kevyemmat ilma
alukset 426 416 498 484 571 711 775 475 317 85

33
Harrasteilmailu yhteensi 39305 33900 33523 37503 736 34575 33349 32013 29335 27462

34908 38030 39793 36900 363 38471 33008 34716 35103 34346
lImailu yhteensa 0 3 4 4 073 9 9 1 2 1

Here are a number of areas of EU policy which require immediate consideration. They i

1 The long term necessity for EU/EASA to regulate GA;

1 Reducing the fiscal burden on GA, particularly energy taxes and VAT on traini
aviation fuels;

1 Coordination of EASA policy on GA across NAAs/CAAS;

1 Safeguarding EU Network of Airfields for GA to support connectivity, training
leisure;

1 EU captumng a share of training for Commercial Air Transport pilots and enginee
underwriting GA renaissance;

1 9! NBO23ayAaAy3a D!Qa LRGSYGArt G2 K
airports

[@a)Y

C2NJ Ayaidl yodsSs (KS ydzyo S NdshdE fallaiNdrathbtiday fradh 3
in 2012 to 138 in 2016;

These two statistics reveal that combination of excessive regulation and increasing co
taxation have all contributed to a decline in Finland GA acti
https://wwwe.trafi.fi/filebank/a/1 485330004/9919078097af57c8690a40a393a9cef8/2391¢
Lupakirjan_haltijoiden_vuotuiset_lukumaarat_20170103.xIsx

response Noted.

EASA wishes to highlight that it is the overall objective of the EASA General Aviation (G
Map to make life easier for general aviation through simpler, lighter and better rules appl
to this domain. Numerous rulemaking tasks are working in #risa. Please refer t
https://www.easa.europa.eu/easandyou/generataviationfor more information.

**
* *
* *

* *
* ok
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At the same time, ihas to be highlighted that some of the issues listed in yaamment
(energy taxes and VAT for aviation fuel) is outside the remit of EASA.

comment | 383 comment by:NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi
#2

NATS welcomes the opportunity to comment against the Notice of Proposed Amen
2016mMn GOl AASNI FOOSaa F2NJ ASYSNIf | @Al G2
provided detailed contents comments via the EASA CRT but alsorfeeégsary to offer the
higher level comments and concerns contained within the attached letter as we conside
the issues this proposal raises need considering both now and later on in the process.

response| Noted.

Your detailed comments will beddressed in the corresponding sections of this CRD.
With regard to the concerns raised in your attached letter, EASA would like to highli
follows:

T As explained irBection2.1 of NPA 20184, due to time constraints and the need 1
prioritisation ofactions, aircrew issues were decided to be addressed first, while
domains (e.g. ATM topics) will be tackled through a comprehensive action plan whi
address all issues in these other domains.

T Competencies of applicants for a BIR are describe@tail in the draft Guidance Materi
published withNPA 20164 (GM1 FCL.835 point (c), starting from page 27 of the
document, refer to the bo¥@bjectivébf every training element).

T With regard to your comment on language proficiency for BlRdrs| please refer to th
EASA response to comment #44

2. Explanatory Nota 2.2. Objectives p. 6

comment | 257 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

We believe that the following items and issues must be addressed to achiewbjdeives
of this NPA:

1. There are too few flying schools around that offer instrument trainingnd those thar
exist are too costly for the average leisure pilot. Without affordable flying schools
instrument training capabilitieslose to where pople live and work, the cost, time ar
inconvenience involved will remain a serious obstacle. In our view, this main concern t
been properly addressed in the proposal.

2. The theoretical knowledge syllabus is currently excessive for general auigbiurposes
The FAA IR syllabus ought to be adequate, judged by the FAA IR rating's success in
popularity and safety record. NLF therefore applauds that NPA-26higgests a theoretic
knowledge syllabus similar to the FAA IR.

r TE.RPRO.068-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
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response

comment

3. To completethe full IR (IR/CBR) may appear as too daunting a task for most gene
aviation pilots. Dividing the training programme in modules therefore makes a lot of s¢
as proposed by this NPA. However, if a completed module does not give any privilelje
the incentive to embark on a module is very weak and has probably limited value. Th
CBIR structure is in that respect superior. NPA 2Q026s weakened further by opening ti
door for the deletion of the EIR; As long as the modules within tRedBes not provide ar
privileges, the EIR should be kept. As an alternative, the BIR modules should lead tc
privileges (e.g., the combination of Module 1 and Module 3 could give similar privileg
the EIR). Only then would the EIR become refdum.

4. The training ought to follow a logical path with increasing complexity throughout t
program This objective is not met when the approaches and departures (the most col
and demanding of all tasks) are covered in module 2, whileoate flight is covered ir
module 3. This is contrary to good learning practices and should be changed.

5. The structure of the training should be tailored to what's desired as far as privileges
Seen from the general aviation pilot's perspective, thlowing four privileges could b
desired:

i) Cloud flying rating (for breaking the clouds to fly VFR on top)

i) Enroute rating (similar to EIR)

iii) IR with restricted privileges (similar to the UK IMC rating / IR(R))

iv) IR (with full privileges, ti the goal of being more or less identical to the current FAA

These four sets of privileges cover the needs of the general aviation environment for fl
IMC. It is of course possible to combine i) and ii) into one rating, with the disadvarhizip
fewer pilots will embark on the first step on the ladder. Similarly, the more compact th
becomes, the less there is a need to introduce a medium step of IR

Instead of opting for such an approach, this NPA gives us BIR only (which is marelohg
than the UK IMC rating) in addition to @B (which is more demanding than the FAA IR), v
we risk loosing EIR. This will not provide GA in Europe with "better, simpler and lighter

Not accepted.

EASA notes your suggestions and wishes to advise you that earlieregartklingeasier
access for general aviation pilots to instrument flight rules flymajuded consideration ¢
the proposals for partial BIR privileges commensurate with the relefkymg training
modules. However, EASA now considers that the optmrintroduce the BIRis better,
together with the simpléeroplane cloud flying ratirigand wishes to refer you to Table 1
Section2.3.3 of NPA 20164 in this respect.

Furthemore, EASA considers that the use fiying training modules will allow the
customer/applicant/candidate to decide their preferred sequence of training with guid.
from the training organisation.

334 comment by AOPA Finlanc

EASA should be moteansparent in its regulatory oversight delivering culture change wi
(KS 2NBEyAaldazy +FYyR bllaz yRLEIERMT
requirements.
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It is a generally accepted principle of modern safety management that it is impossi
eliminate risk:a regulator can only minimise it to optimise total system safetyubject to
imposed constraints such as the total available resource. The optimisation proces
improve safety with respect to some types of risk, but lower it wigpect to others. All thos
in the safety chain need to be bought in to the concept of total system safety, and acce
residual risk. We propose that the IAOPA Europe is best placed to assess the cur
impact that national and EU regulation mayhmser/ing on the sector. Risk management shc
differentiate between stakeholder classes according to their ability to assess and contr
In considering the level of regulatory protection required, the regulator should conside
ability of all thosewho are exposed to risk to assess and control that risk. This is cons
with concepts to be introduced into the revisions to the EASA basic regulation with the
package.

response| Noted.

EASA believes that the combination of proportionate #8egible theoretical knowledge an
competencybased flight training appropriate to the needs of general aviation pilots w
includes the important themes of threat and error management, shpglet crew resource
management and pilot decisiemaking sklk will increase the piloinderstanding of theil
role in ensuring the overall safety concept.

Competent authorities will oveee training organisations and examiners to ensure t
standards are maintained.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.3. Summary of theegulatory impact assessment (RIA) p. 614

comment | 15 comment by Neil MCGOVER
Table 4 could do with the percentage share adding for the total.

response| Accepted.

The share for each of thfeur types of rating of Table 4 are 402 1.5%, 14.R%and 43.7%6

respectively.
. Befare From

Typeofraling | g0 o013  aapr2013 | O
IR 36.7% 55.5% 40.2%
EIR 1.0% 3.6% 1.6%
Jrd country IR 15.7% 10.0% 14.7%
Mational IR 46.5% 20.9% 43.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: The sum of thé¥otakrolumn seemso be 100.1% because of rounding errors.

comment | 42 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Cost is one important thing. But another, perhaps even more important, thiagaigability.
Are these training facilities easily accessible?
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

By allowing DTOs to conduct BIR training, the availability would increase by tenfi
Scandinavia we have many airfiels and aeroclubs where there simply is not an ATC
500700 kilometes. Therefore it is very important that the BIR is available through the
concept. Otherwise we will not see the sought after increase in instrument rated pilots,

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

43 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
Option 3, "Introduce a new BIR" seems to be the best way forward.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

101 comment by:Aeroclub of Gothenburg, flightscho
Option nr 3 ixlearly the best option!!!

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

127 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.3.3. Policy options
Table 1: Selected policy options
p 9/230

Europe Air Sports supports the introduction af@w "Basic Instrument Rating".

Rationale

The proposed modular and competenogised, as possible, fits he need of our commur
enhanced planned IFR flights and increase flight safety by easier planning and reduce
on flight crews, particularlin singlepilot/single-engine operations.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

162 comment by’ AOPA (UK

Item is incorrect for UK IMCRthere is no requirement to hold a JAR Night Rating
prerequisite.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment which is correct and will be considered for upc
the RIA.

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page220f 172

European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014

2. Individual commentand responses

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

comment

response

comment

199 comment by:Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzer
Comment FOCAOCA is supportimgption 3 "Introduce a new BIR"

From an operational point of view, the minimum of "200ft above minimums / 500ft
respectively 600ft AGL" for 3D and 2D approaches seems very little and does not pres
major difference in security compared to a standard approach. A higher miniraufyoth
approaches would certainly be more appropriate and should be studied.

Futhermorein the case of option 3, in our opinion it is important that this option replace
the near future, the enroute IR (EIR).

Not accepted.

EASA considerthat the intention of the increased minima is to ensure that BIR hol
depart/arrive in meteorological conditions no worse than SVFR as defined in SERA.5C
Furthemore, EASA holds the opinion that if clearance to land is not issued before BIR r
isreached, this will normally be a benign event leading to alkoel visual circuit, for whic
PPL holders have been trained and tested.

Finally, with regard to the EIR, please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

266 comment by:JulianScarfe

2.3.3

We believe that policy option 1 deserves more consideration than it has been ghseis
evident from the table that follows, there is a plethora of instrument qualifications in
European aircrew system, which leads to unnecessary compléekitg. FAAsystem has
singleinstrument rating, which is designed to be accessible for the GA pilot.

¢CKS @FfdzS 2F GKS ¢l al C2NDOSQa 62N)] Aa

1 - designing a modular, competentased approach to practical instrument sk
and

1 - focusing theoretical kn@ledge on what is necessary for the exercise of those !
in operational situations

then the syllabus described in GM1 FCL.835 (c¢) and GM2 FCL.835 would be a perfect
for the instrument rating, and, thanks to its modern, competethesed approat, would
deliver a higher standard of pilot competence than the current Appendix 6 requiremen

2.3.4,2.35,2.3.6

We disagree that option 1 is likely to provide lower uptake than optioMBe uptake wil
depend primarily on where the course maytbeght (whether an ATO, or instead a DTO)
not whether the training is to 200 ft or 500 ft decision height.

2.3.7

We believe that option 1 is equivalent to option 3 in this regard.

2.3.8

We note that option 1 is superior to option 3 on the groundsahplexity.

2.39
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response

comment

response

comment

In the light of our comments on 2.3.3 to 2.3.8, we believe that the philosophy, modularit
competencebased nature of training set out in GM1 FCL.835 (c) and GM2 FCL.835 sh
applied to the CBR. All the required elements of gtrument theoretical knowledge an
practical skills are included, and, because of a common skill test, the individual items
syllabus need no modification to become an unrestricted IR syllabus.

Not accepted.

EASA wishes to refer ®ection2.4.1 and 2.4.3 of NPA 2016 which explain the principle
and the reasoning behind the privileges and limitations of the BIR.

EASA further wishes to refer 8ectior2.4.9 of NPA 20164 which describes a proportiona
upgrade path from the BI® the CBIR.

312 comment by AOPA Swedel

2.3.2
It is true that the cost might be prohibitive. One part of the cost is the time needed for ti
the theory course. Compare the scope and size of the theory course with the
licence.needingo take time off from work, in order to take the theory course, is also a ¢
cost.

Availability is another and very important issue in Sweden where there are large dis
between each training organisation. l.e. there are appx 40 RF's in sweddesbuhan 1¢&
ATO for aircraft training. Not all ATO's are aimed at then@#ket. This means giving tf
smaller training organisations the possibility to conduct BIR training.

AOPA Sweden suggests that each competent IRI, or Fl with IRI privilegeshshgiuteh the
privilige conduct BIR training, on a similar basis as théRGBid EIR per today. This me:
the accessability for BIR training would increase drastically. EASA should publish the
manual as an AMC so that the Flight instructor

As asecond best suggestion, we propose that DTO's are given the privilige to condt
training. The AMC and hard law has to be so simple that each DTO with an IRI or Fl
priviliges should be able to start the IR course with less than 4 hours dhisthation.

Noted.

With respect to your comment regarding instructional qualifications, please refer to the
response to comment #360.
With respect to your comment regarding BIR instruction at a DTO, please refer to the
response tacomment # 434.

313 comment by AOPA Swedel

Option 3 is the best way to go.
However, we would consider making the full BIR ICAO compliant.

2.3.4.

We agree that there will be a positive impact on flight safety. in combination with b
access to infrastructure (GPS approaches and approaches téowened airport) flight
safety can increase even more.
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comment

2.3.5 Social impact:
A. AOPA Sweden agreesttihe introduction of proportionate requirements is the way

go.

AOPA sweden does not agree that GA flying is generally a recreational activity. Espe
flying is a means of transport fromB\as well as any other means of transport.

If looking at a road or a car, it can be used both for people going to meetings as v
transporting a family. The upper end of @i#craft effectively makes the use of them mos
possible within commercial companies. By increasing the number of IR bpladargei
proportion of the PPL holders can benefit from better regularity and thus use their air
for a larger part of their transportation needs.

AOPA sweden does not agree that GA is generally a recreational activity. We do hav
members whado use their PPL for personal transport within their businesses. IR holder:
a better accessability to the transportation system than VFR pilots. This means we agr
the proposed BIR encourages travel and free movement of people. In swederctisrsges
are important since we have long distances and large areas that are sparesly populate

2.3.6

Option 3.

If the BIR is combined with better access fopilgts to GAaerodromes the economic bene’
can be even bigger. Modern technology (GPS&S8gproaches) to netowered airports car
give pilots the possibility to FLY IFR at safe altitude almost the whole part of a flight.

Partially accepted.

With regard to your comment concernirfgections2.3.4 and 2.3.6 of NPA 2014, please
refer to the EASA response to comment #265.

With regard to Option 3 irBection2.3.5 of NPA 20164, EASA considers that the secc
paragraph should read&A flying is generally meereationalflying activity that individuals
conduct forerjeysrentprivate purposesQ

EASA acknowledges the ambition for the BIR to be 4iipliant but this may increase th
requirements for the BIR ICAQANnex 1, Doc 9868 and Doc 9841 are considered

318 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

While cost issues haveeen addressed, availability has not. Outside central Europe an
UK, the number of ATOs may be low and access to them can be difficult due to geogt
distances.

Consider the case of Sweden. The northernmost ATO currently offering IR traioicafesi
(in Vasteras) some 900 km from the northernmost city in Sweden (Kiruna).

Due to the low population density of northern Sweden it would be completely unrealis
expect ATOs being established for the purpose of training for the BIR.

The situatia is similar in Norway and Finland.
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response

comment

The problem is easily solved by allowing DTOs to train for the BIR. If the requirement
ATO remains, we will not see the expected increase in the number of instrument rated
in many parts of Europe.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

320 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul
We agree that Option 3 is best.
Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

338 comment by David Chambers

| don't agree with the conclusion thaOption 3 will have the greatest positive safe
economic and social impact. By introducing the BIR, the number of GA pilots unde
instrument flight training will likely increase the most,the introduction ef wnother
Instrument Rating will result in the greatesThe two differences between the B and FAA
IR are the theory knowledge (which is proposed to be improved for Basic IR anywe
access to training at local flying schools (already availabl@586 of the CER). Surely i
would be better to improve access and refine the-IBBtraining program rather tha
introduce yet another option which only has relatively minor differences in privileges.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EAS@sponse to comment #266.

357 comment by AOPA Swedel

The comparison table should also include a row for the type of organisation requir
perform the aircraft (or FNPT) training.

A second conclusion is that EU has higher requirementh@theoretical tests if a renews
is wanted after 7 years. This issue is not included in this RMT but a simplification shc
considered since appearantly the FAA system works fine without such a limit. A 1
examination is very costly and it isegtionable what it brings to flight safety compared
aircraft training or currency.

Noted.
EASA would like to highlight that the renewal requirement laid down in point FCL.62

not applicable to the BIR, and a similar requirement hashaan placed in the draft poir
FCL.835 for the BIR.

400 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0
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2.3.1. Questionnaire / 2.3.2. Analysis

UKalonerepresent more than 50% oéplies to the questionnaire, the remaining bei
shared by 23ther countries. The analysis does not talk about this. Is there nothing |
understood from these numbers ?

response| Noted.

EASA would to thank all those who responded to the questionnaire and to the NPA.
EASA is aware that the UK represanbre than 50% of the replies to the questionnaire. T
language of the survey was English, this might have contributed to their higgonise rate
aswell EASR2Say Qi olyd (2 YIFI1S 02y Of dzaAazya

comment | 441 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0

2.3.2. Analysis
"While there will always be a cost barrier associated with learning to fly under IFF
emphasises the need to make it as proportionate and flexible as possible."

Comment:

It is true for pilot licensing, but it is by far not sufficient to reach the goal of increasir
flying in GA.

It is also needed that currently IFR flying GA aircraft can keep this capability in the futt
quickly evolving airspace environmenhérFe is yet no direct rule requiring PBN equipm:
carriage to fly IFR, but:

- - published trajectories are increasingly becoming PBN based from departt
approach, and in a short future, IFR flying we be PBN flying including for GA aircraft.

- - PBN isimultaneously becoming part of the IR training requirements.

- - in a short future, not PBN approved aircraft will no longer be able to fly IFR.
Many GA aircraft owner (private and ATO) have, a long time ago, spent the rfurbg
PBN capable equipment, their installations and the major approval dossier and fees,
PBN matter was clear enough to be put in the AFM in a way to be usable today. EAS/
define simple low cost ways to update these aircraft AFM to reeeghieir PBN capabilitie
¢tKS a¢22 SELSYyaroSée AaadsS Aa yz2i 3I2Ay13
other GNSS equipment from other manufacturer(s)) equipped and technically PBN cor
aircraft, which is the case of the majority &#R GA aircraft, cannot be made officii
recognized in their AFM as PBN compliant in a simple low cost way. ILS and ADF ap|
are disappearing on regional airports and replaced by GNSS approaches, and RNAV
mandated more and more inmanyf  OS& F¥2NJ {L5Q&a | yR { ¢!
are giving tickets to those who fly them without AFM approval for this, even if technicall
compliant. It is urgent to consider this question before the majority of GA IFR fleet regit
in Europe can no longer fly IFR in Europe, while they are perfectly equipped for it but |
a piece of paper that their authorities did not provided 10 or 15 years ago when the o
paid for installation and airworthiness approval, or putting operatingtations that where
due to the space / ground segment but not identifying this fact, not due to the air
installation. This will significantly affect access easiness and cost to flying IFR and/or
an IR of any kind, this is the opposite oét68A roadmap goal.

GM1 NCO.IDE.A.195 Navigation equipment seems to be an attempt in this way, but
unclear who should do what with it and how.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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response

9EFYLX S 3IABSYY 6S KI @S &dz YA GG SAneloyMinor
Change relatetvS @A aA 2y 2F CfA3IKG al ydzZdf o6Cava

(1999 installation), to clarify PBN capability of our aircraft. EASA accepted our applice
minor for RNAV5 (automatic recognition of AMJ 20X2 + AT320n AMC 2@1A) and for RNI
RNAYV LNAV (AFM amendment written as minor in AMEZ72().

RNAV1 technical requirements are included in FRIREH LNAV requirements (with a v
small exception: CF leg is requested in addition to IF, TF, DF and FA legs included in F
requirement) andsSNS 430 is FAA approved for RNAV1, but, as there is nothing written
TGL 10 revl about major/minor for AFM update, EASA asks us gm&ad} which we
cannot make on our own.

TGL 10 revlaragraph 9.3 states that the operator may submit the ameadtrior approval
(which cannot be anything else than minor) :

9.3 For existing aircraft already equipped with an RNAV system but where the Flight I
2Nt Af20Qa hLISNIGAY3 | FyRo22] R2Sa y2i
aircraft operator may adopt, as an alternative to Change Sheets or Supplements prodt
the aircraft constructor, one of the following options, subject to agreement of the respo
authority:

(a) Submit a compliance statement as discussed in 8.1.2 togeitiea proposec
Supplement, devised by the operator, in accordance with the guidelines of 9.1, and in a
using the template given in Annex E; or

(b) Submit a compliance statement as discussed in 8.1.2 together with a prc
Operational Specifiten that includes information equivalent to that normally containec
a Flight Manual.

By asking an STC, EASA is denying us the benefit of JAA TGL10 revl paragraph 9.3.

At the same time, GM1 NCO.IDE.A.195 Navigation equipment states:

(b) Where such eeference cannot be found in the AFM/POH, other information provide
the aircraft manufacturer as TC holder, the STC haldd¢ine design organisation having
privilege to approve minor changes may be considered.

To make it as proportionate and fiele as possible???

What does it mean ? Ununderstandable.

Noted.

EASA has the opinion that the BIR will introduce a proportionate path to the skills rel
for IFR flying. However, although the topics you raise were examined in depth Bk
Force, they are outside the scope of RMT.0677.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.1. Principles of the
p. 1415
proposal
comment | 2 comment by YVES BRUCKI

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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Sir
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The question appears to be a choice betwegtion 1 (amended CB IR oriented toward F
IR requirements) and option 3 (new BIR).

The main reasons preventing GA pilots to get an IFR privilege are:

1. Theorical exam: although already simplified as regard to what it used to be, remains
becausahe bank of question is constantly changed. The aim shoulelieave the candidate
knowledgeable and to make sure he knows what he should know. Trying to avoid can
who memorize questions without understanding the matter is useless. That is whze
candidates do to a certain extent, for any exam, it simply eliminates those who c
memorize as well as others or/and those who cannot afford to get access to a school th
them up to date questions. This point seems to be THE barrier to IFBsa€mdlowing the
FAA standards solves that aspect and the FAA system has proved its efficiency.

2. Practical standards: the CB IR provides already a formation that suits IFR needs fi
flying single or multi reciprocal engines. Lowering those stedglaight very well be workin
against safety.

3. Minimums: Flying down to minimums is a matter of practice, not of initial trair
Lowering initial training to suit higher minimum will displace the security concer
rendering pilots less efficient whe they absolutly need to be efficient : when they ¢
approaching ground.

The BIR looks like a new chapter inside a regulation process that counts already
enough of them.

The FAA system works and has been working for decenies, why shouldrwenethe wheel
?

Sincerely

Yves BRUCKER FI(A) IRl IRE CMM ATO REIMS
CFICFII

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comments #199 and #266.

comment |5 comment by:John Milner

2.4 is very clear and reflects tigews of a number ICAO compliant IR holders who wis
see a wider population of European pilots with full IFR priveleges. It is likely to make 1
redundant as the primary need is for approach capability, en route is relatively triv
comparison.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 10 comment bytrevor sexton
Agree with this.. There will be no minimum hours requirement set for the BIR.

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.
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comment
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comment

response

comment

44 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Yes, we think that by introducing the BIR, the EIR is made redundant and may be re
The current EIR holders shall be given a BIR with modul 1 and 3 privileges.

Noted.

Please refer to th&ASA response to comment #412.

100 comment by:Aeroclub of Gothenburg, flightscho

We believe that introducing the BIR makes the EIR redundant and ghe EIR should th
be removed.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA responsedmment #412.

139 comment by UK CAA
Page No:14

Paragraph No: 2.4.
Comment: It is not clear whether helicopters are in scope for the BIR.

Justification: Clarity required.

Noted.

EASA wishes to refer you to the draft faint FCL.835(a)(1), as shown in the NPA, w
indicates that the BIR will not be available for helicopter IFR flight.

180 comment by: ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Defining required pilots performances is a basic iss
Suggestion is to verify that spreading out widely IFR flights requires probably less ex
on some domains (e.g technicals) but may be more concerning other. Accidents data a
Analysis studies taking care of small aircrafts vulnerabilawn with standard PPL cultur
can be the basis for better defining pilots performances.

Noted.

EASA wishes to refer you to the key principles for the BIR as explaiBedtion2.4.1 of the
NPA.

301 comment by NATS National Air TraffRervices Limitec

It is unclear how the following text will correlate to Doc 9868 Amendment 5.

The key principles for the BIR are as follows:
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T Training that is entirely competendyased. There will be no minimum hours requirem
set for the BIRInstead, the TF analysed all the required competencies that a GA pilot \
need for an IFR flight, and grouped them into three modules of training. Candidate
progress to the next module or skill test when ready to do so.

There are potentially cofi€ting requirements here and we would wish to seek clarificatit

Partially accepted.

9! {1 O0O0SLIia GKIG GKS .Lw ¢gAftf y20 06S5-
¢twDQ NBO2YYSYyRI{AZ2Yyaod

Additionally, EASA is pursuing a more competdrased approach to ensurghat
proportionate and performancéased requirements are implemented while still deliver
safe instrument flying skills.

314 comment by AOPA Swedel

We agree that option 3 will have the greatest impact.
AOPA Sweden strongly agrees with Both aim and the four principles.

When it comes to high standards of training and testing, it is important to note that
standards can also be achievedtiining outside an ATO.

Since the EIR is a way of obtaining an ICAO compliant IR, we do not completely share
that the EIR is reduntant since many members also use their licence when abroad. Us
pilot licence throughout the world is one ttie largest advantages of an ICAO compl
licence.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

With respect to your point concerning training, please refer to the EASA respor
comment #42.

With respect to your point concerning the EIRegse refer to the EASA response
comment #412.

344 comment by David Chambers

Regarding the EIR, this rating has not proved popular because the additional effort re
to achieve the full GIR is comparatively small but provides substantial additional privile
If the Basic IR is to be introduced, it seems this would rend=EtR worthless, since the E
provides an even greater return for additional effort, and should be retired.

Noted.

Please refer tahe EASA response to commedtl2.

387 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel
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BelgianCAA comments :
"no minimum hours requirement".

The BCAA thinks that this would lead to significant differences in trainings offered by the
driven by a price war between ATOs.

Proposal : only specific designated examiners should take the skithtesBIR rating in orde
to maintain an adequate level of proficiency and therefore a minimum amount of traini
reach that level.

response| Not accepted.

EASA would like to highlight that standardised applicationth&f applicable training
requirements is to be ensured through oversight conducted by competent authot
Additionally, there is already today a general requirement for competent authoritie
develop procedures for the designation of examiners for slslistépoint ARA.FCL.205(c)
Annex VI (PafARAY0 Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011).

comment | 410 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0

2.4.1 Principles of the proposal

The Agency would like to ask its stakeholders for their feedback onpiteposal to delete
the EIR in FCL.825, together with its associated AMC and GM and the references tc
requirements.

2.6.3. Proposed amendments when EIR will be deleted (as described in 1.1.1.)

Comment :

EIR has been part of a full regulatory presavith NPA 20116 (239 pages) with safety, soci
economic analysis and justifications given. CRD to the NPA was 991 pages. Opinion (
13 pages; draft amendment: 11 pages. EASA decision 2014/22 and Annex: 107tptde
1361 pagek

https://ww w.easa.europa.eu/documesdibrary/opinions/opinion032013:

G5dz2NAy 3 GKS RNIFldAy3a LKFaSz GKS ! 3Syo
Board General Aviation Safety Strategy Paper and the objectives identified by the Ge
Aviation roadmap estabh KSR 08 (GKS 9dzNRLISIY [/ 2YYAaz
Please refer to these documents for full details.

Analysis:

a)In this NPA 20164 there is no safety, social, economic analysis or justific
given for the EIR deletion proposal, and even no analysisexplanation of the statet
possible redundancy with BIR. This seems tonbe compliant with EASA rulemakin
processes requirements.
The EIR creation justification given in NPA 2a1 wassaid by EASA opinion 03/2013 to t
fully consistent with GA roathapandO2 YLJ G A6 f S & A. DDéetidn of dER Aol
be a 180° turn, only 2 years after its introduction in PARCTLIt would again make access
IFR flying difficult for nowommercial users. If there is nothing between VFR and BIF
many peple who would like (or have no other way) to improve their capabil
progressively, the step to BIR will already be too high. We strongly believe thatsteypl
ratings are beneficial to encourage access to IFR flying, to avoid pilots see it akight

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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response

comment

response

single stepAll that was written by EASA in NPA 2016 and followon documents EIR mus
be kept.We encourage EASA to be proactive and keep and develop bridge(s) in betwe
various IR, starting from EIR.

If EIR is dropped out from PafCL, what will happen to those European citizens who h
started to invest in EIR training and those already holding an EIR on their licembé?is
simply not possible.

(And what will happen to the European feelings?@2NeR2 LJS 1 Af f Ay 3 9 dzN

Conclusions:
a) EIR must be kept.
Such EASA straight and unjustified proposal to delete something which :
has been created and fully justified by EASA just few years ago,
was and is still fully supported by stakeholders,
was ands still fully in line with valid EASA and EC policies,
seems to be a seéittack to EASA credibility.

Noted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

With regard to your comment, EASA would like to highlight that the EIR had been intro
based on the considerations outlined in the related rulemaking documents, as referrec
your comment. However, is has turned out that the number of EIRs issfied its
implementation is very low for various reasons. With the introduction of the BIR, a
comprehensive new approach towards GA IR flying is undertaken. In order to
unnecessary complexity in the legal framework, and also with regard to theldonand for
EIRs, the EIR will be discontinued. In any case, pilmbsalready hold an EIR will mainte
their privileges and get credits for upgrading to a BIR.

411 comment by: AOPA Finlanc

As seen during the last decade within EU/EAgsilatory frame work has been very volat
influencing especiallymember states national noprofit flight training organisation:
existence, formulation, implementation, and operations. We propose that EASA <
create competitive advantages in fligtraining through the use of organizational dynar
capability induced relatiotbased strategies (RBSs); by establishing deeply embe
relationships with member states civil aviation authorities and their flight trai
organisations.

We find that the positive relationship between EASA and member states civil avi
authorities on flight training organisational performance become stronger when 1
training operators perceptions of regulator volatility and regulatory excessiveness, as
regulaory distance, are low.

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs are capable to deliver tl
same key principles as proposed BIR. In addition member states’ flight training organi
have been consumed hundreds of thousandsuwbs to fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR trair
organisational and operational requirement.

Noted.
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Please refer to the EASA responses to comswht0 and #412.
Additionally, EASA would like to highlight that there will be no changes teetiigrements
for ATOs or the GHR.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.1. Principles of the 15
proposalt Question on the deletion of the EIR in FCL.825 P-
comment | 36 comment by:Cubair Flight Training

The EIR wouldtill have relevance for pilots of aircraft that fall outside the scope of the
so it should remain.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 55 comment by TL Aviation Gmbk

Some ATOs just received the@pproval of the written HR trainings manual ac
ORA.ATO.230Therefore the agency should keep thdREas it has been just successfi
implemented in the ATOs afterlang approval procedure due to the overload of so
national aviation agencie3he cost and workload conected with the implementation o
new rating by erasing a existing "new" EIR rating has to be covered again by the AT
finacallburdanshouldbe considered in a risk assessment by the agency. The time in be
those to ratingsds to short.

The EIR rating is stttractive to PPL(A)olderandallows VFR / IFR flights with prescribe
weather minimas at dearture and destination aerodromésallows trainingoutside of an
ATO ancenablesfuther crediting to the CBR.

Keep theEIR rating and let the customer decided.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 119 comment by DGAL

The EIR has not been available for very lohguggest it remains available for those w
possess ibr have commenced training for it until the training for it can be incorporated
the rest of the IR structure.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 140 comment by UK CAA
Page No15
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Paragraph No:2.4.1 (Question Box)

Comment:The UK would not object to the removal of the EIR from the regulation. Alth
existing holders should not be disadvantaged (EASA principle of protecting granc
rights).

Justification: If the BIR is successful we would not see much demand for the EIR and
the EIRs issued to date by the UK have been in very limitgdbers. We believe havir
unnecessary ratings in PefCL adds to the overall length and complexity of the Regulat

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 163 comment by: AOPA (UK]

AOPA (UK) considers this to be inappropriate at this stdage.EIR has not been in existel
for long enough to assess its impact; moreoitevould be nugatory effort to spend limite
EASA resources on work necessary to delete FCL.825 and to consider conversion cr
existing EIR holderdt should also be noted, as stated in para 2.4.3. of this NPA, that |
may well be a limited umber of aircraft on which EIR privileges may be exercised, bu
the proposed BIR privilegeslence we recommend leaving FCL.825 as it is for the time &

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr
221 )
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge
Page
15 of 230

Relevant Text:
The Agency would like to ask its stakeholders for their feedback on the proposal to
the EIR in FCL.825, together wiithassociated AMC and GM and the references to ot
requirements.

Comment:

The Swedish Transport Agency agrees with the Agency that EIR will become redunc
However, this is only true if there is a possibility to hold a BIR without approach privil
It is important that we do not issue rules which would mandate EIR holdarsdergo
additional training at an ATO, because there are no alternates, as this would impose
unnecessary cost for those pilots.

Proposal:
Remove EIR, but include the possibility to hold a BIR with onlgga privileges.

response| Not accepted.
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Please refer to the EASA response to comment # 412.

comment | 222 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

We believe the EIR is redundant and should be deleted. Additionally, there has been ve
demand for EIR.

response| Noted.

Please refer tahe EASA response to comment #412.

comment 230 comment byFrance

Subject:
Deletion of EIR

DGAC supports the deletion of EIR. As long as the BIR coversrthéeprivileges, it appear
that the EIR is no longer needed. The deletion of the EIRmwytbve the readability of the
regulation for all stakeholders and will participate to the simplification of the regule
framework for GA users.

DGAC France has only issued two EIR since the entry into force of FCL.825. We bel
the BIR will math much more the need of GA community.

The deletion of the EIR needs to be completed by specific provisions to deal with the ¢
holders of such rating (grarfdther rights). The NPA should be clarified on those asp
What are the intentions of the Agency? Will it be required to allHelRers to comply with
FCL.835 (j) in a given timeframe (transition date is not defined)?

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

comment | 259 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

In NLF's view, it igritical to maintain the EIR rating (or other interim sets of privileges).
mentioned under chapter 2.2, NLF supports a "ladder like" modular approach, meanir
each step on the ladder should ideally be honoured with a privilege. We know EIR F
locally who explicitly would not have started the instrument training programme if the
step on the ladder gave no more than a course completion certificate. By ensuring
private pilot career can consist of manageable stepsth in terms of time, comgixity and
cost ¢ the regulation can contribute to a revitalisation of general aviation. For instan
private pilot career could look like this in an ideal world:

LAPL(S)> LAPL(A)> PPL(A3> night ratingc> cloud flying rating> EIR;> IR with linted
privileges-> IR with unrestricted privileges (FAA style)
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response

comment

response

comment

In this example, each increment is small, and between each step, there is plenty of rc
collect experience through the granted privileges. By frequently pulling the pilot back in
training environment through the career, such an approach is likely to improve skills, ¢
bad habits and increase safety.

We are aware of the often discussed risks linked to the EIR: For instance the risk that E
become overconfident and traped in bad weather (or on top), without the critical skill
performing an instrument approach. In our view, this is a risk in any private flying activit
we can't see a principal difference between such a scenario and a person flying VFF
trapped on top.

In any case, the EIR is not redundant as long as the BIR is split in modules leadir
separate privileges and no relfe chances of flying in IMC on ones own between
modules to practice what has been taught.

Finally, we have eomment about the numbers: While EIR pilots are still far in between, ~
5 in the proposal shows that among those in the survey who are involved in instru
training at the moment, 30% are training for the EIR (52% for thEREBt appears unwise f
shut down a system, which is chosen by such a percentage.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comments #410 and # 412.
EASA further wishes to refer you teection2.4.9 of NPA 20164, which describes
proportionate upgrade path fromhie BIR to the GBR.

267 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We strongly support all the principles of the proposdlhese principles are universa
applicable to GA training.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

297 comment by:CAA Norway

Removing the EIR will raise the bar for entering instrument flight. It will limit instrument 1
only to those who want and/or are able to handle approach flying.

From a practical point of view and speaking from expereofteaching GA pilots instrumet
flying, the difficult thing to learn is not how to handle the aircraft and maintaining the co
side up. The difficult part is learning approach flying. A GA pilot will quite easily learn &
handling and instrurant navigation, basically module 1 aBdof the BIR. Module 2, ¢
instrument approach flying, is the major obstacle in getting the IR. While being enrou
pilot have more time to plan the next step and he also has higher safety margin
approach, chllenges are thrown upon the pilot a lot quicker and being lower to the grc
we also have lower safety margins.

A proposal would be to keep the EIR and make it an increment in getting the BIR. It cot
like this:
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Module 1 + modul& = EIR
EIR #module2 = BIR

Module 2 would then be an "add on" to the EIR so the order of the three modules shot
revised.

This way pilots can take the modules they want or need, and then add further modules
competence, time and economy favors it. Makinigis complete the whole thing before the
get a rating or privilege will increase the requirements of getting an instrument rating
could also decrease the amount of pilots pursuing this rating.

The difference in the theoretical knowledge trainingtween EIR and BIR also calls fc
deletion of the EIR, butnly if same privileges can be obtained thorugh a real modular
as indicated above.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

315 comment by AOPASweden
Regarding the deletion of the FCL.825, AOPA Sweden stresses that if FCL.825 is dele

* EIRholders shall be able to get corresponding BIR priviliges entered in their licences v
any additional training or administration. Each NAA shaolavert the EIR rating(s) into B
ratings without any cost for the licence holder.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

319 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul
We agree that the EIR could be removed.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.

364 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA support removal of the EIR from the regulations, since low uptake of the rating
Europe and the proposed addition of a furthiestrument rating adds complexity to th
regulations. However, we do recommend a method is found to retain privileges for a dt
period for those who currently hold the EIR to allow time to transition to tH& B

Noted.

Please refer to th&ASA response to comment #412.
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388 comment by:BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comments :

We do not have any objection to delete the EIR.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment # 412.

431 comment by: AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs are capable to deliver tl
same key principles as proposed BIR. In addition, member states' flight training organi
have been consumed hundreds of thousanélsuros to fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR trair
organisational and operational requirement.

Noted.

Please refer to th&ASAesponse to comments #410 and 2.

433 comment by:AeroClub of Switzerlanc

2.4.1 Question as regardeletion of the Efroute Instrument Rating (EIR)
page 15/230

We do not support the idea of deleting the EIR, this rating is to be maintained.

Rationale

We discussed the question of to delete or not to delete the EIR with several dozens o
flying in alpine areas. We found out that south of the alpine arc the EIR is highly appre
the related training enables pilots to operate aircraft safeljoimgerrange operations whei
departure and arrival are easy to execute, thereate part being different up to a certai
extent.

North of the alpine arc the pilots contacted did not make negative statements on th
contents, when discussing thglkbi they then preferred training according to -G8 one
point put forward was the altitude of several Initial Approach Fixes (IAF). In this respe
Basic Instrument Rating (BIR) is a step in the right direction, but this does not just
deletion of the EIR introduced not so long ago.

However, if we get it for granted that "Module 1" combined with "Module 3" fully cre
without any restrictions what the EIR is all about, our comment may be disregarded.

Noted.

Please refer tahe E/SA response to commenti#2.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.2. Training structure p. 1516
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*

*
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6 comment by:John Milner
2.4.2 seems a sensible structure and reflects the relative importance of eachsietof

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

81 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

Support the idea of division in 3 modules. What | do not understand is the sequet
modules 2 and 3. | would propose :

1- foundation

2- enroute

3- 2D and 3D approaches

Hence swap items 2 and 3.

| am aware you can swap items 2 and 3, but above brings more logic into the docume

Noted.

Please refetto Section2.4.2 of NPA 20164 which states that the order in whidlying
training Modules 2 and 3 are completed is up to the applicant, so the order of present
in the NPA or, later on, the rule text, is not deemed to be crucial.

141 comment by UK CAA
Page No15/16

Paragraph No:2.4.2 (Modules)

Comment: It is recommended that individual modules must be completed at the s
organisation to ensure standardisation

Justification:Standardisation.

Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that such a restriction would be too prescriptive, also takin
consideration that similar restrictions are not in place in other parts of -P&it
ATO procedures must ensure compliance with all applicable training requirenast
standards in cases where students chatige training organisation.

260 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

NLF would prefer a rather different training structure, following a more logical path w
the simplest tasks are completed first (following standard teaching practice). Each n
should lead to specific privileges, which the pilot can benefit fronrdeioto collect further
experience within the limits of these privileges.
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Obviously, the more compact the BIR becomes, the fewer and more compact the m
can be. If the instrument training broadly follows the FAA IR path and gives similar priv
as the FAA IR, two modules in total may be sufficient. However, the BIR appears to b
complex, while providing restricted priveleges. In such a scenario, each increment (m
should be brought within reach, by spilliting the programme into four mes (+ the fifth
module for multiengine purposes, i.e. Module 4 in the NPA).

Module 1should obviously remain the basic module, and it could also include a simple
flying rating for short cloud break procedures to climb on top, etc, please refére NPA
Chapter 2.5. Instead of including the aeroplane cloud flying rating in RMT.0678, this
could be seen as a viable tool for the rule makers to make the "BIR ladder" attractive.

Module 2 should be focused on standard -eoute flying procedues, covering a simile
syllabus as the current EIR. The module should be concluded with an EIR rating.

Module 3should focus on departures and approaches, leading to a restricted instru
rating with privileges similar to the UK IMC rating (IR(R)epXor the exclusion of airway:
since Module 2 ought to cover the required skills.

Module 4should be aimed at improving the real world skills further, reaching the level
FAA IR, providing full IR privileges, adRZ®day.

[Module 5: Optionaflight with one engine inoperative, as proposed in the NPA.]

For those not interested in ratings between each module, it should of course be poss
continue directly from one module to the next. It should be taken into account that the €
practical and theoretical training in its scope and content ought to be similar to the FA4

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #257.

comment 268 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We support the modular approachdowever, webelieve that the detailed content of th
modules, and in particular the relationship of Module 3 to Modules 1 and 2, require re
and modification.

The precision required in emute phases of flight is in general considerably less than
required fa instrument approach procedure®ut another way, RNAV 5 is not as demanc
as a navigation specification as RNP APCH incorporating RNP 0.3 segments.

Enroute flight under IFR is, in itself, a trivial competence. Module 3 should therefore be
building experience in practical IFR operations, e.g. etosstry flying, dealing witl
weather, learning unfamiliar procedures and dealing with different ATM environménis
AYEFLLINRLINREFGS (G2 O2yaAirRSNINPKMAESSE gt bokhsS

response Noted.
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The need for further modifications to the BIR syllabus in the context of your commer
only be assessed once the implementation of the current concept has been subject to
depth expost evaluation.

EASA invites you teubmit a respective rulemaking proposal with details when fur
experience with the current concept has been gained.

According to Article 3(3) of th&®ulemaking Proceduiedopted by EAS& Managemen
Board any person or organisation may propose the development of a new rule ¢
amendment thereto.

In order to be considered in the development of the next Rulemaking Programivtie)(Row
part of the European Plan for Aviation Safety (EPAS), the rulemaking proposals sh
submitted to EASA using the n&@andidate Issue ForrThisform is meant to encompass
larger range of proposals for actions, including proposals for new rulemaking tasks/ac
as well as the identification of new issues.

https://www.easa.europa.eu/documenlibrary/rulemakingprogrammes/rulemaking
proposd

306 comment by NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi

2.4.2 Training Structure

GCKSNBE Aa y2 LINRLRAIf firzhe $utcesSul complstioNdif the
RA T T SNBY & Whig éndefs@uddihg the principal to allow pilots to have a longe
time to complete due time/financial constraints. Surely there still should be some minil
to ensure knowledge is current undehat is quite a rapidly changing regulatory
environment?

There is a risk that Pilots Theoretical Knowledge is out of date with what was learnt

previous module and therefore a maximum time from commencement to end should s

set, which considerdhe constraints of finance/access etc. but protects knowledge bei
current.

Not accepted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #143.

316 comment by AOPA Swedel

We support the training structure.

However, in terms of complexity and workload during flight, Module 3 is easier to pe
than Module 2. This means a pilot able to fly module 2 is, in terms of pilot skittsa great
level of certainty already able to fly module 3

We suggest that Mdule 2 and 3 switch place with each other, to reflect a natural progre
piloting skills.

Noted.
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EASA wishes to refer you$ectior2.4.2 of NPA 20164, whichstates that the order in whicl
the flying trainingModules 2 and 3 are completad up to the applicant. This will also
reflected in the final rule text.

comment | 402 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidil F

Consideration for interaction with ATC where increased access to IFR is likely to
aircraft beingunder an air traffic control service, and with ATS, should be listed here a
of the training modules.

response| Noted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #407.

comment | 414 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen

It is expected that competendyased training will be used also for other licences and rat
in the future. It is important to streamline the competencies used, and avoid situation w
training for different licences and ratings has different core cetapcies.

response| Noted.

The future rulemaking task RMT.0194 will address competeasgd training in PafECL in
a holistic manner.

comment | 436 comment by: AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR structures and training prograntsapable tc
deliver the very same key principles as proposed BIR. In addition, member states
training organisations have been consumed hundreds of thousands of euros to fullfil the
EIR and CBIR training, organisational and operationalresgait.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comments #410, #411 and #412.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.3. Privileges and 16
limitations P
comment |7 comment by:John Milner

2.4.3 is reasonable, though probably not essential. In the UK this has been a recomme
for IR(R) holders and most take it to be a formal restriction rather than a |
recommendation as they have been taught risk management and are in most casssys
cautious. However experience shows that current practice is the key issue and it is
possible for anR(R) holder in current practice to be more capable than a ICAO compli
holder who is "rusty" and not fully in practice.

response Noted.
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As described iection2.4.3 of NPA 20144, the limitations for BIR holders are a necess
consequence from the reduced theoretical and practical training.

EASA wishes to refer you to the proposed amendment to Appendix 6 (Aa) which outlir
additional requirements for BIR holders who wish to obtain alREn order to fly to limits
below those of the BIR.

45 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Privileges and limitations

This is not a show stopper but we would strongly encourtigetask force to conside
removing the minima restrictions since it adds very little to safety. The pilots ability to
instrument approach down to minima depends little on the initial training he has rece
Instead, it depends a lot more on pilecency than anything else.

An IR(A) holder that has not flown for 12 months should definitely not fly an approach
to minima in poor weather.

But a BIR holder that flies 15 approaches a month will definitely be fully competent tc
down to 200ft or visibility below 1500 m.

We agree with the group that it is very rare to encounter weather for this category of |
but we should not impose limitations that are not justified by safety nor established thr
a risk based approach. This seamsre to be a regulatory approach where one is looking
something to differentiate the BIR from the IR. That kind of thinking needs to take a ste
for the benefit of General Aviation.

Remove these limitations and ensure that people stick to theaBIRng as they are priva
pilots. Then there will be no need to upgrade tolBBas long as your are flying REIPA. The
restrictions regarding HPA is sensible and we do not oppose them in any way.

Not accepted.

The intention of the increasedninima is to ensure that BIR holders depart/arrive
meteorological conditions no worse than SVFR as defined in SERA.5010.

EASA holds the opinion that if clearance to land is not issued before BIR rameireached,
this will normally be a benign evelgiading to a lowlevel visual circuit, for which PPL hold
are trained and tested.

EASA also holds the opinion that achievement of the necessary competence to fly tc
below those of the BIR requires significant additional training.

95 comment by:M A Naylor

These are sensible minima and mirror what has proven to be acceptable in the UK
rating.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

103 comment by:Charles STEE
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The lower training and loweheoretical knowledge requirements seem disproportionate
the small difference in privileges in the full IGA@npliant Instrument Rating. Can EA
justify ythe lower training requirements for marginally higher minma only? Why shoulc
example) Air Lba exams be easier for the BIR than the IR or €BI&e is nothing in thost
exams which makes any difference to flying at different minima orc@mnplex aircraft.

The UKonly IR(R) does not permit flight in IFR in Class A, B or C airspace. Mairtas
restriction seems proportionate for the BIR given the lower levels of training and theor
knowledge. If a large number of largely inexperienced GA BIR holders are con
requesting access to busy Class A (particularly TMA) airspace glyisHat the end result i
controllers not granting any access to GA aircratft at all. This will cause problems for G/
where the pilots have a full instrument rating. The USA is different from Europe here
the size of the country, and there much less pilot need to fly in busy airspace (wh
premission is often refused)

Noted.

EASA wishes to refer you$ectior2.4.4 of NPA 20164 which explains the reasoning behi
the BIR training requirements.
With regard to your commentoncerning restrictions on IFR flight which apply to UK |
holders, EASA wishes to explain that the allocation of airspace classes varies acro:
EASA Mmber Sates. Hence, a BIR which restricts access to certain classes of airsj
considered tde unacceptable.

120 comment by DGAL
| agree with the higher approach minima and aircraft limitation

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

181 comment by:ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Possibly revisiting already required IFR skifijig the 80/20 technique (20%of requiremel
cover 80% of experted resultompleted by a Revisited Risk severity analysis of p
performances.For example such analysis may lead to consider that mccidents scenaric
are not related with approach minimum but more with meteorological situations analysi:
en-route decision process.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASé@sponseo comment #45.

Additionally, EASA holds the opinion that threat and error management is already inclu
all PartFCL training. EASA wishes to refer yobdotion2.4.1 of NPA 20164, which explain:
that particular emphasis otine practical application of TEM will be included in BIR traini

182 comment by’ ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Small aircraft IFR accident data do not seem to justify such restricted weather minime
will reduce theinterest of BIR and not applicable if EIR becomes obsolete. In the air for
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is usually considered that being able to fly safely accurate instrument approaches is
basic IMC flying skills necessary for all IMC phases (erguenor SIDs or TARs withAP
failure). These skills are (human) automatprhctices that shall be required right from tl
first IMC authorization. They can be acquired with rehearsals, like scales in music f
Corresponding competence level is easier to acquirentha route decision making. A
Forces places more pilots restriction on STARs an SIDs in complex TMA where ci\
assistance is weaker than military Operational Air Traffic proced
In addition to that, there are situations where it is safer todawvith lower decision high tha
diverting, providing that the pilot feels confident with himself. All the above is obvic
dependent on Collision Risk Model, part of approach plates design where cohere
necessary between DH and all the other valeal{e.g. lighting system, RVR, obstacle, mi:
approach etc).A DH at 600Ftat 2NM from RWY, may generate adverse safety eve
possibly missed approach hazard
Flight management strategy and decision making in flight is another issue, in oufavi
more difficult to acquire and to maintain.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

269 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We believe that the aerodrome operating minima, transposed from the UK IMC ratini
unnecessarily complexA simple increment of 200 ft to DH or MDH will have almost
same effect in practiceWe support a 1 500 m planning minimum, but would rewsecloud
requirement to the cloudeilingbeing above the DH/MDH (including the 200 ft incremer

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

300 comment by:NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi

Thisi SEG AYRAOIFGSE GKIFEG aGKS G NBS( -ehgiz®GA
FANDONF Fldé 2SS gArakK (2 KAIKEAIKG GKFG 0
might have significant implications on Air Traffic Controller workloadrifer to maintain
separation, this is of significant concern to us as an ANSP.

Noted.

EASA acknowledges the difficult task of maintaining separation between aircraft
different performance abilities. This is a task that Adl&R already doing as appropriate
equipped and approved singland multiengine piston aircraft are already using the sa
airspace as turbine and jet aircraft.

302 comment by:NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi

¢ KS ( SE{ hoBrs Wwilkbe cestricted to 200 ft. above the published minima or
I LILINE F OK LINE OSRANBZ R26y (2 + YIFEAYdzy
GKSUKSNI GKS g2NR aYlEAYdzYé akKz2dzZ R NBI R
error.
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comment
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comment

response

comment

Accepted.

Thank you for pointing out this error; the cent wording is stated in poirECL.835(a)(5)(i).

307 comment by NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi
What is defined as a non High Performance aircraft?

Noted.

Aircraft are categorised as either higlerformance or norhigh-performance aircraft durin
the initial aircraft certification in accordance with the provisiongCofmmissiorRegulation
(EU) Nor48/20120f 3 August 2012 laying down implementingasifor the airworthiness an
environmental certification of aircraft and related products, parts and appliances, as w
for the certification of design and production organisations

In the list of aircraft classes and types, as published by EASAindicated whether :
particular aircraft is categorised as highrformance.

321 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

While the BIR will still be valuable with the proposed limitations, they seem to have
introduced mainly to differentiat¢he BIR from the full IR.

The ability to safely fly to minima has very little to do with training and everything to do
currency. The arguments given for increased minima could equally well be applied to 1
IR.

Even you accept higher mininthe cloudbase requirements are difficult to understand. W
require a 600 ft cloudbase with a 500 ft DH? Also, it is hard to see the point of the dep
minima.

If increased minima are really seen as a necessity, the rules should be formulatedtbeyt

do not apply to BIR holders with sufficient currency.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

EASA also holds the opinion that the ground visibility and ceiling at the departure aero
should be no lower thathe BIR appoach minima, to enable an expeditious return to lanc
the departure aerodrome if so required.

327 comment by AOPA Swedel

AOPA sweden strongly supports the principle that the training standards should be hig

In line with this, we demphasise that the flight training requirements should make the p
proficient enough to fly all the way down to an IFR minima as published.

Instead of posing a limitation on priviliges and minima, AOPA Sweden would stress tl
task force considers
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A: Currency requirements (i.e. as per FAA IR)
B: Recurrect Training requirements if the pilot does not fulfil the currency requirement.
or Fl with IRI privileges should be able given the privileges to conduct this training.

These requirements wdd of course add some cost to each licence holder but on the ¢
hand it would give more proficient pilots.

The limitations given by the group, might cause other safety implications. For instance
weather is above the minima for the approach, just slightly below the "proposed minima
the pilot might need to divert to an alternate and burn extra fuel, instead of being ak
perform a safe IFR approach to the original destination. As a consequence a pilot mi
him/herself into a low fuesituation which was acutally not really necessary.

Indeed the need to fly an approach all the way to minima is probably not used so oftel
IR holder. However it seems like the regulators think that a higher minima will always
better safety. Tis is, as described above, not always be the case since you create
implications i.e. fuel.

In the RIA, we have not noticed the safety statistics giving the facts at hand what a
minima will reduce the number (or fraction) of incidents/accitiehy a certain amount. Du
to the lack of facts supporting the use of higher minima, and also the well established
recency requirements in the FAA system, AOPA Sweden supports a system of recency
of higher minimas on approaches. The lefalampetence established during training shol
allow for flying the approach all the way down to the applicable minima and of cours
missed approach.

Instead we do emphasise the initial principle of good training standards
currency(recency) reqeements. We do suggest that the task force gets in touch with
and their experience on IR and currency requirements, as well as their safety record.

it is good that an upgrade from BIR to-B8 IR is possible for pilots wishing to do so.

Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that the regulatory requirements of the BIR meet the Basic Rec
(Regulation (EU) 2018/1138quirements for the maintenance of practical skills by reg
assessment, examinations, tests or chethkat are proportionate to the level of risl
associated with the activity.

A regulatory scheme reliant on recency criteria alone would not be compliant with the
Regulation.

With regard to your point concerning an upgrade from BIR toRCBEASA thanks you fayur
positive comment.

389 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comments :

"the BIR holders will be restricted to 200 ft above the published minima on an app
procedure, down to a maximum of 500 ft..."
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From asafety point of view this is not a bad idea, but who will verify this and how will |
impose this?

As stated before, BIR is not IGA@npliant. What about legal aspects in case of accide
there is no way of verifying that these minima were respedtedhnically very difficult), s
why impose them?

Although well meant for the benefit of safety, these measures seem impractica
unverifiable. Train these pilots properly to the published minima, or keep them out ou
all together.

response| Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that it is in any case difficult (e.g. for a competent authority) to
whether the approach minima during a particular flight were complied with, irrespecti
the type of IR privileges held.

Please also refer tdie EASA response to comment #45.

comment | 397 comment by FAA

This limitation creates potential confusion, reduces operational flexibility, and is unlik
achieve any significant safety benefffor example, assuming a pilot were to flgtabilized
3D approach to the current specified minima (say 200 feet AGL, as opposed to that prt
by the rule), that would mean in most light nénigh performance aircraft an additional 2
30 seconds of descentf the aircraft is properly configuredn a stabilized approach, tf
minimal additional challenge created should be manageable.

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

comment | 403 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidl F

This requiresonsideration for the impact on ATS. Where is the impact assessment (
change on the ATM system ?

response| Noted.

The impact assessment does indeed not consider the impact on ATM.

comment | 437 comment by: AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs resulting priviledge
limitations are capable to deliver the very same key principles as proposed BIR. In at
member states' flight training organisations have been consumed hundredi®o$ands o
euros to fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR training, organisational and operational requir
More important than BIR it is to create LAPL(SEA) priviledge available for the GA con
as the amount of PPL(SEA) holders will be rapidly declimnginland due to MEI
requirements if regulations are not changed;

**
* *
* *
*

*
* o
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PPL(SEA) holders age histogram

response| Noted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comments #410, #411 and #412.
EASA wishes to advise you that EASA Opinion No 05A@i&ndments toCommissior
Regulation (EU) No 1178/20Qalready contains a proposal to make SEP(sea) privi
accessible for LAPL#9lders

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.4. Theoretical

knowledge p- 17

comment | 46 commentby: KSAk Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Theoretical knowledge
The step towards lighter theoretical knowledge is great. A maximum of three exams
be ok but striving towards the simplicity of the FAA system would be even greater.

However, a step moramportant than the number and size of exams is the availability.
not mentioned here but we should strive towards having rules that allows for 100%
studies(outside a training organisation) where the student can study by himself and ta
test at an approved test site. This is something that also would increase the amol
students that are able to evolve their flying.

| think that this option needs to be considered in a risk based approach.

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positiveomment.
EASA would like to highlight that distance learning will be available in accordance witt
ORA.ATO.300 of Annex VII (FARAYo Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011.

comment | 96 comment by M A Naylor

| would hope that the definition of the syllabus and a sample set of questions mi
generated ahead of the Amendment coming into force. This will aloow ATO's to
developing TK material in good time. | woudl encourage EASA to encourage Ny
encouage comapetent bodies (such as PPL/IR or AOPA) to become involved in the se
syllabi and examination questions.

response| Noted.
EASA wishes to highlight that the training syllabus, being guidance material to Regulati

No 1178/2011, can only be published once the respectival implementingrules are
published.

comment | 104 comment by:Charles STEE
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comment

There is no reasorwhy the CBIR should be examined any differently to the E
fundamentally theprivilegesare the same.

Noted.

EASA intends to introduce this new approach in theoretical knowledge examinations w
BIR and to gain experience with it, bef@eending its scope to other areas.

107 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.4.5 Training organisations
p 17/230

The Agency's statements on Declared Training Organisations {{2iFdg scope are difficul
to understand: We think itvould be an easy task to adjust all parts requiring adjustme
even section 2.3.5 of Opinion 11/2016, or at least the consequences of this section.

Rationale

A specialised small DTO will for sure deliver the same quality of training and ider
qudlified IR pilots as an ATO. The requirements for an approval are much too onerous
view. For this reason ways must be found to enable DTO to offer IR training.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

242 comment by ECQB Tean

According to ParARA.FCL.300 (b), the questions for theoretical knowledge examinatio
instrument ratings shall be selected by the competent authority from the ECQB as pel
CPL and MPL exams. NAAs interpret this ruld@sbligation to conduct those TK exa
themselves. If the Agency wishes to make the exam process as straightforward as f
and mentions a possibility of conducting the BIR exams at ATOs, please consider whe
current rule text obliges the EASAS to adopt secure processes that would allow the ex
to be conducted at ATOs.

Noted.

Thank you for your comment which will be taken into consideration for the further prc
of RMT.0677.

252 comment by:CAA Norway

Changing the way theoretical training is conducted for the BIR also implies chan
examination. In the NPA it says that "it is intended that EASA member states shall &
secure process [...]" which implies that examination for the BIR can’t baictattithe same
way as todays examinations. It seems like there is or is going to be a requiremel
examinations are to be held at the ATO and by the ATO. The "intention" is that the m
state shall adopt a "secure process" to allow ATOs handlehinarétical examinations. On
of the security measures of todays examinations is to have independent invigilators t
the exams. If the ATO itself is going to handle the process, we may see a decreas
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security of the ECQB and a decrease of thellettual property rights. This may lead tc
situation where the ECQB is no longer a secure database and where candidates fc
licenses or ratings have access to the ECQB, or parts of it, prior to their exams. If indef
invigilators are to hanel the exams at the ATO, we see no reason to limit the phy
execution of exams to the ATO facility.

Have EASA considered the vast differences in the way theoretical examinations are cot
in the different EASA member states? Today there are ay miffierent ways of dealing wit
examinations as there are member states in EASA. If it is made a requirement to c
examinations the way it is intended in this document, it is our opinion that it needs |
accompanied by an examinations system pied by EASA itself.

This NPA states that the theoretical training is to be conducted as a competence
training alongside the practical training. However, it does not raise the issue of wk
theory and flight training has to be performed at thereaATO.

Noted.

The overall legal framework of the Basic Regulafi®agulation (EU) 2018/113@nd its
implementingrules allocates the competence for the issue of licences and the related co
of theoretical knowledge examinations to the EASA Member Statestlaid competent
authorities. Hence, EASA cannot provide an examination system.

Additionally, as explained iBection2.4.4 of NPA 20164, the intention is that only thos
training organisations which can demonstrate compliance with the secure proc
necessary to meethe ECQB requirements may be permitted to conduct BIR exams. |
context, please also fer to the EASAesponse to comment #242.

Finally, EASA does not intend to restrict the delivery of theoretical knowledge and
training to the same training organisation, as such restrictions are in general not p
Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 camvould not be in line withthe mutual recognition of
training done in accordance with P&CL throughout Europe.

261 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

NLF strongly supports a much simplified theoretical knowledge syllabuse@/absolutely
no need to perform golgblating on the FAA IR syllabus, so we hope the term "broadly sir
in the NPA Chapter 2.4.4 second paragraph equates to "as identical as the differel
aviation regulation in the two territories allow".

Noted.

EASA holds the view that GM2, GM3 and G&/BCL.835 meet the proportionality objectiv
as outlined infSection2.4.4 of NPA 20164.

270 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We strongly support the principle of not duplicating TK topics from the ARLalso suppor
the reduction in the number of questions and emphasise the need for the TK to be of pr
value. As a rule of thumb, if an instrument rated pilot who has ibdéging IFR around Euroy
for 20 years does not need to know a piece of theoretical knowledge in eve
operatons6 Ay 20 KSNJ g2NRax AdQa hy AF Al A&
those seeking the rating.
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While we understand theaed to avoid creating a separate question bank, the accessi
of the examinations is critical to the success of the ratifigday, the IT tools exist to allc
examinations to be as ubiquitous as TK for the driving licembe. intent of the BIR makits
even more critical that the exams are not only available on limited occasions at the
headquarters, as has historically been the case for ATPL/CPL/IR exams, but can t
conveniently at almost any time. We would urge the Agency to put effodt getting this
aspect right.

Noted.

Thank you for your supportive comments.

EASA holds the view that only those pilot training organisations which can demor
compliance with the secure processes necessary to nteeECQB requirementsay be
permitted to conduct BIR exams.

EASA also holds the view that EASA Member States should strongly encourage
organisations to adopt such processes, so that the delivery of BIR exams at such orgar
should become the primary examinatisgstem.

310 comment by AOPA Swedel

In general, the step towards lighter theoretical knowledge requirements is good. The ¢
and very stringent IR requirements have effectively stopped many licence holders from
an IR, thus reducintpe number of IR holders.

We do know many pilots who has not been able to take the IR, simply due to the exc
theory syllabus and training. (total amount). Compare with the FAA system where th
more focus on items relevant to flight safety.

We do agree that the scope and depth of the knowledge should be similar to the FAA
addition we add that examinations and study requirements should be benchmarked a
the FAA system. This means both written exams and allowed types of study métbodslf
studies) should be comparable to the FAA IR. All aspects of the simplicity of the FAA I
be thorough examined so that we can achieve the same accessability of the IR as in L

We suggest that EASA propose a system where 100% of theytbkeidies can be self studi
outside an ATO. This would greatly improve the accessability for the BIR in Sweder
there are only a small number of ATO's being able to give theoretical instruction on IF
level.

Noted.

Thank you fothis positive comment.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #46.

322 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

Removing redundancy and irrelevant knowledge from the TK is very good.

The rules should explicitely allow for 100% -sélfdy of theTK. This is particularly importa
in Scandinavia and other parts of Europe with large distances and few training organis
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response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #46.

comment | 339 commentby: David Chambers

It is unfortunate, but understandable for cost reasons, that EASA is not able to revise
guestion bank to be more suitable and appropriate for reakld GA IFR flight. | see I
difference in the theoretical requirements for tigasic IR vs AR since the only differerenc
in privileges relates to how low an approach can be flown. All other aspects are cor
Therefore | would hope that any revised and simplified Basic IR theory syllabus
applicable to the CIR. Perhapa single common set of exams could satisfy both.

response| Noted.

EASA wishes to refer you to the proposed amendment to Appendix 6 Section Aa of ,
(PartFCL})o Regulation (EU) No 1178/2011 with regard to credits granted to holders of
who apply for an IR following the competenbgsed course. In such a case, further writ
theoretical knowledge examinations will not be required.

comment | 362 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA fully support the proposal for thdMtheoretical knowledge examination(s) to |
taken at the training organisation.

response| Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.
Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #270.

comment | 378 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

In order to meet the objective of making the exam process as straighforward as possik
LAA considers that the theoretical knoweldge element of the BIR should be a
examination taken at a Declared Training Organisation (DTO) or Approvednd
Organisation (ATO) rather than the current proposal of three examinations.

response| Noted.

As outlined inSection2.4.4 of NPA 20164, the three theoretical knowledge examinatio
should support the relevant content of the three practidbling training modules being
undertaken at the time. However, this does not preclude the option of an applioaake
all three parts of the BIR examination in one sitting.

With regard to your comment on the involvement of a DTO, please refer to the EASAse
to comment #434.

comment | 392 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comments :
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BCAA is not in favor of exam subcontracting.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #242.

398 comment by FAA

While aseparatetheoretical exam for the BIR is prudent, multiple exams (givehea¢nd of
each module) creates additional barriers to completidmpplicants might be better served
a single theoretical test were given at the completiorita entire course.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #378.

438 comment by AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs contain the minimum thec
knowledge for the safe operation of Giércraft in IMC or under IFR. In addition, mem|
states' flight training organisations have been consumed hundreds of thousands of el
fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR training, organisational and operational requirement.

Noted.

Please refeto the EASA response to comments #410, #411 and #412.

organisations

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.5. Training

p.17
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3 comment by:Cubair

| suggest that a RF can train for the BIR but that the instruateds to be a fully qualified |
instructor. If only ATO's can do this the rating becomes more expensive and many R
lose business for the IRR as well.

Noted.

In respect of your point concerning training organisations, please refidiet EASA respons
to comment #34.

In respect of your point concerning instructors, please refer to the EASA response to co
#360.

8 comment by:John Milner

2.4.5 is a great disappointment, to restrict training to ATOs will damage a nuoftvery
good Registered Training Facilities, (soon to become DTOs) who have great exper
instructing for IR(R). Those facilities at least ought to be able seek authorisation thrc
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simple check of their competences, which should include instrsdtolding at least a BIR
their own right, to offer training for the BIR, if necessary through some sort of derogati

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

9 comment bytrevor sexton

Disagree withthis, the BIR should be able to be taught aD®BOs (Declared Trainil
Organisations).

Maybe the BIR skills test can be done by an ATO approved instructor on a DTO aircra

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

12 comment byjly_6891

If the DTO is setup to conduct training towards feammmercial licences, and the BIR is be
proposed specifically to help easy access for PPI towards IFR privilegess ruling out DT(
symapthetic to this proposednaendment? Could module 1 be limited to ATO with furt|
development (module 2 & 3) done outside of an ATO environment? Practically once be
training has been accomplished pilots will want to undergo assessment and training
their own aircraft br practicality (availability & costs). If limited to ATo this becomes r
difficult. Understanding that training outside an ATO may require more time to de\
towards a test standard but none the less should be decision for trainees to take rathe
regulators.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

34 comment by:Cubair Flight Training

As the BIR is intended to promote IFR flight amongst the GA community, for the BIR
success it is of the utmost importance that training courses should be available fro
training organisations, flying clubs and schools. Assuming that the DT@é&g@art of the
Aircrew Regulation as expected, including the BIR within the scope would mean GA 1
organisations are much more likely to be able to offer the ratilipe BIR proposal is ve
similar, to the existing UK IR(R) training for the IR@)historically been carried out at R’
very many of which will become DTQsis likely that in the UK candidates for the BIR wc
be the same as those for the IR(R) tod8y. forcing these candidates out of the GA train
sector there would be aoks of valuable revenue to the DTOs in an area of our indus]
which the business is already margin@here is nothing to be gained by exclusively usin
ATO for BIR trainingStandards could be maintained equally well at a DTO through the
of IRIs to deliver the training and through the skill teShould the candidate wish to progre
to full CBIR, the relevant 10 hours of training would have to be completed at an ATO.
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Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comrv&ia4.

47 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Training organisations

By allowing DTOs to conduct BIR training, the availability would increase by tenf
Scandinavia we have many airfiels and aeroclubs where there simply is Aat@uwithin
500-700 kilometres. Therefore it is very important that the BIR is available through the
concept. Otherwise we will not see the sought after increase in instrument rated pilots,

We hope that you will reconsider this limitation, otherwistotof the work is wasted.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

54 comment by Mickey Kaye

Training for the BIR should be able to be undertaken by appropriately qualified instruct
5¢hQa lacwSdd [ AY Awikrgldce ifs avaiiakdity and im @@ uptake a
will not be readily accessible to the pilots that this rating is being aimed at.

If both the theory and practical testing are the same regardless of whether a canc
trained at an ATO or DTO then there would be no difference in standard.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

98 comment byFrank PFEFFERKO

As the basic idea of the BIR is to increase the number of &g able to fly safely in IM
the limitation for the training to ATOs might be an unnecessary threshold limiting the wi
effect of introducing the BIR.

Presumably, there is a large number of GA airfields with pilots having an interest
without an ATO on site or nearby.

To limit the (total) training to ATOs will significantly increase time and costs for such
without primarily increasing quality of training.

Therefore, it should be considered to define a way how DTOs could be involveddén
training for BIR to make it as efficient as possible.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

121 comment by DGAL
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One major concept of the BIR is to make safe flight on instruments more accessi
recreational pilots.Evidence from the UK IMC rating suggests that the training carried ¢
RTFs has been perfectly adequate to achieve a safe level of flight to similar higher ap
minima without complicating the training procedure by requirirte tpilot to attend an
ATO. | strongly believe that a DTO should be permitted to provide training for the BIR;
all the most important factor in safe instrument flight is accepted as being the p
experience and recency.

Noted.

Pleaserefer to the EASA response to comment #434.

125 comment by David Trouse

Training should be possible at proposed part DTO not just ATO. In order to make the
and availability of BIR as wide possible training should be readily avadiable training
organisations that wish to offer it. In the UK training for the IR(R) (which is broadly equi
to the proposed BIR) has been available at Registered Facilities as well as ATOs and
availability has promoted uptake. Standarde amaintained by Skill Test.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

142 comment by UK CAA
Page Nol7

Paragraph No:2.4.5 Training organisations

Comment: The UK supports allowing the BIR to tenducted at a Declared Trainil
Organisation (DTO).

Justification:It was the UK understanding that this would be included within the scope ¢
DTO. However, the NPA does not reflect the position agreed in the Task Force ins
requirestraining at an ATO. In the UK the IMC rating has been taught by independent qu
Flight Instructors and at Registered Training Facilities with no isfugthermore were the
BIR to be limited to ATOs it would become impractical and effectively ailable to many
GA pilots. Most GA pilots have easy access to a DTO but not ATOs.

Proposed TextSee proposed text provided with CAA comment on paragraph No FC
Basic instrument rating (BIR), (¢) & (d)

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EPA response to comment #434.

161 comment byDr C R Mills
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If the aim ofthis qualification is to improve safety by increasing the overall competence
level of training for norcommercial pilots then it would seem countproductive torestrict
the organisations which are able to provide training.

If competence is assessed in a summative way during the flight test, rather than th
ongoing formative assessment during training then the designation training organisa;
essentiallyirrelevant.

The IMC (Instrument Meteological Conditions) rating has been available to UK PPL |
Training is widely available and is recognised as improving competence and safety wit
General Aviation community. This model should be considered.

If safety, rather than regulation, is a primary aim then it makes sense to make train
widely available as possible.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

164 comment by AOPA (UK

AOPA (UK) remindhe Agency that the RMT.0677 Task Force agreed the followin
included in the draft version of this NPA:

"Training organisations

The Agency considered it important to the success of the BIR that training courses
available from typical trainingrganisations that GA pilots would be familiar with. This
assist with socialising the concept of GA flight under IFR, as well as increasing acce:
rating in the GA community.

While this NPA was under development, NPA 2015 2y W CUNEIAAR/SA y2IF
Lz f AAKSR® ' GKS (GAYS 2F gNROGAY3IS Al
hNBFYAalriGA2yQ 05¢h0X Ay BKAOK (KS 2NBH
competent authority, will be the outcome.

Assuminghe DTO enters the Aircrew Regulation in the anticipated format, including th
within the scope would mean GA training organisations are much more likely to be &
offer the rating. While drafting this NPA.677 and during the TF discussions, gueasd as
to whether the DTO concept would include enough in the way of standardisatior
oversight for teaching towards an instrument rating qualification, and therefore whe
inclusion in the DTO would be appropriate. The Agency concluded thasimtlof BIF
training in the scope of the DTO would be, due to the following considerations:

T It will be possible within the DTO concept to tailor the standardisation and ovel
requirements in line with the activities of the organisatiofor exampé DTOs offering th
BIR could be subject to more comprehensive oversight;

T While the less controlled environment of the DTO may increase the risk of
standardisation, this must be weighed against the likely increase in uptake (and the
potentially safety) that allowing training in a DTO environment would facilitate;

T  Assuranceof the quality of applicants for the BIR will be achieved through the skill
and

T Should the applicant wish to upgrade his BIR to the fulFPGLCBIR, the applicant wil
have to have completed the relevant 10 hours at an ATO.

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page590f 172

European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014

2. Individual commentand responses

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

For modules one and two, it was considered appropriate to require them to be taught ir
training organisation of some sort (either ATO or DTO), since in these ele
standardisation isnore important. Module 3, in which the candidate may benefit from m
SELISNASYOS 2F LN} OGAOIEf WNBLFt 662NX RQ |
independent instructor."

AOPA (UK) objects to the restrictions afg 2.4.5 of this NPA and consider it vital that
training may be conducted within the scope of DTO training, provided that NAAs
appropriate oversightThe UK has conducted largely similar IMCR and IR(R) training fol
years at RFs (and alsatside RFs); there has been never been any problem with perm
such instrument flight training activity.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

174 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

as EASAs plan is teake it easier to access instument flying skills, it is not understanc
and should bereviewed, to give DTO (or basic training organisatiombat will be the new
term?) the chance to give training for BIR, maybe partly only or in collaboration witiT®

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

253 comment by:CAA Norway

CAA Norway supports the proposal to do the BIR training at an ATO, as this complies
intention of the DTO. However, it is oopinion that in the long term the DTO shall
considered getting the privileges of performing the BIR training. This is due to the fas
the BIR in all terms is a "GA rating". As mentioned in Fcl.835 the BIR can only
according to FCL.205.4g.iin norcommercial operations.

Seen from a Norwegian perspective, limiting the BIR to ATOs will at best lead to two ¢
providing this training. This is contrary to the results of the questionnaire saying that ¢
the reasons for not getting alRR is that there is no training available nearby. Allowing C
to provide BOR training will increase the possible locations of IR training, which age
increase the activity.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

262 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

One of the weakest points in the entire NPA is that instrument training can omgrbpleted
at ATOs. As long as a DTO comply with a few key requirements (for instance an aj
training prggramme), we see no reason why a DTO could not perform also the final
the training programme.
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The main problem with instrument training in Europe is that it is unaccessible. The tr
organisation needs to be close to where people live andkworbe attractive for leisure
pilots. If the BIR concept is to work for all parts of Europe, also the sparsely populatec
have to be taken into account. Norway has the world's second longest coast line, a
country spans across approx 2000 knmiraorth to south. We are reasonably well covel
with approx 35 flying schools in the DTO (RF) range, but only a handlfull of ATOs, whic
be suitable for private pilots training for the BIR. This is simply not adequate, and it ou
be possible tamplement some mechanisms qualifying DTOs to perform such training,
maintaining good training standards.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

271 comment by:Julian Scarfe

The trainingenvironment, independent instructor vs DTO vs ATO, is the most critical |
forthe successofthe IR(orBIR)S a G NRy 3If & RA&lF ANBS luwkitésk
G! LI NI FNRY y20 KI@GAy3 G2 2001 Ay Implifidy.
organisational requirements as well as from revised provisions for oversight by com|
I dz K2NRGASEAD Ly NBGdzNY F2N 6KSasS ftSo@

la 6S KIF@S SELINB&A&ASR Ay | rhdoihe ahdle DTD2demsIil
a poor application of riskased principlesThese principles were not properly developec
the DTO Opinion, and the restriction of DTO training scope appears to be arbitrary as ¢

The fundamental reason for applyiegganisational requirements on any organisation is
mitigate the risk of organisation errors (during its operation) as organisations become
complex. In other words, applied to training organisations, it is to improve safety ol
training operatbns themselves against such organisational errditse primary criterion fo
the application of organisational requirements should therefore be the complexity o
organisation itself. Training scope is not relevant.

A secondary reason for applying argsational requirements is, ostensibly, about qua
assurance of the output of the organisatioifthe primary quality assurance mechanism
training output (the quality of the pilots after training) is the skill test, and it should rel
so. If the Agency believes that poor training delivers poor quality pilots who neverth
pass skill tests, then it is time for it to examine the skill test itself.

Nevertheless, we would agree that organisational requirements (of the sort applied
ATO) maymprove the output quality of an organisation training professional pilots for
ATPL and perhaps CPL, where that quality is designed to meet the target level of s
CAT. Our experience of the training of pilots for GA operations is actually ppesite: large
training organisations tend to lack the flexibility necessary to address the sorts of oper
that GA pilots will perform.

Comparisons with the USA tend to provoke controversy in EU rulemaking processes,
are unavoidable hereThis entire task was initiated after the GA Safety Conference in F
AY HnamnI G gKAOK (GKS C!'! AYLINBaaSR il
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with the US GA safety performance recor@lhe FAA IR requires no training organisatio
all, and indeed much IR training is carried out by individual instructors.

We make no assertion about the competency of pilots trained through the FAA IR ir
ability to perform CAT operationdt may be that European pilot training performs better
that regard when the aircrew reach the cockpit of an Airbus 3B0wever, as regard
competence in GA operations, there is no doubt for us that the FAA IR training proce
environment is far superior in achieving the competences pilots need in GA apevat

Ly FIFOdGx GKS SYdANB NI}IAazy RQsiUNB 2F :
between what European instrument rated pilots are trained to do and what they nee¢
competence and attitude to survive in real lif€he introductiorof the BIR is an opportunit
to address that safety issue, and we would be disappointed if the Agency failed to do ¢

We would also note that the success of the IMC rating in the UK was another driver f
task. One pivotal difference between thdC rating and the traditional IR is that IM&ting
training is available at local flying clubs, almost as an extension of the PPL.

The principles of risk differentiation, to be included in the new Basic Regulation, do n
should not require increaskregulatory protection for a GA pilot and passengers me
because of the choice to fly IFR rather than VFR. There is a perception that the comp:
of an instrument rated pilot are in some way more critical for the safety of other airs
users thanthe competences of a VFR pilot, and that therefore the IR should be treat
GaLSOALEET 1Ay (2 | LINRPFSaarzylf tA0S

This perception is illusoryin the real world, safety and efficiency in the ATM system co
from the ability of pilots to hold &eading and a level, and communicate reasonably
ATC.This is taught be any competent instructor and examined throughout the skill test
is not improved by the imposition of organisational requirements on the trai
organisation. It is the reasn why we have insisted that the performance demanded
tolerances allowed in the skill test are, in this regard, entirely the same for a BIR as
IR ff 20KSNI NR&A1Z NBEtSOLIyG G2 GKS LINR Yy (
own aircraft, and it is not appropriate to demand different standards of risk foc IRRact it
is counterproductive to do so.

In summary, a requirement for ATO involvement in the BIR will kill the cond&fet would
prefer to provide a mechanism thamakes no organisational demands on 1
training. However, in keeping with the general approach of Opinion No 11/201
requirement for some involvement of a DTO would be acceptable.

We are aware that some national authorities are nervous that the urifieatd DTC
framework does not permit the NAA to oversee the training syllabus in advance, and tt
novelty of the BIR risks a lack of standardization compared to the much better estak
PPL.We would therefore be comfortable with a requirement,dikhe one established fc
instructor refresher training in DTOs, that a syllabus is subject to approval in advance
NAA. This should not preclude the NAA developing or accepting a standard syllabus
use does not require advanced approv&ucha syllabus may include minimum equipme
fit for aircraft to be used at various stages of the training, and we do not see an advant
listing specific aircraft. We also acknowledge that good performdnasedoversight might
require more timely inspe@in of DTOs providing training for the BIR, though we do not
a need for this to be called out in the regulation.
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With the modifications set out in the previous paragraph, we urge the Agency i
strongest possible terms to avoid ATO involvementd amake use of the DT
framework. Without this modification to the BIR proposals, we believe they will fail.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

323 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

Outside central Europand the UK, the number of ATOs may be low and access to thel
be difficult due to geographical distances.

Consider the case of Sweden. The northernmost ATO currently offering IR training is
(in Vasteras) some 900 km from the northernmost itgweden (Kiruna).

Due to the low population density of northern Sweden it would be completely unrealis
expect ATOs being established for the purpose of training for the BIR.

The situation is similar in Norway and Finland.
The problem is easilgolved by allowing DTOs to train for the BIR.

If a DTO can not train for the BIR, many of the expected benefits will be lost in these [
Europe. We earnestly ask you to reconsider this limitation.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASAsponse to comment #434.

336 comment by AOPA Swedel

AOPA Sweden strongly opposes the suggestion that BIR is only to be trained at AT(
limitation will pose great restrictions to accessablity of the BIR in Sweden, while giv
quantified increase in terms of flight safety.

This also means that one of the overall goals, "Easier Access for GA pilots to IFR f|
hardly to be achieved in Sweden. Please see below for the background.

AOPA Sweden proposes that EASA once mmmonsideres providing IR training outsi
ATO's. DTO or certified instructors are fully qualified for this task. This will also redu
regulatory burden since it is more and more expensive to hold an ATO approval, at |
Sweden.

1.

We do not se that the ATO certificate provides much in terms of flight safety to IR trai
Rather it reduces the accessability to the BIR training and it will probably rende
availability in for BIR training in Sweden to stick to a low level.

2.
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In Sweden, accesability of an ATO to provide the IR training is one of the major hurc
providing IR training.

For instance Basic level IR aircraft training is only available at 11 ATO's the fo
airports:(military and ATOs providing only tyyaings are excluded in this list)
Vasteras 2 schools

Kalmar 1 school

Malmo 1 school

Gothenburg 1 school

Norrkoping 1 school

Linkoping 1 school

Jonkdping 1 school

Eslov 1 school

Ljungbyhed 1 school

Nykdping 1 school

A number of the above ATO's maipisovide ATPL integrated courses. This means the
not even aiming at IR of PPL holdeksoking at the geographical footprint:

A: North of the city of Stockholm there is no ATO providing IR traifiihgs means som
people might have to travel ovdi000 km for getting to the closest-tRiining facility on PRL
level (upcoming BIR). This is not feasible nor proportional.

B: All airports listed above are all situated in the southern third of Sweden, but also !
southern sweden, the distance to tlidosest ATO might be long.

In Sweden there are 42 Registred Facities (RF) which are probably continued as DT
This means that by allowing DTO to provide BIR training the theoretical accessabilit
training in sweden would-fold compared to tle suggestion in the NPA.

As seen above, the limitation in the NPA, to only allow IR training at ATO's will cause
big disadvantage since the availability of IR training in sweden would remain at a minii

The best way of providing BIR training Wwibbe in the manner of EIR and-G8 where the
Flight instructor can provide training without the need for a training organisation. Se
best would be to allow the DTO's to provide IR training. Our opinion is that as long
syllabus is stated outhe organisation in form of a ATO adds little in terms of flight sal
Instead it should be the responsibility of each instructor to teach to the desired level.

If the task force decides to stick with the ATO requirement for IR training, we do notte
any big changes of the accessability to the BIR for the PPL holders in Sweden.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

346 comment by:David Chambers

Up to 75% of the training for a @R can take placeutside an ATO today, such as by
independent IRI.

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page64of 172

European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014
2. Individual commentand responses

This paragraph suggests that all IFR training must be conducted within an ATO. It
surprising that this is the case. What evidence has arisen to suggest that indepen
training towards the CER is inadequate or inappropriate?

The minimum 10 hours ATO training for the-IBBseems to be a sensible approach, wk
those flying schools focussing on IFR training can ensure high standards while the ma
practice and perfecting technique cae done outside the ATO environment.

Mandating that all IFR training must be done within an ATO conflicts with other proy
that permit FI(A) with very limited IFR experience to conduct such training.
Perhaps 10 hours minimum at an ATO could alsadopted also for the Basic IR.

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

comment | 363 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA recommend an amendment to this proposal which allows training towardslfh
within a Declared Training Organisation (DTO). This would provide wider access
proposed course across Europe to the target audience with appropriate levels of ove
for training towards a rating which is limited to single pilot Adgh performance acraft
privileges.

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.6. Instructor and

) e p. 1718
examiner qualifications

comment | 48 comment by KSAK SwedistRoyal Aero Clul
This is a good proposal, we agree.

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

comment | 105 comment by:Charles STEE

Should be a provision for CRIs to teach for the BIR, if they have a full ICAO instrumer
to further expand the availability of instructors which is currently a significant issue in E

The use of a FE(A) rather than an IRE seems disproportionate compared to the levels |
for the IR(A) and CBIR

response Not accepted.
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comment

In PartFCL, theCRI certificate in general does not include privileges to instruct for the
of an IR.

With regard to your proposal to allow IREs to conduct skill tests for the BIR, EASA wc
to refer you to Section2.4.6 (first bullet point) of NPA 2018! which explains that a
examinerghat arecurrently allowed to examine for the IR (this includes the IRE) will als
the privileges to examine for the BIR.

165 comment by: AOPA (UK]

AOPA (UKgtrongly supports these draft proposals and asks that our support is made k
to the RMT.0596 Rulemaking Group.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

197 comment by Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOGMJitzerland

Comment FOCAhe term "pilot supervising" is nddnown and not referenced in the EA!
Standard flight logbook.

Accepted.

Thank you for your comment which will be considered when drafting theddéied change:
to Subpart K oPartFCL.

234 comment by France

Subject:
BIR instructors and examiners

DGAC understands that the revision of subpart J and K was not in the scope of the N
RMT.0596 will propose some amendments to those subparts to includmg&iRction and
examination privileges.

DGAC wonders if the timeframe for inclusion of BIR in the rule and the timefrar
RMT.0596 are compatible. The BIR is needed as soon as possible to offer a solutio
pilots. RMT.0596 will need time as a comgleeview of the subpart J and K will be done.
Therefore we propose to include some minimal amendment in subparts J and K in ol
be sure that the text as proposed in the present NPA could be used even if RMT.(
delayed.

The minimal proposed amenients are the following:

- add that an IRI and a FI with the privileges to instruct IR hold the privilege to instruct
- add that an IRE holds the privilege to revalidate, renew and issue a BIR,

- add that a FE complying with FCL.1005.FE (a) (5)thelgsivilege to revalidate and rene
a BIR,

- add that a CRE complying with FCL.1005.CRE (b) (2) holds the privilege to revalic
renew a BIR.

Proposed amendment
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Subpart J

FCL.905.FI FEl Privileges and conditions

The privileges of an Fl are ¢onduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or rene\
of:

wX86

(g)a BIRan EIR or an IR in the appropriate aircraft category, provided that the FI has:
(1) at least 200 hours of flight time under IFR, of which up to 50 hours may be instri
ground time in an FFS, an FTD 2/3 or FNPT II;

WX 8

FCL.905.IRI IRI Privileges and conditions

(a) The privileges of an IRI are to instruct for the issue, revalidation and reneav&llBfan
EIR or an IR on the appropriate aircraft category.

WX 8

kkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkhkhkkkhkkkkkkkkkk

Subpart K

FCL.1005.FE EEPTrivileges and conditions

wX86

(5) proficiency checks for the revalidation and renewabléis ancEIRs, provided that the F
has completed at least 1 500 hours as a pilot on aermdaand complies with th
requirements in FCL.1010.IRE(a)(2).

FCL.1005.CRE CRPrivileges

WX 8

(b) proficiency checks for:

WX 8

(2) revalidation and renewal dBlRs andIRs, provided that the CRE complies with
requirements in FCL.1010.IRE(a);

FCL.1005.IRE IREPTivileges
The privileges of the holder of an IRE certificate are to conduct skill tests for the isst
proficiency checks for the revalidation or renewaBdRsEIRS or IRs.

Partially accepted.

Your comment largely mahes with the concept already outlined 8ection2.4.6 of NP4
201614. As explained in the EASA response to comment #360, thelBteéd amendments
to Subparts J and K will be now processed not with RMT.0596 but with RMT.0677.

254 comment by:CAA Norway

"An aeroplane class rating examiner (CRE(A)) may conduct revalidation or renewals
provided they have 1 000 hours flight time @ikt supervising (PS)n aeroplanes and hav
passed the IRI course."

We can’t seem to find anything dine CRE defining the term "pilot supervising”. What is t|

Do you mean "as class rating instructor”, "as class rating examiner” or "as Qmi!@ this
be a misinterpretration of FCL.1005.CRE(b)(3) and that the intended text was to be:
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| revalidation and renewal of BIRs, provided that the CRE has completed at least 1 00!
as a pilot on aeroplanes and complies with the requirements in FCL.1010.IRE(a)(2).

If so, it seems inconsistent that a CRE can conduct proficiency checks for EIR whel
1500 hours as pilot on aeroplanes, but to do proficiency checks for BIR (that inc
approches) he only need 1000 hours as pilot on aeroplanes.

Noted.

With regard to the termilot supervisin@ please refer to the EASA response to comir
#197.

272 comment by:Julian Scarfe
We support the proposals.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive response.

283 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0

"Amending the relevant instructor ratings to accommodtte BIR is not within the scope
GKAa bt!® LyadSIFRI GKS 1 3Sy0e gAaftf GNI
FT2N watcdnpde WwSOASS 2F LINPGAAAZ2YA T2N
C/[0Qd wa¢ ®np dcared de. Fubphart Jaytl K of PRAL.K § KA &

Comment :

This is a typical dogmatic administrative approach which will introduced evolutions pie:
pieces and undesirable delay in the regulations evolution consistently as a @looistantly
evolving reguldons by small pieces is becoming a major burden, if not a threat to safet
front actors of all kinds.

Instead we would have expected EASA to be more proactive by introducing the ins
rating(s) accommodation to BIR in this NPA, in coordinatitm RMT.0596 team.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #360.

284 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0

a!'y CLo! 0 K2fRAY3I | .LwX YR KIFI@Ay3 LI
teach forthe BIR without being required to have completed 200 hours flight time undel
a

Fo G2 | @2AR Fyeé FYoAIddzZAidey 2Ny Lwe
b) We fully support this proposal, because:

- it is participating to costs reduction,

- it gives opportunity to build IR teaching experience in a less demal
6SHFGIGKSNBbFEAIKG SYGANRBYYSYy(ld GKIFyYy &TFdz t
beginning of IR instructing exprience.
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An agency of the

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

Accepted.

Your proposal will be reflected the updated draft rule text for point FCL.905.FlI.

324 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul
We agree!

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

337 comment by AOPA Swedel

AOPA Sweden supports the proposed most changes to the Instructor and Ex
Quialifications.

Two additions are deemed appropriate:

Second suggestion under 2.4.6:
Since IR and @GR are higher level IRs than the BIR, an instructor holding an IRRRrsbBulc
also get the suggested privileges that are suggested for an FI(A) holding a BIR.

Fifth suggestion under 2.4.6:(CRE(A))
The meaning of "pilot supervising'SHs not clear to US. Do you mean instructional fl
time(Dual given) or Examiner flight time or something else?

Noted.

With regard to your point concerning FI(A) privileges, please refer to the EASA respt
comment #284.

Please also bear in mind that@BIRQas a separate ratingloes not exist. There is just
competencybased (CB) route for obtaining &fQ

With regard to your point concernirtfilot supervisin@please refer to the EASA response
comment #197.

342 comment by David Chambers

The list of permitted Basic IR flight instructors only indirectly references IRI's, giving
permitted to instruct for the IR also these privileges. However there is aqoeisite for a
PPL to gain an IRI 800 hours IFR, compared with this proposal that an FI requires
beyond holding a Basic IR and passing the IRI course. It seems unusually harsh not t
PPL with IRI course to instruct for the Basic IR with a lot less than 800 hours IFR. Eegb
IFR GA pilots have a lot of knowledge to pass on without necessarily having comple
ab-initio flight instructor course. | would have thought as little as 50 hours or at mosi
hours IFR is a reasonable limit, and perhaps 100 hours would befid cempromise. | dc
not see why the preequisite number of IFR hours flown should differ between an IRI
FI(A).
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comment

response

Equally some practical experience with SEP IFR would ensure sorm@riebknowledge tc
pass on, given that today's training typicalctlisses strongly on the skill test rather th
longer airways flights. | would have thought hours flown SEP IFR represents sub
experience compared with longhaul airline flights under autopilot and it may eve
worthwhile specifying that the preequisite IFR hours be flown outside an airl
environment on a SEP or MEP.

Not accepted.

EASA would like to highlight that a pileho holds an FI certificate is already qualified a
trained to instruct ahinitio studens, unlike a pilotwwho holdsa PPL but not yet any instruct
certificate and now applying for an IRI certificate. Therefore, the different appr
constitutes a consistent solution.

415 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen

Although there is no exact requirements yet, Trafi would like to emphasize the importal
instructor and examiner qualifications within competertgsed training. The instructors ai
examiners need to have proper experience on IFR operations as wafl assessing th
competencies.

Instructors should undertake an assessment of instructor competencies and al
knowledge of the competenelyased approach to training.

If compered to FAA system, the FAA instructor training is completed in an givanadh gives
broader understanding of training environment compared to IRI training completed ol
an FSTD.

Noted.

In the context of the competeneyased approach as included in the BIR, EASA hold
opinion that instructors already todaj K2 dzf R 06S 02YLISGSy i 7z
through the training course, particularly in the context of the extensive guidance ma
provided, as shown in NPA 2018.

However, your comment will be included and considered during the work of RBA..05

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.7. Revalidation or 18
renewal of BIR and of class or type ratings P-
comment | 11 comment bytrevor sexton

" The Agency considered it to be appropriate for the revalidatioimttmduce the concept o
Ff GSNYFGAYy3 0SG6SSy | LINPFAOASyOe OKSO
to teach for the BIR. Renewal will always be via a proficiency check."

No mention of revalidation time period before a proficiency dkéor the BIR this should 2
months.

Also no mention of renewal requirements for somebody whos out of check..

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page700f 172

European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014

2. Individual commentand responses

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Up to one year out of revalidation time. Renewal with refresher training by autho
instuctor followed by a proficiency check flight.

( thiswould allow for somebody whos, out by even 1 day to be able to revalidate wit
having to do a skills test)

Over 1 year Refresher training by authorised instructor and skills test..

Over 7 years also retake TK exams.

Noted.

EASA wishes to refer you @apter 3 of NPA 20164, in particular point FCL.835(i), whi
includes detailed revalidation and renewal proposals for the BIR.

With regard to your point concerning retaking the BIR theoretical knowledge examing
please efer to the EASA response to comment #357.

48 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
This is a good proposal, we agree.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

82 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(
Agree withproposal

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

97 comment by:M A Naylor

This is a good proposal, which mirrors the way more advanced ratings (such as the F
currently renewed in alternate periods. | think there is immense value in alternati
proficiency check with a 1 hour instruction session.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

263 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

There should be more proportionate ways to revalidate the license than the concep
proficiency check (PC) and an hour with an instructor every segesnrd An experience base
revalidation approach should be considered, meaning that those who have flown ¢
number of instrument departures and approaches during the past 12 months shoul
require a PC.

Not accepted.

Please refer to th&ASA response to comment #327.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

273 comment by:Julian Scarfe

We support the proposals2 S 6 St AS@S GKIFdG GKS aFtAIK
training flight with an instructor offers assurance of continued competency almost equiv
to a proficiency check, and may also add extra value.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

325 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul
We agree!

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

343 comment by DavidChambers

| very much like this idea and believe it would also be useful for the standard Instrt
Rating.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.
EASA wishes to point out that proposals for possible amendments to FCL.625 are no
the scope of RMT.0677.

365 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA fully support the proposal to allow combining of class rating and BIR revalide
renewal into one flight in the same way as is currently permitted for the cgg) and IR a
Appendix 9 to PafECL.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposed amendments 2.4.8. Language 18
proficiency P-
comment |1 comment by:Austro Control Gmbk

On behalf othe devision "Language Proficiency” of Austro Control and as a member
L/!'h [twL ¢F&1 C2NDS L 6tyld G2 SELNBaA
exclude pilots with BIR from demonstrating a minimum of plain English profic
(FCL.055(drefers) and wish to register the following comment:
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Is it correct to assume that licence holders with a BIR will no longer be required to |
language endorsement in their licence? Assuming that this is the case, there are cc
about safetyincaSa YKSNB &dzOK f AO0OSyOS K2f RSN&
English language is required.

It is possiblehat situations may arise in which proficient speakers will have to share
airspace or frequency with licence holders with a BIR ddamot even meet the minimur
ICAO Language Proficiency Requirements. A pilot with a BIR will use ATM services ar
part of the international ATM system in which services are provided in English in most
countries. Such practice would be clyan conflict with the requirements in ICAO Annex

Consequently, this then raises the question of the mutual international recognition of lic
among the contracting states of ICAO that are also in EASA.

There are further concerns over the lackgoidance regarding the interpretation of natior
BIR application. Will it be limited to countries which share a national language wit
country in which the licence was issued, e.g. Austria, Germany and Switzerland? The [
to not amend the languge proficiency requirements in FCL.055(d) to include the BIR ass
that pilots will only fly within the confines of the country in which the BIR was acquire
other words, is it correct to assume that a licence holder with a particular BIR is naotteélri
to fly into another country?

The ICAO Language Proficiency Requirements were put in place to ensure a minimum
English for all stakeholders sharing the same airspace to ensure mutual intelligibility. T
no longer be ensured if licendeolders with a BIR are not required to have a langu
endorsement.

Furthermore, in the proposed NPA there seems to be a genuine misunderstandi
confusing FCL.055's language proficiency requirements (based on ICAO Doc 9835)
use anddemonstration of standard phraseology (referG®.8.6ICAO Doc 9838 ed.

The use of ICAO standardizgtdaseologys anoperational skilthat is taught by qualifiec
aviation operational specialists and is acquired to the required level of prafydsntrainee
pilots and controllers during operational training. Teaching and testing standar
phraseology are operational issuest a language proficiency issue. It follows that a i
designed to evaluate knowledge or use of standardized phrapgobnnot be used to asse
plain language proficiency.)

Having said this, | strongly oppose to follow through with the respective NPA anc
amendFCL.055(d) to include the BIR into the language proficiency requirement.

The 'more holistic approachz&a NX I+ NRa |y S@Sydadzat I|Y
LINE T A OA Sy Oewbichfite Ngerizy strizda tb ®1idwi shall not exclude pilots with
from demonstrating a minimum of plain English proficiency. In fact, a "more hc
approach” would be tdinallyinclude a certain mandatory English training program for I
4 holders or lower into FCL.055 as has been stipulated in ATCO-Be®ibelow.

Instead of pushing "simpler and lighter" requirements for GA pilots and herby red
aviation safey for pilots and ATCs, | suggest, the Agency consider the following:

1. Clarification of the applicability of FCL.05¢
From a legal point of view, the requirements should be made more specific to make it ¢
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which types of ratings the language priéincy requirements apply to. Currently, FCL.05
is interpreted in some countries as being only applicable to IR holders.

2. EASA shall rectify discrepancy between ICAO Doc 98350&A@23and AMC 1 FCL.0!
as well as FCL.055 and ATCO.Bréatrdng

Formal Testing Environment

It is considered common practice in many countries to do the initial and/or recu
language proficiency check for pilots during one of the existing checking or training ac
(line check, prof check, etc.). Howevthis is not conducive to achieving reliable langu:
proficiency testing results. First of all, such a setting may result in constrelegvant
variance which cannot be controlled by the assessors. Secondly, any test should as:
a LIS I 1 S Nttuse plai EnfglsHirdunusual or unexpected situations, which may not
during a line check. On a routine flight the test taker is likely to only use standard
phraseology. However, the focus of any assessment of language proficiency shc
specifically on plain language and not focusing on ICAO standard phraseology
Furthermore, ICAO Doc 9835 (Manual on the Implementation of ICAO Language Pro
Requirements) recommends that the assessment be conducted by a rater team madt
an operational expert and a linguistic expert. This can also be difficult to achieve
assessment is done during an operational check.

Limitation of Level 6 for pilotas it has already been established for air traffic controller
Commission Regulath (EU) 2015/340.

Limiting validity period of the language proficiency endorsement provides a good oppor
G2 NBlFr&aasSaa I aLlSF{SNRa fIy3dza 3IS | 6AfA
attrition. For air traffic controllers the validityperiod of the language proficienc
endorsement at level 6 has already been limited (ATCO.B.035). There seems to be nc
why a similar period of validity of level 6 should not apply to pilots as well.

Make training available for (L4) pilotss outlired in ICAO Doc 9835, which has already k
established for air traffic controllers in Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/340, ATCO.|
Specific aviatiomelated language training for pilots shall be made available to maintait
required level of languagproficiency.

(1) to holders of language proficiency endorsement at operational level (level 4);

(2) to licence holders without the opportunity to apply their skills on a regular basis in
to

maintain their language skills.

(3) language training shid contain communication in a jefelated context particularly tc
handleabnormal and emergency situations and conduct #noutine coordination with
colleagues, crewand technical staff.

(4) emphasis should be placed on the six criteria of speech asamizpl in the ICAO Rati
Scale - listening comprehension, speaking interaction, structure, fluency
vocabularyd dzA f RA Yy I3 @ ¢

2. Assignment and commissiaf an expert in language proficienay EASA level

a)to conduct a survey on how FCL.055 has begerpreted and actual LPRIs have be
established by individual MS

b) to counter steer existing lack of transparency and standardization

c)to assist states in establishing and maintaining uniform testing environments and ove
processes
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

d)to evaluak A) tests in useB) test service provider€) individual CAA requirements ft
the establishment of language assessment bo@igindividual CAA provisions for tt
nomination and training of assessdE¥ oversight capability and activity conducted GAAs
F) how language proficiency endorsements are issued by the CAAs

TheEASA language proficiency expert shall undertake necessary actions to closehjtlia
other groups/bodies/CAAs/national ICAO Focal Points of EASA member states in ¢
harmonze and streamline the relevant processes and procedures across the Region.

Not accepted.

EASA wishes to point out that NPA 2d¥6does not include any proposal to amend pc
FCL.055(a), hence BIR holders will be required to have adgegroficiency endorsemel
included in their licences.

With regard to FCL.055(d), EASA considers that the proposal will increase the uptak
BIR amongst pilots for whom English is not their mother tongue for flights conducted
within an EASAMember States in which the language spoken is acceptable for

communications.

48 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
This is a good proposal, we agree.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

83 commentby: KLM aeroclub AT(
Agree

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

99 comment by Frank PFEFFERKO

Yes, English might be a threshold for a number of elderly pilots.
However, the ability to communicate on a basic level ampitgfs and controllers so the
anyone can follow what was said is a key for safety to me personally.

Noted.

With regard to FCL.055(d), EASA considers that the proposal will increase the uptak
BIR amongst pilots for whom English is ti@ir mother tongue for flights conducted sole
within an EASA Member States in which the language spoken is acceptable fo
communications.

130 comment by’ René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.4.8. Language proficiency
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response

comment

response

comment

p 18/230

We welcomethe Agency's proposal to assess the "language question” as part of RM’
which we hope will bring riskased results very soon. We think no uniform solution cove
ECAEurope will be achievedhe "onefrequencyone language" solution would work, b
will be, for obvious reasons, not be acceptable to nations governing large airspace s
FCL.055 needs some rework to cover all forms of instrument ratings in the future.

Rationale

We believe it imcceptably saf¢hat pilots operating in airspacdi&e mentioned above do nc
necessarily need a LPR Level 4 in English when another language which he/she is fam
is offered. Rislbased solutions must be put in place to cover the needs of holders .,
CPL/IR, GBR and of the future BIR.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment which will be forwarded to RMT.0678.

200 comment by:Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzer

Comment FOCA:A Yy OS G(KS YIFEAY a{SS | yR | @2ARE
IFR, it is of utmost importance that pilots are able to understand what happens in the v
(situational awareness!. If different languages are used on the same frequendiglids fn
IMC/under IFR, this is undoubtedly a safétyi 8 dzZS® 9y 3If AaK Aa a!
aeronautical communications. The BIR should therefore be included into the lan
proficiency requirement according to the current version of FCL.Q55(d

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #99.

241 comment by LBA / German CA,
#3

Preliminary note:

In Germany we use the German version of Commission Regulation (EU) 1178/2011. Tl
the following comments refer to that German version and are in German, an official
working languagef the EU.

Problem:
Gefahrdung der Flugsicherheit mogliéhA y & OK N @ ¥V 8zy Bl2 & A (i A @S  bai
Ziff. 2.3.4 der NPA 2015 (s.h LJG A 2 Y 0) istzb Gpemististhw ¥

Begrindung:

Im Luftraum Gber der Bundesrepublik Deutschland ist genBkanntmachung Ube
Sprechfunkverfahrer{s. Nr. 3 der Nackohten fur Luftfahrer¢ NfL 187816 vom 25.
November 2016) der Sprechfunkverkehr im beweglichen Flugfunkdienst in englischer £
durchzufiihren. Die deutsche Sprache darf nur verwendet werden: 1. Bei Fllger
Sichtflugregeln und im Rollverkehr aufe§uenzen, die fur den Sprechfunkverkehr
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deutscher Sprache zugelassen sind, oder 2. Wenn der Empfanger der Meldung 1|
englischen Sprache nicht vertraut ist.

Inhaber einedBasic Instrument Rating (BIR)issten den Sprechfunkverkehr in englisc
Sorache durchfiihren. Dabei teilen sich Bifoten der allgemeinen Luftfahrt den Luftrac
mit anderen englischsprechenden IR Piloten, u.a. von gewerblichen Luftfahrtunterne
Folglich ist eine Gefahrdung der Flugsicherheit nicht auszuschlie3en, zumehlggrde
Prufungsdruck bei BiRiloten keine positive Auswirkung auf deren englis
Sprachkompetenz hatte.

Vorschlag:
Sofern an den aktuellen Regelungen des FCL.055(d) festgehalten werden soll, mus:
BIR in die LPRs aufgenommen werden.

ZUSATZ: Bei einedetaillierten Vergleich der Regeln des FCL.055 mit thdralten des ICAC
Doc 983%ergeben sichViderspriichezu den Vorgaben der ICAO.

Daher AlternativVorschlag:
Neufassung des FCL.055(d).

Begrindung:

Der Verordnungsgeber hat sich ér Schaffung des FCL.055(d) / AMC 3 zur FCL.(
offenbar an den friheren Regelungen der nicht mehr gultig@8estimmungen fi
Privatpiloten, Berufspiloten und Linienpiloten (FAR. 1 deutsch)engl. Joint Aviation
Requirements JARCL 1 Flight Crelwcensing (Aeroplanefientiert (vgl. dortAnhang | zt
JARFCL 1.200 [bzwAppendix 1 to JARCL 1.20)p. Diese Regelungemaren zu
einemZeitpunkt konzipiert worden, atdie Regelungen der ICAO Sprachanforderungen |
existierten.Im Manual on the Imfgmentation of ICAO Language Proficiency Requiren
(ICAO Doc 9833%d.) spricht die ICAO an keiner Stelle \@pecific requirements for holde
of an instrument ratingo.a., sondern allgemein von specific requirements of aviatic
operations..(s.Ziff. 6.2.2.5 ICAO Doc 9835 ed,). Die Sprachanforderungen gelten also
VFR und IFRPiloten ¢cohne UnterschiedErst diein der Flugausbildung zu erwerbend
Fahigkeiten im Bereich Sprechfunkverfahmeachen den Unterschiedvischen VFRund
IFRVerfahren aus. Hier geht es aber um das Erlernen der Anwendung von Sprechg
(Phraseologig was mit Smchkompetenzl@nguage proficiengyim Sinne des ICAO doc 9¢
nichts zu tun hatVgl. hierzu Ziff. 6.2.8 €AO Doc 9838 ed.

The use of ICAO standardizgttaseologyis anoperational skillthat is taught by qualifiec
aviation operational specialis and is acquired to the required level of proficiency by tre
pilots and controllers during operational training. Teaching and testing standar
phraseology are operational issuemt a language proficiency issudt follows that a tesi
designedo evaluate knowledge or use of standardized phraseology cannot be used to
plain language proficiency.

Die Formulierung in FCL.055(d) ist problematisch. Beispielsweise geht mmamdéstens
einem EASA MSHU MSeitens derzustandigen Behdrdaufgrund dieser Formulierun
davon aus, dasgFRPiloten vom Erfordernis eines Sprachnachweises ausgenommen s
Leider enthalt auch FCL.0B%€ine Formulierung, die nicht im Sinne der ICAO Vorgabe
"...Sprachkenntnisse sowohl auf dEbene derEinsatzfahigkeit fur derGebrauch del
Sprechgruppert £ & | dzOK FNNJ RSy DS0o NI dzOK y 2 NX I f§

**
* *
*

*
* *
* ok
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Dies impliziert eine Uberpriifung von Sprechgruppen mit Hilfe der ICAO Rating
(Einstufungsskala), was in fachlicher Hinsicht unmdglich ist. Ein Bewedtbersich
ausschlieRlich Phrasen bedient, wiestenfallamit ICAO Level 2 zu bewerten, wirde a
nie die Ebene der Einsatzfahigkeit (Level 4) erreichen! Dennoch gibt es in Deutst
aufgrund der Formulierung in FCL.055(lBestrebungen das bewahrt&System del
Sprechfunkprifungen abzuschaffen utigé Uberprifung der Sprechgruppen mit der I1C
Sprachprifung zu verbinden.

Langfristig ist eine Gefahrdung der Flugsicherheit ditetmischungler Uberprifung
von Sprechfunkverfahren Apnwendung von Spreghuppen / Phraseologje und der
Sprachkompetenz (Anwendung viearmaler Sprachéplain languagég nicht auszuschliel3el
zumal die Art und Weise wie geprift (usith auf entsprechende Prifungen vorbereit
wird, auch Auswirkungen auf die spatere Kommutidtawahrend des Fliegens haben wi
Ein weniger striktes Festhalten an Sprechgruppen wére fatal.

Bei der Erstellung der Regelungen in FCL.055(b) hat man sich wohl da@AtenHolisti
Descriptorsorientiert und dabei Ubersehen, dasdgese sichnicht auf phraseology sondern
ausschlielich ayflain languagée normale Sprache beziehen (vgiff. 4.5.3ICAO Doc 983
2" ed).

Konkreter Vorschlag zur Neufassung des FCL.055(d):

Aktuelle Regelung des FCL.055(d) undidimuigehdrige AMC SPECIFIC REREIMENTS F(C
HOLDERS OF ANdRichen. Stattdessegine separate Regelung fiir den Gebrauch
Sprechgruppeminfigen, um den Gebrauch der "normalen Sprache" vom Gebraucl
"Sprechgruppen” deutlich abzugrenzen und um die Bedeutung der Sprechgruppéohset
hervorzuheben (entsprecheriff. 4.3.1des ICAO Doc 9825%ed).

INFCL.055(b) missten zusétzlich die Worte "...sowohl...fir den Gebrauct
Sprachgruppen..." geldscht werden. Die neue Formulierung des FCL.055(d) kdnnte
lauten:

EinSprachenvermerk wird nur die Lizenz eines Bewerbers eingetragen, wenn dieser Ut
Berechtigung oder nachgewiesene Befahigung zur Durchfihrung des Sprechfunky
unter Anwendung der Sprechgruppen in der entsprechenden Sprache \@piégghguppen
sind im Sprechfunkverkehr stets vor normaler Sprache zu verwenden.

Sollte dem Vorschlag gefolgt werden, misste unter FCL.055(e) die Formulieraleg
Gebrauchs der englischen Sprache feintRaber oder EHRhaber.." ersetzt werden durct
"...des Gebrauchs der Sprechgruppén...

Weitere Hinweise / Vorschlage zu FCL.055:

Die Formulierung in FCL.0&E("...entweder fur Englisch oder' sollte geldscht werder
zumal die Forderung nach ausreichend&prachkenntnissen im Sinne der Flugsibbi
unbedingt furalle Sprachen, die im Sprechfunkverketugelassen sind, gelten sollte.
Viele Piloten sind aufgrund der aktuellen Formulierung der Meinung, dass ein Sprachv
fur Englisch als alleiniger Sprachnachweis ausreicht.

Bezuglich der Gwingsdauern der Stufen (Level) 4 uBdin FCL.0586) wird auf die
unterschiedlichen Regeln fir Fluglotsen (vgl. ATCO.B.035 der CR (EU) 2015/340) un
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in FCL.055(c) der VO (EU) Nr. 1178/2011 hingewiesen. Insbesondere die unbe
Geltungsdauer deStufe 6 bei Piloten ist fachlich nicht nachvollziehbar. Das anliegend:
5FrSA o[ S@ST c zFtARAGE [AYAGFOA2Yya ¢
Befristung der Geltungsdauer der Stufe 6 auch bei Piloteimgeachtet etwaiger politische
Zwange und im Sinne der Flugsicherheit.

Not accepted.

With regard to the proposal to require BIR holders to demonstrate the ability to us
English language pursuant to point FCL.055(d), please refer to the EASA response to ¢
#445(second paragraph).

With regard to all the other proposals related to point FCL.055, EASA would like to hi
that a general revision of this provision is outside the scope of BT .

264 comment by The Norwegian Air Sports Federati

We support the proposal in the NPA with regard to language proficiency, as long
training clearly emphasises how lack of English language proficiency will greatly lim
options when flying to other European countries.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

EASA will consider to dragiidancematerial (GM) to explain the limitations of pilotkat
hawe a language proficiency endorsement in a language other than English in their lic
(limited to flights within the airspace where that language is available for re
communication).

274 comment by:Julian Scarfe

2SS adzZLJLI2 NI GKS ! 3SyOeQa NnRckidvddde the safetf valy
of the use of English, but believe that the need d&cessibility of the BIR (which would
hindered by an ELP requirement) outweighs this consideration in this case.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive feedback.
Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #264.

296 comment by:CAA Norway

The suggestion in this NPA to not require English language proficiencygffoimolders i
based on the argument that such a requirement would be a barrier to GA pilots. CAA N
strongly advise against this proposal and advise that Engiadfitiency shall be an absolu
requirement for IR pilots.

Instrument flying is mostly done in airspace and to/from airports used by commercial t
If we are to mix native speaking IR pilots with English speaking pilots, there will be a
situational awareness for both. We will have situations where a commercial airliner anc
pilot are approaching an airport to fly an instrument approach. If one @loising Englis
standard phraseology and the other one is using completely differetiven@hraseology
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response

comment

response

comment

none of them will have an understanding of where the other aircraft is and what its inter
are. The air traffic controller will have to, more or less, translate the communication in
to bring some sort of situational awarenesstt® pilots. This will increase the amount
radio communication, at the expense of other traffic. The workload of both pilots
controllers will increase, and this is not in the interest of safety.

Please be aware that in this example there were twly aircraft involved.

If we instead stick to English as the only language used in aviation radio communi
situational awareness will increase for controllers atichircraft in the vicinity.

Another argument against not requiring English leagg proficiency is that it will creat
borders. Having an instrument rating, whether it is an EIR, BIR or IR, enables you to f
execute longer flights. If the holder is limited to native language he/she is also limit
his/her home country. We seiéas better use of an instrument rating if the holder is able
use it beyond the borders that limit native speakers. Increased activity will again h
positive economic impact and will sustain the development of the GA community.

In the second pagraph of 2.4.8., the Agency states that it "strives to follow a more ho
approach” regarding language proficiency. In this respect, English is and should be t
aviation language. Communication and English proficiency is as an integral phghb
training as being able to land a plane. Hence if you can’t land a plane, you don’t get a

CAA Norway therefore request that this issue is reconsidered and that the requireme
English language proficiency includes holders of the BIR.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #264.

EASA also holds the opinion that ATS providers in certain busy areas may require i
communications to be conducted in English. Where this applies and is statednattbral
AIP, norEnglishspeaking BIR holders would be excluded.

308 comment by NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi

With the principal that this will allow GA to access airspace they may have previously r
access, and operate imore complex environmentg not mandating as the other |
qualifications that the English proficiency requirements are incorporated into the BIl
significant safety risk.Pilots operating in airspacer@ite, and complex approaches that «
not have goroficiency in English could impact the safety of airspace and issues to ATC

We recommendnandating appropriate English language proficiency requirements.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #296.

326 commentby: Uppsala Flying Clul

We agree!
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response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

comment | 340 comment by AOPA Swedel
AOPA sweden supports the proposal.

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

comment | 390 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comments :

Absolute veto:

if you want to perform instrument flights and travel internationally, among professi
pilots, one should demonstrate ELP Level 4. The FCL.055 allowing all kinds of local I
even in IFR/IMC is a result of political lobby and is in utter conflict with the intent of ICA
requirements, to stimulate knowledge and use of ENGLISH ONLY for the benefit of ¢
safety.

Allowing a further erosion of the use of aviation relatBaglish on the frequency ar
replacing it with local language, is a deeper manifestation of destruction of aviation s
NF GKSNJ GKIYy Ty STF2NI G2 SyKFyOS al ¥Si
I LILINB I OK¢ @ KA OK Ahblders will belaleStortly anYravay Ml thrdugl
Europe, without any legal requirement knowing any proper English. The BCAA does n
to have such pilots in its airspace, considering the complexity of its airspace and the r
of airspace infrigements (140 on average annually, of which1B06 results into neai
misses). If we add some language issues to the Swiss cheese, we will only be countil
for the first midair collision of this decade.

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to th&ASA response to comment #296.

comment | 395 comment byIlATA

The fact that the English language proficiency check could be a barrier for GA pilots he
evaluated and balanced with the risk posed by having air traffic in IFR not being &
properly communicate. It is of serious concern the risk of having pituitgroficientin the
English language being granted access to IFR.

It is strongly requested that BRI is included in FCL.055(d).

response| Not accepted.

EASA holds the view that the risk assessment to which you refer has led to the conclu
Section2.4.8 of NPA 20164.
Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #296.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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comment

response

comment

response

404 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidil -

Strong concerns for the continuity of safety in not mandating English proficiency as
the BIR. This will also have an impact on ci&NRSNJ La/ Ff AIKI
language requirements will differ.

Not accepted.

Please refer tahe EASA responses to comments #264 and #296.

416 comment byFinnish Transport Safety Agen

As mentioned in page 15, interaction with other airspace users is important.
Therefore the BIR holder should have English language proficiency, as is the requiren
IR and EIR holders.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA responses to comments #264 and #296.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.4. Overview of the proposedmendmentst 2.4.9. Relationship
between PartFCL and thire&country instrument ratings (IRs)

p. 1819

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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comment

response

comment

response

49 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

This is a good proposal, except for the minima restrictions. We can not really see h
training program would look when going from a minima of 500 ft down to 200 ft, "keep 1
and stay established". That also might give you an indication that the most sensible ap
would be to get rid of those restrictions.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

84 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

Agree with proposal. This is an interesting element for pilots in possession of (full) IR
by third country, but do not or no longer need full IpiRvileges.

For them this is a more relaxed route whereby pilots envisaged can still fly IFR with
minima (so with some more restrictions). For many private pilots flying simple SEP airci
BIR privileges will do the job for most of the typiflaght missions : adding planning al
operational flexibility at one end and increasing the safety level at the other end. Incre
safety because the pilot can maintain his/her skills by flying IFR and in IMC, and compe
for lower proficiency leviby increasing the limitations/minima.

Therefore a logic an good plan. Much better than EIR which is basically a mistake &
there are no (IFR) departure/approach provisions. This induces various risks.

Noted.

Thank you for this positiveomment.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

131 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.4.9. Relationship between P&FCL and 3rd country IRs
p 18/230

The appropriate upgrade paths and the proposed waglitain a BIR is welcome.
Rationale

The proposed path highlighthe fact of a minimum familiarisation needed when fligl
according to IFR will beperated in formerly unknown airspaces.

Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

275 comment by:Julian Scarfe

Please review our comments @ection 2.3 which are relevant to the relationship with 1
IR.

We support the proposed mechanism for upgrade to an IR, including and in particular t
of an oral examination of TK.he removal of the limitation on aerodrome operating mini
associagd with upgrade from BIR to IR is not related to TK, but it is implicit in any chec
GKS SEIFYAYSNI FaasSaasSa GKS OFyRARIGSQa
We also support the proposed mechanism of conversion from ICAO Annex 1 IRs.

Noted.

Thank you fothis positive comment.

328 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

The requirement for additional training for approaches to 200 ft DH is strange. What e
is this training supposed to entail? This again highlights the absurdity of the increasath
for the BIR considering that currency, not training is the important factor.

Apart from that we agree!

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

341 comment by AOPA Swedel

Good to provide a path for upgrading higher level IR, except for the restrictions regard
IFR minimas.

It would be more sensible to have the BIR pilots qualified for flying approaches all the |
the minima from the start. This would add more pilot proficiency and also there wautwl
questions among examiners or airline pilots if this is an IR or not.
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response

What kind of training is required when teaching a student to be able to fly all the way 1
minima istead of making the go around at a couple of hundred feet higher?

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #45.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

comment | 391 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel
Belgian CAA comments :
BCAA applies a written multiple choice exam forthddGB S EI Y& T2 NJ K2
PICina/ ¢ ® ! yiAf TFdzNIKSNIy20A0Ss ./ ! 1 YI }

response| Noted.
EASA wishes to clarify that point 8 of Section Aa of Appendix 6 teFBarforesees
demonstration of theoretical knowledge to the examiner during the skill test, meani
verbal demonstration. This has also been clarified with the new GM1 to Appenc
introduced with ED Decision 2017/022/R.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.5. Aeroplane cloud flying rating p. 19

comment | 50 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
We do not seehis as an option and it will add very little to the GA community.

response| Noted.
EASA wishes to refer you ection2.5 of NPA 20184, which states that this topic will k
further reviewed with RMT.0678.

comment | 122 comment by DGAL
| thinkthis is a good idea, but its introduction should not hinder the introduction of the E

response| Noted.
Thank you for this positive comment.
Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #50.

comment | 166 comment by: AOPA (UK
AOPA (UK) verstrongly supports the concept of an Aeroplane Cloud Flying Rating i
consider that it will meet the needs of a large number of GA pilots who have no wish
to conduct IFR approaches or to fly under planned IFR for protracted peridgs
recommendthat RMT.0678's work on this Rating should be started as soon as posilole
a Rating would also introduce safety benefits for LAPL(A) holders.

response Noted.
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Thank you for this positive comment.
Please also refer to the EASA response to comigdt

comment | 276 comment byJulian Scarfe

28 R2 y20 &dzAJRNI GKS O2yOoSLI 2F Ly 4l

TNRBY dzySELISOGSR La/ 6KAES O2yRdzOGAYy 3 |
without consideration of IFR, then entry into IMC is aemergency.

faFt ASKG A& LEFYYSR dzyRSNI LCw 2N BAGK L
2y (2L¥ (KSy G(GKS O02YLSGSyOSa aaz20AilG8

Of course training for emergency situations, including inadvertent IMC entry, is useful,
does not need a rating and should not be associated with privileges.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #50.

comment | 329 commentby: Uppsala Flying Clul
We don't see that this option will add much value.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #50.

comment | 446 comment byRyanair

Dear EASA,

The A4E thanks for the chance to comment on the R®P¥6-14. We would like to commer
the following part.

2.5. Aeroplane cloud flying rating

As discussed in the introduction in the RIA, the TF also considered the concept of a mo
rating that would be similar to the sailplane cloud flying rating in FCL.830, but for poy
aeroplanes. The purpose of the rating would be to allow skenh entry into IMC, for
SEFYLX ST G2 |OKAS@GS wzxcw 2y (2L YR
conducting a flight under VFR. This rating would be attractive to those for whom the fi
would not be justified, but who still desire some clqehetration capability, for either safel
or utility.

{AYyOS GKS LINAYIFINE F20dza 2F (GUKS ¢CQa ¢2
IFR flights for GA, it was considered appropriate to propose that work on and consulta
aeroplane cloudlying rating to be included in RMT.0678 instead.

However it is strongly recommended to carefully assess airspace structure, consequer
RSTAYSR 6SIFGKSNI YAYAYLl YR 2y aasSsS
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classification as well as pdisle ATC contact and clearance requirements to pro
respective visibility to controllers and IFR traffic, thus avoiding IFR/VFR conflicts. VFR
based on see and avoid any penetration of clouds makes it impossible to use see ant
In additon separation might be lost. Furthermore VFR pilots are not trained to control
airplanes in IFR conditions nor are the airplanes certified to fly in IMC conditions.

We would kindly request you to take our concerns into consideration.
Regards
Choorh Singh

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #50.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.6. Overview of the proposed amendments p. 19

comment | 133 comment by René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.6. Overview of the proposed amendments
p 19-20/230

Many thanks for 2.6.1., 2.6.2., 2.6.3.

Rationale
The details published there are a helpful guidance to quickly find out what is new.

response| Noted.

Thank you for this positive comment.

2. Explanatory Nota 2.6. Overview of the proposedmendmentst 2.6.3. Proposed 20
amendments when EIR will be deleted (as described in 1.1.1.) P-
comment | 85 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(
Support the idea to delete EIR elements, in favour of BlFbrhioer
response| Noted.
Please refer to the EAS@sponse to comment #412.
comment | 108 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

2.6.3. Proposed amendments when EIR will be deleted (as described in 1.1.1.)
p 20/230

Question: Which "1.1.1." is meant? This statement is unclear to us.

response| Noted.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Thank you for your comment. The refereridel. 1Cds a typographical error the intention
was to refer to the EASAequest to stakeholders included in the last paragraph
Section2.4.1 of PA 20144.

243 comment by ECQB Tean

Please align the amendments with the outcome of RMT.0595. That task is at an ad
stage, and will merge the tables in the AMCs to FCL.615(b) into the tables for the ATF
CPL and IR in AMC1 FCL.310; FCL.515(b); FCL.615(b). The amendment [y &) 3e0bd
will therefore need to refer to the latter AMC. Please also align the amendments wit
outcome of RMT.0582, which is proposing changes to the subject Communicatior
credits between ratings and licences.

Accepted.

Thank you foryour comment. The outcome of RMT.0595 resulted in the publicatio
Decision 2018/001/R 8 February 2018. EASA will indeed align all the AMCs of
different tasks when applicable.

396 comment byIlATA
In FCL.055(d) EIR will be delebed BIR should be included, see comments above.
Noted.

In respect of the EIR, please refer to the EASA response to comment #412.
In respect of language proficiency requirements for the BIR, please refer to the EASA re
to comment #99.

439 comment by: AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs are capable to deliver tl
same key principles as proposed BIR. In addition, member states' flight training organi
have been consumed hundredstbbusands of euros to fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR tra
organisational and operational requirement.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comments #410, #411 and #412.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EAS#pinion)t FCL.010 Definitions

p. 21

comment

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

European Union

51 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Definition of 'en-route’
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

This definition seems a bit strange. It sounds like a pilot with BliR{ga only) would not be
allowed to fly in controlled airspaceear any airports. There may be approach service
other airports along the route and it would be unfortunate if they had to route around th
Why not define it as being between the VFR transition point after departure and to the
approach fix othe intended destination, not below MSA?

We understand that this was not the intention but it might need some adjustment.

Noted.
Thank you for providing this comment on the definitiof¥ SN® dzii S Q ®
Please refer to the EASA response to comrvdifn

183 comment by:ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

In many countries, enoute IFR flights in lower airspace, are mostly conducted thrc
approach control services in a kind of "approach to approach" logic, this definition sho
amended.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment on the definitiof SN® dzii S Q ®
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #196

196 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

‘en-route’
We suggest rewordmeans that part of a crosountry flight afterreaching the cruise leve
before commencing descent from the cruise level.

The entire cruise portion of a low altitude flight may be controlled by approach ca
services in congested European airspace. e.g. A flight from Vienna to Katowice at F
mostly be under control of approach services.

Partially &cepted

EASA agrees that the curresfinition of W SN® disi rdtlear and willeviseit.
Similar comments were received on this definitiohW SN® dzii S Q A 94180 2N0¢
#2006, #277, #282,309, #332 and #345.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

206 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text: FCL.010 Definitions. The definition abete is not complete.

Example 1: An aircraft making an IFR departure or an IFR approach in Class G airsp
g2dd R 6AGK GKAA RSTAYANR&YSHE O2yaARS|
Example 2: An aircraft flying IFR level flight on low level (e.g. FL 060) crossing a ~
therefore under the control of approach control service would with this definithan be
considered as flying eroute.

Comment:
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

The definition should not be in relation to under what Air traffic service the aircraft is
at the moment. It should instead focus on the phase of flight.

Proposal:
GSNRP dziS¢ YSFya GKS LIKFasS 27F 7Tt A 3K dskartirg
from the end of departure climb to the beginning of the decent for approach.

Partially accepted.
Please refer to ta EASA response to comment #196.

277 comment by:Julian Scarfe
¢ KS RSTAYNMHEIRRPY: 2848 a\Sdfal 12 NB | YR Delaiedty & |
Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #196

282 comment by:AeroClub Roger Janin, FR.ATO.0

"the followingR S ¥ A y A (i A 2N@®adzi 3.0 J Y SrWSa  (douniiy flighk Whith is
not under the control of an approach control service or an aerodrome control service."

Comment :

Typically, when outside of mountainous areas, atmospheric piston enginesdeftaruise
around FLO70, this means that it happens frequently that cruising level be attained wh
in the TMA, and that the descent be started in the TMA as well.

If this definition intends to define (or restrict) the part of the flightwhich the holder of ar
En route IR (EIR) may use it, it is too restrictive to exercise the privileges of FCL.825 |
VFRto-IFR and IFB-VFR transitions will likely be done in the TMA. Criteria for the EIR s
instead include consideration th¢ safety altitude(s) and/or IAF specified altitude (or ot
relevant item(s) ?) in relation to the flight profile, and not only be linked to the airs
structure.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #196

309 comment by:NATS National Air Traffic Services Limi
3.11FCL.010

'enNR dzi SQ YSI ya #durtry flight Ndbich 2 Tot tindeOtNcarirol of
approach control service or an aerodrome control servicBome Emroute functions are
controlled/provided by Approach control services in certain airspaces. As this definition
not reflect the true nature of airspace we recommend rewording tiy to allow for the
variety of means of provision of aoute services.
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response

comment

response

comment

Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #196.

332 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

While we understand the intention of the definition, we consider it inappropriate.

Crusing levels for light GA IFR traffic argually low due to several factors: lack
oxygen/pressurisation, lack of sufficient engine power and lack of deice equipment. Tht
GA IFR will typically be controlled by approach or even tower control units during the et
phase of flight.

Therestriction to the "enroute" phase should rather be done similarly to how it is expres
for the EIR in AMC1 FCL.825(a).

Partially accepted.

EASAAgrees that the current text is too confusing and will améniut differently from your
proposal.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #196.

345 comment by AOPA Swedel

The definition of "erroute” is very strange and will cause many practical complication
the "BIR Enroute" holder, while adding very littleaify to flight safety. We assume tl
concequences of this defition was not intended. nonetheless we need to address then

By the given definiotion of "eroute”, a BIR holder can never fly IFR in Terminal Areas (1
The effect will be that BIR holdersiMhave to make large detours also in the low den
airspace of Sweden. The pilot might have to circumnavigate large TMA, despite ther
traffic to circumnavigate.

The BIR holder will face large-neutings and these might also lead the pilot intmrse
weather conditions compared to the originially planned route. GA airplanes mostly of
below FL100 and at these levels TMA is generally the type of controlled airspac
proposed regulation would also prohibit safe flight enroute anywhereectosthe largest
cities in Sweden (Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmo).

We do not see this restriction as proportional, nor appropriate. It must be a higher le
flight safety if the pilot holds a BIR, compared to being a pure VFR pilot. Also at davisir
in a controlled airspace environment the workload is lower so the pilot would be ak
handle ATC.

Please check relevant statistics in the USA regarding controlled IFR flights.

AOPA Sweden proposes the normal definition ofrddrie in line withthe normal ICAC
definitions:

From the point where the IFR foute obstacle clearance is acheived and until the IFR po
of the flight ends, i.e. IAF, however not below the MSA or minimum off route altitude.
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response

Partially accepted.

Please refeto the EASA response to comment #196

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA opinion) FCL.035 Crediting of
flight time and theoretical knowledge

p. 21

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

comment

response

comment

response

143 comment by:UK CAA
Page No21

Paragraph No:FCL..03%rediting of flight time and theoretical knowledge

Comment:Provision does not appear to have been made for any expiry dates of theol
knowledge exams.

Justification:Clarity is needed as to whether the exams have an expiry date or not.

Accepted

Thank you for providing this comment regarding FCL.@3®diting of flight time anc
theoretical knowledg® @&

EASA agrees that clarity is needed as to whether the exams have an expiry date or nc
EASA iatention for the BIR is the following

The applicant will have to pass three different theoretical exams duneg|Rflyingtraining
modules(Module 1 to 3). The competent authority will have to orgarttsree different exam:
and will issue a certifade after the applicant has passed each of those exams.

Before the BIR skill test, the applicant will have to hold those three theoretical certific
The successful completion of those theoretical examinations will remain always valid.
will be noexpiry date on those certificates.

In addition the P year rul€XFCL.625 IR (d)) is not applicable for the BIR. It means that
if the BIR has not been revalidated or reremwithin the preceding 7 yearshe holder will
not be required to pass agathe BIR theoretical knowledge examinations.

The textin FCL.025 and FCL.88# be amendedaccordingly.

184 comment by’ ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Verification has to be done that ATPL theoretical knowledge inclsdesific light airplan
"hazards". In particular, Weather related hazards such as icing, severe turbul
thunderstorms, possibly without Weather Radar, flying in mountainous area and
engine aircraft emergencies, shall be handled differently widmall aircraft .

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

The applicant of a theoretical ATPL has to follow an ATP integrated course or a
integrated course. During the practical part of this coythe applicant has to cope wittte
environment of light aircraft. It will be the same for a BIR applicant.

201 comment by:Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzer

Comment FOCA:KS (G(KS2NBGAOIf AyadaNdzOGAz2y | yR
are relevant for flights in IMC/under IFR. Some may have been mentioned, but not as
AY RSLIIK & NBIdANBRZI YR 20KSNA I NByY
NERdzOSR &ettloda yR I o6NAR3IS SEFY /[t]
in our view a full credit of all subjects except IFR communications cannot be justified. T
that applicants shall demonstrate to the examiner during the st that they have acquire
an adequate level of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology, and flight plannin
performance is very probably not sufficient.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

215 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page
21 of 230

Relevant Text:

FCL.035 An applicant having passed the theoretical knowledge examination for a
commercial pilot licence shall be credited with the theoretical knowledge requiremen
(i) a light aircraft pilot licence or in the same category of aircratft;

(ii) a privae pilot licence in the same category of aircraft; and

(iii) the theoretical knowledge examination for the BIR, except IFR communications

Comment:

It is a stretch that a CPL holder would get full credit for the theoretical knowledge
examination, excep®92, as the subjects 010 and 062 lacks instrument related knowle
in the CPL syllabus.

Proposal:
Add a requirement for a BIR composite examination for relevant parts of subjects 01
and 092, with corresponding training and syllabus requirements

Not accepted.

EASA does not agree with your proposaidd the proposed text regarding the crediting
theoretical knowledge examination for the BIR remains the same.

244 comment by ECQB Tean
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response

comment

response

comment

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

European Union

RMT.0582 is proposing to mergebjects VFR Communications and IFR Communica
Please align your proposal with the outcome of that task as far as the subjects th
referred to in this rule. The ECQB will be aligning its content with this merge, once it be
applicable. This gans that, in the future, applicants for a CPL or ATPL without an IR \
covering both IFR and VFR Communications in their theoretical knowledge trainir
testing. Therefore, holders of a CPL or ATPL who apply for an IR will be given credit |
the Communications subject. It is not clear if the TK course for a PPL covers IFR as
Communication. For this reason, please run the analysis again on what aspects
Communication subject would need to be covered for the BIR.

Noted.

The merge of the subjec®FR Communicatiofand YR Communicatio@s proposed ir
Opinion No 06/201®oss of control prevention and recovery trairihgdis expected to be
adopted by theEuropeanCommission in 2019/Q1. Only thereafter EAsBAll publish the
I YSYRSR [h&a F2N {dzoa2aSO0d ndn Yw,/|FRIASA5(bhnA
FCL.615(hand align this amendment with the BIR proposal.

292 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller

There is some degree of risk of competebaged training in that it puts more responsibil
on ATO=sand instructors. Even in the case of roompetency based training, there are sic
in the industry that severaéTOsare rather profit-oriented rather than driven by safet
considerations.

With competency based training the risk of some ATOs preferring to accommadtete
& (i dzR Blgasi @bt the length of training instead of proceeding according to their
abilities will be higher. Therefore there should be stricter approach fG#Ago oversee this
training with more diligence.

CAAare often understaffed so the risk of insufficient oversight is real.

We propose initial monitoring oBIRtraining from the side ofEASAor several
years.Output of this monitoring should be used as toat €AA to unify requrements of B
training in all EASA countries.

Not accepted.

Thank you for providing this comment.

EASA disagrees that initial monitoringtloé BIRtraining from the side oEASA for sever:
years is neededEASA has thepinion that competencypased training requires mor
response from instructors and th&TOmanagement. It also requires proper conduct of 1
skill test by the examiners involved.

417 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.03%b)(2)(iii)

CPL licence is a VFR licence. Therefore there shouid tedit of CPL theory knowledc
examination for BIR rating.

Please delete the FCL.035 (b)(2)(iii).
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response

Not accepted.

EASA disagrees that there should be no crefi€Pltheory knowledge examination fahe
BIR rating.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA opinion) FCL.600 IR General p. 22

comment

response

comment

response

294 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller

This addition should be made to all PARIL basettaining to be reflected in every trainin

010 04 02 00 PafECL
010 04 02 01 Definitions

LO Define the followingzompetency based training

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.
This should be considered as the LOs are funtipglated in the future.

295 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller
This addition should be made to all PARIL based training to be reflected in every
training:

010 04 02 05 Ratings

LO explain differences in privileges of BIR and othqu#Rfications

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.
This should be considered as the LOs are further updated in the future.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA opinion) FCL.740.A 20
Revalidation of class and type&tingst aeroplanes P-
comment | 52 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
(5) The revalidation of a BIR may be combined with a proficiency check for the revalid.
a singlepilot singleengine aeroplane class rating.
Why would this note possible towards a multi engine class rating? | suggest that yo
that as well.
response| Not accepted.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Thank you for providing this comment. EAB#UId like to state that a combined revalidatic
of the BIR with multiengine class rating is possib&ecording to the amendment ¢
FCL.740.A(4).

Similar comments were received on thidbfect in commens#333 and #347.

86 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(
item 5 = OK
Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.

commentby: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

207 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text:
FCL.740.A (b) ... (5) The revalidation of a BIR may be combined with a proficiency cl
the revalidation of a singipilot singleengne aeroplane class rating.

Comment:
Unnecessary paragraph. This is already described in FCL.740.A ... (a) ... (4) above.
describing it twice, in different manner, only makes the regulation difficult to interpret

Proposal:
Delete FCL.740.A (b)(5).

Partially accepted.
Thank you for providing this comment.
EASA does not agree to delete FCL.740.A(b)(5), but will aimend

FCL.740.A(a)(4) only allows to perform revalidatiothefBIR combined with mul&ngine
class rating only.

Therefore it was necessary to include a specific paragraph for simitgé singleengine clas:
ratings.

Asthe currently draftedpoint FCL.740.A(b) does not explicitly allows combined revalid:
of an IR(A) with a singlgilot singleengine class rating, EASA will aménd

A similar comment was received on this subject in comment #418.

333 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

Revalidation of the BIR should also be possible in combination with the revalidation
classratings.

Noted.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #52

347 comment by AOPA Swedel
(5) it should be possible to revalidate the BIR also in a fenfiine aircraft.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #52

366 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA fully support the proposal to allow combining of class rating and BIR revalide
renewal into ondlight in the same way as is currently permitted for the class rating and
Appendix 9 to PafECL.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment and your support.

418 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.740.A poirtb)(5)
Please add also EIR and IR(A) as in point (a)(4).

¢tKSNBQa y2 NBlFazy ¢gKeé AyadaNdzySyid 7Fteaiy
rating if it is possible with ME class or type rating.

Proposed text:

(5) The revalidation of a BIRnEIR or an IR(A), if helthay be combined with a proficienc
check for the revalidation of a singhdlot singleengine aeroplane class rating.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #207

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA opinion) FCL.835 Basic
. ) p. 2224
instrument rating (BIR)

comment | 4 comment by:John Milner

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

response

In section C Training Course Change to "Applicants for the BIR shall have completed a
or duly Authorised DTO

Not accepted.

TE.RPRO.0608-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page960of 172

European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014
2. Individual commentand responses

Please refer tahe EASA response to commet34.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

17 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835(a)(1) line 2
amend to 'for which class or type ratings are held'
BIR can be used on néitPA aeroplane typess well as on class

Not accepted.

The intention of EASA is to restrict the BIR to aerogahat arecommonly used for G4
Therefore complex aeroplanes and HPA aeroplanes were excluded from the scope.
Non-HPA type rating are all mukingine and therefore are athat areclassified as comple:
As a consequence, it was not the intention to allow exercising BIR privileges on
aeroplanes.

18 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (d)
Deletesubpara (d)

This contradicts para 2.4.5 of explanatory note on pa 17 which justifies why all IFR tr
must be at an ATO.

Noted.

In the current regulation, art of the CBIR training could be performed outsida ATO.
Therefore for consistency and for GA facilitatioBAS® groposal is to authose Module 3
of the BIR flight trainingo be conductedutsidean ATO.

19 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (g) line 1
After 'Skill Test' insert "...in accordangeh (i K ! LILSYRAE 1 (G2 GKJ
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Nowhere in the NPA is the skill test for the BIR defined. However, the implication is
will take the same format as a normal IR Skill Test.

response| Accepted.

Appendix 7 will be used to perforthe BIR skiltest. For claritythe text in FCL.835 and
Appendces? and 9 is amended accordingly.
Please refer tahe EASA response to comme#i9.

comment | 20 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (g) line 3

Add 'A multiengine centreline thrust aeroplane shall bensidered a singtengine
aeroplane for the purposes of this paragraph.’

Maintain consistency with FCL.620 Ik

response  Accepted.

EASA agrees with your text propgsaid the text is amended accordingly.

comment | 21 comment by:Stephen Oddy
FCL.835 (i)(2)(i)
Replace with para similar to FCL.625.A IR (a) (1) and (2)

Nowhere in the NPA is the proficiency check for the BIR defined. However, the impli
is that it will take the same format as a normal IR Proficiency Check.

response| Accepted.

EASA agrees with your text propqosalid the text is amended accordingly.

comment | 22 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (j)(5) line 1

Amend 'section' to 'sections'
There are more than one relevant secti
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An agency of the

response| Accepted.

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

EASA agredbat there are more relevant sections and will amend this accordingly.

23 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (i)(6)(ii)
Change 'complete' to 'pass'
Completion does not imply passing. One must pass the proficiency

Accepted.

EASA agrees that completion does not imply passing. One must indeed pass the pro
check. EASA will amend this accordingly

24 comment by Stephen Oddy

FCL.835 (j) line 3

Delete 'relevant sections of'

The way the paragraph is writtensing the words 'relevant sections afould imply that
one or more sections of the BIR Skill Test (such as tiewga section) could be omitted
for EIR holders.

Partially accepted.

EASA agrees that the wording is not really clearandv8llif SGS (G KS LJ NI
However, in the light of the deletion of the EIR, FCL.825 will be deleted. This provision
moved to the cover regulation.

25 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL Appendix 7
If the BIR Skill Test formatts be the same as the IR Skill Test then Appendix 7 shou
amended to change 'IR' to 'BIR and IR'. If the format is not the same then a new Appe
GM is required.

Accepted.
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Please refer to the EASA responseamment#19.

comment | 26 comment by:Stephen Oddy

FCL Appendix 9

If the BIR Proficiency Check format is to be the same as the IR Proficiency Check then /
9 should be amended to change 'IR' to 'BIR and IR'. If the format is not the same ther
Appendix or GM is requed.

response| Accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #19.

comment | 35 comment by:Cubair Flight Training

Proposed text:

FCL.835 (c)
Training course. Applicants for the BIR shall have completed at aprAarDTO

FCL.835 (d)
Notwithstanding point (c), the module as referred to in point (c)(2)(iii) may be deliv
outside an AT@r a DTO

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

comment | 37 comment by TL Aviation Gmbk

In reference to (C)(2) (i) to (iii) the agency should review the usage of a FSTD(A) FNI
Parts of practical IR training can be done better in a FNPT instead of the aircraft. Best €
is the introduction to IR holding procedures. It needs dddal time to reposition the real
aircraft in space to enable the student pilot to fly another holding entry procedure. Thi
be done more easily and effective by a moue kitick FSTD(A) FNPT | or Il.

To provide a complete IR training and incladewell IR procedures which are not establis|
at any airport in the vicinity of the ATO / training airport, the usage of a FSTD(A) FNP
should be considered to train the following procedures which are not established (ava
in German airspacfor example

1 DME ARC
1 45°/80° procedure turns

The following recommendation is issued to the agency to enabiéanum of

1 10 hours flight training in a FNPT |
1 20 hours flight training in a FNPT I
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response

comment

response

comment

The only difference to the Competency basea@i®the higher meteorological requiremen
for approach procedure, but the procedure itself has to be known by the student pilot
must be able to fly any approach within the limitations of part H@Linstruct and familiariz
the student pilot for thefirst time with precision and noprecision approaches, flight trainir
in FNPT I or 1l should be possible acc. FCL.835 (c).

Noted.

BIR training is competendyased.
The amount of FNPT | or Il used during the training course is undeegpensibility of the
training organisation.

39 comment by TL Aviation Gmbk

In reference to paragraph (c) (2) (i) to (iii) minimum instructional hours for the practical
training shall be published by the agency per modules to enableasier approval by th
national aviation authority.

To avoid a decrease in safety level, while pilots with minimum IR training of only 15
hours flying across the airspace, the agency should review this point. If you decide tc
the EIR pargraph (FCL.825) in which you have published minimum training hours, the
should apply for this new training course, even to established a standard among a
working in any EASA member state.

In reference to my IR training expereince the follwoingnimum hours should b
consideredor SEP(L).

1 Enroute flyingonly - 15 hours
1 Enroute flyingnclude departure and approach privilege30 hours

During those hours mentioned above | was able to train IR studrritideof an ATO to al
acceptable level.

Noted.

BIR training is competendyased.

40 comment by TL Aviation Gmbk

In reference to paragraph (b) it should be considered by the agency, to allow LAPL(A)
who have completed the nightfr flight training in reference to FCL.810, to gain a BIRr:
for SEP(L).

Why? The flight training acc. FCL.810 for LAPL(A) holder consaskisiarfal5 hours flight
training prior commencing the night flying trainingn reference to instruments ahradio
navigation acc. to the PPL(A) syllabus and AMC/GM "Missionl98. &

Due to that a LAPL(A) pilot has received, after gaining the NFQ rating, the same train
theoretical knowledge instruction like a PPL(A) pilot.
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By allow the LAPL(A) owngith NFQqualification to be able to gain a BIR rating acc. FCL
only for SEP(Lthe safety level would be increased significantly as more pilots will hav
possibility to increase their pilots skills.

response| Not accepted.

EASA disagrees withiour argumentation and will not allow the LAPL(A) owmih
NFQqualificationto be able to gain a BIR rating aoding toFCL.83%nly for SEP(L).

comment | 53 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Remove the weather minima restrictions. They do not add much to safety and practice
Add "or DTO" wherever it says ATO.

We agree on the division into training modules.

response| Not accepted.

Based on experiencevith the IMC rating EASA considsrthat the weather minima
restrictionsshouldbe maintained.
Regarding the comment on the DTilease refer to the EASA response to comment #43

comment | 87 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

item 3 also a significant improvement compared to the existingpedRisions. Agree witl
proposal.

response| Noted.

Thank for your positive comment.

comment | 88 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

- propose to change sequence of (2) (2) (ii) and-@&e my earlier comment on this
- item (d) : propose to replaceompleted' instead of 'delivered'. You complete or follov
module (successfully). 'Deliver is typically used for itegen from standpoint of supplier.

response| Partially accepted

EASAagred® | YSYR (KS ¢62NRAY3I WRSEAOGSNBRQ 7

comment | 89 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

- item k : important element for a substantial number of pilots in possession of 3rd co
(ICAO) IR licenses and seekiAgBPrivileges. Agresith proposal.

response| Noted.

Thank for your positive comment.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

110 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

FCL.835 BIR
p22/230

Thank you forFCL.835 (a)(4).

Rationale
This statement reduces the nearly endless discussion we hawegasdsthe validity of a
multi-engine rating when a suitably rated pilots wishes to fly a sieglgine aeroplane.

Noted.

Thank for your positive comment.

111 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

FCL.835 BIR
p 23/230

(c)Training course. Applicants for the BIR shall have completed at an ATO...: We are cc
that a DTO will deliver equal results as an ATO will do.

Rationale

Training quality and pilot competence is not a result of oversight and administration, é
outcome of the organisations' training means and methods, of the trainers attitude
aptitude, of the selection of candidates and of their mental performance.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

112 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

FCL.835 BIR
p 23/230

Thank you for (d)!

Rationale
Even when we ask for more we consider (d) to be a step in the right direction to keeg
down without reducing safety.

Noted.

Thank for youpositive comment.

123 comment by DGAL

Comment 1 :FCL 835(¢) consider that the training should be permitted at a DTO
explained earlier.
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Comment 12 :

FCL 835 (§(2) (ii)- | consider the revalidation flight with an instructsinould contain at leas
one instrument approach to minima. in an aeroplane (not a simula®afe instrument fligh
requires recency and experience.

response| Comment 1: Not accepted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

Comment 2Accepted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233.

comment | 137 comment by Vereniging IFR PROPIL

Dear Sirs,

First of all my compliments for this new proposed rating. A good piece of work. It will ¢
contribute to a much safer generaviation. | subscribe your point of view that the EIR cal
withdrawn after implementation of this BIR.

Please find below a few proposals of change for clarification purposes to
confusion/interpretation differences between the national CAA’s of thember States
Those interpretation differences are going on now by the way as we speak for the
country license conversions. This, amongst others, might lead to "license swappi
another member State by candidates, as their own CAA does notpiste the rules
correctly.

First remark:

Now some CAA’s demand that candidates have to demonstrate to the examiner duri
skill test that they have acquired an adequate lenfetheoretical knowledge of air lav
meteorology, and flight planning an@&gormance in written.

That is not correct. It must be verbal, not written. Please have this corrected. Please &
word "verbally" in the BIR and dRB.

Second remark:

Secondly the third country license conversions for IR {RCBnd BIR) need no A
routing/approval as some CAA’s now demand. That is not correct. Third country |
holders can go for the skill test without any prior approval or signature from whoever
certainly not an ATO. Please have this corrected, also in tHRCB

Third emark:
Thirdly, some CAA’s appoint and accept only their own senior examiners for taking th
country license IR conversion skilltest. These tests must and can be done by any IR e;

Fourth remark:
Replace the word "..may be credited in full"tashall be credited in full".
I marked the words to be changed in bold for you in the article beneeth.

WYC/ [ ®asioipstrument rating (BIR)

r TE.RPRO.068-005 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.

*

5 I Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Pagel050f 172

*
* ok

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency Appendix toOpinion No 01/2019A)T1 CRD to NPA 2014

2. Individual commentand responses

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok

An agency of the

response

(k) Applicants for the BIR holding a R&EL PPL or CPL and a valid IR(A) issued in accc
with the requirements of Annex 1 to the Chicago Convention by a third coshai be
credited in full towards the training course mentioned in point (c)(2). In order to be is
with the BIR, the applicants shall:

(1) successfully comete the skill test referred to in point (g);

(2) verbally demonstrate to the examiner during the skill test that they hi
acquired an adequate level
of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology, and ftigilanning and
performance; and

(3) have a minimum experience of at least 25 hours of flight time under IFR
on

FSNRLX I ySaoQ

Fifth remark
These changes also apply to the EIR antRQBird countryR conversion legislation.

Sixth remark

If you want it simular to FAA style: limit the number of questions in the databank for th
theoretical exams to max. one thousand questions and make it 60 questions in a
theoretical exam.

| hope thishelps.
In case of remarks/questions from your side: please feel free to contact me.

Best regards,
Vereniging IFR PRAOLOT
Yvan Pieters, chairman

Partially accepted.
Thank for your positive comment.

Regarding your first remark: EASA will amend the text laack will add the term@rallyC
(instead ofWerballyQ 0

Anyway the three focused theoretical exagthat the BIR applicant will have to pass will
written exans.

Regarding your second remark: foe conversion oathird-country IR (BIR or @B) it is not
required for the applicant to apply to an ATO. The existing regulatioRC&nd the curren
proposal is in line with this statement.

Regarding your third remark: The regulation does nouregjthe skill test to be performe
by a senior examiner. The issue raised is a matter of standardisatimmg theMember
States.

Regarding your fourth and fifth remark: The amendment proposed waswvitbin the scope
of RMT0677. The proposal shall lherther assessed in a future rulemaking activity.
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Regarding your sixth remark: Noted. The proposal will be considered when deve
AMC/GM forthe BIR theoretical exam.

comment | 144 comment by UK CAA
Page No0:23

Paragraph NoFCL.835 Basic instrument rating (BIR), (c) & (d)

Comment:DTOs should also be included and it is recommended that the text is ament
proposed below.

Justification:D! LA f20GaQ FFO00S&aa (G2 .Lw UGNFXYAYyAY:
Proposed TextAmend paragraphs (c) and (d) as follows:
WoOUOL ¢NFAYAYy3I O2dzNES® ! LI A O y orDTA 2 NI (i

WORUOD b20gA0Kaldl yRAY3 LRAY(G o600 (GKS Y2
outside an AT@r DTG> Y

response| Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434

comment | 145 comment by:UK CAA
Page No:23

Paragraph No: FCL.835 Basic instrument rating (BIR), (c)(2}patdgraphs (i) to (iii)

Comment: It is recommended that suiparagraphs (i) to (iii) are amended as propo:
below.

Justification: Clarity.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

GOHO AYyadNHzySyd FtA3IKG AyadaNuzOiizy Y2R
(i) Module 1- the core flying training module of flight handling skills by sole referenc
instruments;

(i) module 2- the applied flying training module of IFR departure, holding, 2D ant

approach procedures;
(i) module 3- the applied flying training modelofenNR2 dzi S L Cw Ff A 3K

response Accepted.

EASA agrees with your proposal and will amend the text accordingly.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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146 comment by:UK CAA
Page No0:23

Paragraph No:FCL.835 Basic instrument rating (BIR), (e)

Comment: It isrecommended that paragraph (e) is amended as proposed below.
Justification: Clarity

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

GoS0 LT . Lw LINRA G iendging &etopldndsBnstéudednlighi traifidgNihc
instruction in multiengine aeroplaneshall includeasymmetric instrument approach and-g
I NP dzy R LINP OSRdzNB a dé

Accepted.

EASA agrees with yourgmosal and will amend the text accordingly. The text will be mo
to anotherparagraph irpoint FCL.835.

147 comment by UK CAA
Page No:23

Paragraph No:FCL.835 Basic instrument rating (BIR), (i)(2)(ii)
Comment: It is recommended that subJ- NI 3 NJ LK 0 A

AU
FEAIAKG GAYS SAGK 'y AyaildNdbzOG2 NI
some guidance on the content of the flight.

wo2YLX S
K2f RAy3

Justification: To ensure hat the skills required for flight in IMC are sufficient for contint
safe use.

Accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233

175 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

Paragraph (a) (1) to (5)are reasonable anthprehensible.

Paragraph (d) is not understandable: the advantage of training outside an ATO is cu
only to enroute procedure training (which is finalipsignificant).

The overhelming advantage of @Bis the chance to inspire \{pibts (commaly owners of
well equiped aiurcraft) to receive IRRiining on their own schedule or needs, without t
"official" walking through an ATO, and bringing them anyway-goahted close to the IFF
knowledge for a final training and tests with an ATO.
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Thisalternative should be maintained absolutely.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

176 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

Paragraph (i) (4) (earlier revalidation ...): the explanation of this regulatanrigprehensible
in terms of understanable andomparable stuctures a similar regulation should be ente
in FCL.625/FCL.625.A

Noted.

Changes to other provisigof PartFCL with regard to this subject matter will be addres
by the ongoing rulemaking task RMT.02®date of EASA FCL implementing rQles

177 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

Paragraph (i) (6) (i) "renewal": it is reasonablepecify refresher training "by an instructc
(not with an ATO) in terms of understanable andomparable stuctures a similar regulati
should be entered in FCL.625 (c)

This regulation about training shows, that training for BIR outside an ATO igiam. op

Not accepted.

The amendment proposed was nwithin the scope of RMT.0677.
The proposal shall be further assessed in a future rulemaking activity.

178 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

Paragraph (k) (holders of an IGHKQ: thisregulation shows, that training for BIR outside
ATO is an option.

Noted.

The proposal shall be further assessed in a future rulemaking activity.

185 comment by: ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Agreed, but It shalbe taken care thatin any segment of emoute, one of the mos
fundamental activity is the mental preparation and management of next flight ph
including approaches at destination and at possible alternate airfields. No doubt
instructors outsidéATO can do that, but they need to be prepared for that and correspor
student training has to be mentioned in the syllabus.

Accepted.
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The points mentioned are already covered in the syllabudlyifig training Module 3
(GM1to FCL.835)n particular it included elements relevant for attitude.

The GM will bédpgradedlo AMC so that the instructowho providesBIR training outsiden
ATO will be required to use this material for the CB training.

comment | 186 comment by:ANPI (NationaFlight Instructors Associatior

Not understood. An EIR is a valid CPL / IR and is supposed to be more severe the
therefore should give right to obtain a BIR at least at the next validation for renewal ski

response| Noted.

Crediting andransitional provisiosfor the EIR holder will be part of the cover regulation

comment | 195 comment by:Czech Technical Univers;

@(5)()

Many general aviation aircraft are not equipped with a baro minimums reference sel
Additives to chartedninimaincrease workload and can easily lead to an error. EASA s
impose a requirement to have apporoach minima readiliy available: e.g. hand w
amendment on approach plate in case aircraft is not equipped with a minimums select

(a)(5)(i)We suggest to use "cloud ceiling" instead of "cloud base".
EASA should clarify: Is "1500 visibility and 600 cloud base" operational limitation (ap|
ban) or planning minima?

response| Regarding your first comment: Not accepted.

There are many factorshat can influence minima, and the pilot-command has
responsibility to use the appropriate valu¢$ow the pilotin-command does this is a matt:
of detail, and would be for the Air Ops regulation if it were specified.

Regarding your second commenmh G K (G KS LINR LR alft G2 OKI
WO 2 dzR Adoépted. A y 3 Q

EASA will amend the text accordingBlease also refer tthe EASA response to comme
#278 regarding the new text of FCL.835(a)(1)(5).

comment comment by:SwedishTransport Agency, Civil Aviation Departm
208 .
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text:

FCL.835 (a) (1) The privileges of a BIR holder are to conduct flights under IFR gnilair
aeroplanes for which class ratings are held, excludingpégformance aeroplanes or
aeroplane variants for which operational suitability data has determied an IRor
competencybased instrument ratings required.

Comment:
Competencybased is a different training method to achieve an IR, it is not a rating its

t NBLRalfy 5StS30S UKBIa83RRAYAGNIENS DA Y NI
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response Accepted.

EASA agrees with your comment and indeed compet&asgd is a different training methc
to achieve an IR, it is not a rating itself.
The wordingK 2 NJ O 2 Y-baSdd Sisfrindent rating Qwill be deleted.

comment comment by:Swedishransport Agency, Civil Aviation Departm
209 :
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text:
FCL.835 (a) (2) BIR privileges shall only be exercised in accordance with FCL.205.A
completion of the relevant training modules of FCL 835

Comment:

Clarification required. It is unclear if it is required for an applicant to complete all trair
modules before exercising the privileges of the BIR or if the applicant can complete t
modules and be given their respective privileges.

It is also unclear what should be included in the examination.

Proposal:
Clarification of the requirements

response; Accepted.

The threeflying trainingmodules have to be performed before the BIR is issued. It has
noted thatflying trainingModule 1 shall be completed first. The applicant may choose
order in whichflying trainingModules 2 and 3and if applicableModule 4 are performed.

EASA will amend FCL.835 accordingly to make this clearer.

comment comment by:Swedish TranspoAgency, Civil Aviation Department (Transportstyrel:
Luftfartsavdelningen)

Relevant Text:
FCL.835 (d) Notwithstanding point (c), the module as referred to in point (c)(2)(iii) mé
delivered outside an ATO

Comment:
IR flight training should only be performed within the scope of an ATO. By taking the
associated safety risks into account IR flight training should not be performed outside
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response

comment

organisation that is subject to a safety management system and appropriatsigherit is
also mentioned in 2.4.5 (page 17) that a DTO are not able to do this, so leaving the t
to an individual instructor to complete an entire module of training seems contradictc

Proposal:
Delete the paragraph or insert measures to @resthat an ATO will take responsibility fc
the completion of the module.

Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.
The text of FCL.835(d) from NPA 2Q%6s deleted and included (slightly amended) in a |
paragraphin point FCL.835.

comment by Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

211 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text:

FCL.835 (e) If BIR privileges are sought for vanliine aeroplanes, instrument flight
training under instruction in mukiéngine aeroplanes, including asymmetric instrument
approach and g@round procedures.

Comment:
This sentence is not complete and does not make any sense.

Proposal:
Rewrite the paragraph.

response| Accepted.

comment

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #146.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

216 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page

23 of 230

Relevant Text:

FCL.835 (i) (2) (ii)

complete at least 1 hour afistrument flight time with an instructor holding privileges tc
provide training for the BIR

Comment:
It should be clear that the intention is a training flight as opposed to a flight with an
instructor onboard.

Proposal:
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response| Accepted.

comment

response

comment

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

217 (Transportstyrelsen,uftfartsavdelningen)

Page
24 of 230

Relevant Text:

FCL.835 (i)(4) If a pilot chooses to fulfill the revalidation requirements earlier than
prescribed, the new validity period shall commence from the date of the proficiency ¢
or flight with aninstructor

Comment:
This is a great addition to the rule and should be included for all ratings.

Proposal:
Include this wording in coming regulatory updates for revalidation of ratings.

Noted.

EASA will consider this for upcoming regulatory updateth®revalidation of ratings.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

218 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page
24 of 230

Relevant Text:

FCL.835 (i)(8) The proficiency check for revalidation or renewal of a BIR may be con
with a proficiency check for the renewal of a singl®t aeroplane class rating on which
BIR privileges may be exercised in accordance with FCL.835(a)(1).

Comment
It should also be possible to renew a BIR in combination with a revalidation of a clas
rating.

Proposal:

The proficiency check for revalidation or renewal of a BIR may be combined with a
proficiency check for the revalidation or renewal of a @rgjlot aeroplane class rating o
which BIR privileges may be exercised in accordance with FCL.835(a)(1).
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comment

response

comment

Accepted.

EASA agrees with your proposal and will amend theaegordingly.

231 comment by DGAC Franct

Subiject:
Conversion IR CB into BIR

As FCL.055 is currently drafted, if the validity date of the English language endorsem
expired on the licence of an IR or EIR holder then the associated IR or EIR privileges ¢
exercised anymore.

The NPA proposed tnot require a valid English language endorsement (FCL.055) f
holder.

Consequently DGAC believes that a good proportion of French GA pilots currently hol
IR or CB IR and only flying on the national territory may decide to no longer revahdat
English language proficiency and request to have their IR or CB IR converted into a [
continue to fly IFR).

Therefore DGAC strongly suggests adding a specific provision in FCL.835 to cov
situations.

Proposed amendment

FCL.835

WXB

() The holder of an IR or CB IR who wishes to obtain a BIR may be credited in full to
all the FCL.825 requirements in order to be issued with the BIR.

Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233.
Crediting and trarisonal provisiors for the EIR holder will be part of the cover regulation

232 comment by DGAC Franct

Subject:
BIR theoretical knowledge instruction and exam

As far as the BIR theoretical training and examination are concerned, D@AfStands that
the intention is to have theoretical knowledge instruction included in the three f
instruction modules of BIR and at the end of each module to have a theoretical ex
validate the learning objectives.

DGAC requires that this inténh is completely clarified in the proposed rule change (and
only in the explanatory note §2.4.4).

As a matter of fact concerning the theoretical training a simple reference to FCL.61"
mentioned in the proposed FCL.835 (c). But FCL.615 (ajnamifions modular course (i
accordance with appendix 6) and integrated training courses (in accordance with ap
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comment

3). A new provision should be added in FCL.615 (a) and/or in a dedicated AMC (like fo
explain that the theoretical training is bken down in the three BIR training modules.
FCL.835 (f) referring to FCL.615 (b) needs also to be clarified in order to make it clear
demonstration of the level of theoretical knowledge is done in three different exams.
In addition it is not cleaif and when a BIR theoretical certificate is issued to the appli
Are there three different certificates or only one issued after the successful completion
three exams?

As far as the BIR theoretical exam is concerned DGAC fully supports that the question
taken from the relevant areas of the ECQB (see page 147/230 §2.4.4).

Noted.

EASAvouldlike to confirm that the theoretical training is broken down in the three flBliRg
training modulesand the demonstration of the level of theoretical knowledge is don
three different exams. For each examdifferent certificate will be issued.

233 comment by DGAC Franc

Subject:
BIR revalidation (FCL.835 (i) (2))

The proposed revalidation conditions by experience for the BIR (FCL.835 (i) (2)) ¢
stringent than the present conditions to revalidate an EIR (FCL.825 (g) (2)).

As amatter of fact when considering the revalidation by experience:

- the EIR holder has to justify that within 12 months preceding the expiry date of the r
he has completed 6 hours as PIC under IFR and has completed a training flight of a
hour with an instructor holding privileges to provide training for the IR(A) or EIR.

-the BIR holder has only to justify that within 3 months preceding the expiry date of the
he has completed at least 1 hour of instrument flight time with an instruletdding privileges
to provide training for the BIR.

At least the same experience (6h as PIC under IFR) over the last 12 months should be
to the BIR holder to revalidate. In addition, as the BIR includes the privilege to perfol
approaches, ishould be required that the holder has to justify that he has completed at
3 approaches.

In addition it should be clarified that the 1h flight with an instructor (FCL.835 (i) (2) &i
training flight (and not only a 1h flight in dual command@he proposed text does not mal
any reference to it. Moreover the content and objectives of such training flight shou
clarified in an AMC. Such AMC exists today for the 1h training flight performed to reve
the EIR (see AMC1 FCL.825 (g) (2)).

See below the alternative proposal for NPA.

Proposed amendment

FCL.835
(i) Validity, revalidation and renewal
(1) A BIR shall be valid for 1 year.

(2) Applicants for the revalidation of a BIR shathina-period-of-3-monthsimmediatel)

(i) pass a proficiency check in an aeroplaméhin a period of 3 months immediatel
preceding the expiry date of the rating
or
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(i) within 12 months preceding the expiry date of the rating, complete 6 hours as PIC L
IFR intuding 3 approaches andompletea training flight of at least 1 houliirstrment
flighttime with an instructor holding privileges to provide training for the BIR.

(3) For each alternate subsequent revalidation, the holder of the BIR shall pass &pcyi
check in accordance with point (i)(2)(i).

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

AMC1 FCL.835 (i) (2) (ii) Basic Instrument Rating (BIR)

TRAINING FLIGHT FOR REVALIDATION

The training flight for the revalidation of a BIR should be basethe exercise items of th
BIR proficiency check as deemed relevant by the instructor and should depend ¢
experience of the candidate. The training flight should include a briefing including a disc
on threat and error management with a specimphasis on decision making wh
encountering adverse meteorological conditions, unintentional Instrument Meteorolo
Conditions (IMC) and navigation flight capabilities.

response| Accepted.

EASA agrees with your proposal and will amend the ruleaesordingly and will add the
new AMC.

comment | 235 comment by DGAC Franct

Subject:
BIR skill test and appendix 7

FCL.835 (g) requires a skill test before the BIR is issued to the candidate.

5D!/ dzyRSNRGlIYyRa G(KIFI{G GREGOdzMNBY (| F BIRIS
It would be preferable to clarify it in the text. To avoid any problem of interpretation the
of current Appendix 7 should be amended to also mention the BIR.

Finally the title of current Appendix 9 should immended to mention the BIR.

Proposed amendment

FCL.835

(9) Skill test.

After the completion of the training, the applicant shall pass a skilliteatcordance with
Appendix 7in an aeroplane. For a mukingine BIR, the skill test shall be taken imalti-
engine aeroplane. For a singtagine BIR, the skill test shall be taken in a sieglgine
aeroplane.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkk

Appendix 7

IRand BIRSKill test

*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkk

Appendix 9

Trairing, skill test and proficiency check for MPL, ATPL, type and class ratings, and prc
check for IRand BIR

response Accepted.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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Please refer to the EASA response to comment #19.

236 comment by DGAC Franct

Subject:
Part FCL licena@ndorsement (Appendix | Part ARA)

DGAC believes that the front page of the Part FCL licence should be amended to inc
information about the fact that the BIR is not ICAO compliant.

Proposed amendment

Appendix Ig Flight crew licence (Front Page)

The licence complies with ICAO standards, except for the a#dP?EIRand BIRprivileges

Accepted.

EASA will includ¢he information about the fact that the BIR is not IGa@npliant in
Appendix | of Part ARA. At the same timeference to theEIR will be deleted.

245 comment by ECQB Tean

FCL.835 (f) Please provide the relationship between the 6/7 subjects that are referre
FCL.615 and how the exams are to be structured. Additional AMC should be provi
ARA.FCL.300 in order to allow the NAAs to comply with ARA.FCL.300's requirement fc
towards an instrument rating to be selected by the competent authority according
common method. The starting point for this AMC should be what is already pbfadehe
CBIR and EIR exante consider the final number of questions to be raised and their sp
across the subjects. Of course it should then indicate how the desire to have three exa
be met, as expressed in 2.4.4 of the NPA. SpecificallpddECQB, in order to guarantee tt
a sufficient number of questions are available to support BIR examinations, exam blut
are necessary. Exam blueprints will also help NAAs to establish how to comply with F
as regards pass standards for th®BIK exams.

Noted.

Thank you for your comment which will be taken into consideration for the further prc
of RMT.0677.

278 comment by:Julian Scarfe
FCL.835 (a)(5)(i)
CKAA A& G22 O2YLX SE YR GKS dzaS 27F aYA

FCL.835a)(5)(ii)
The DH/MDH may exceed 600 ft.

We propose:
When exercising the privileges of a BIR, pilatcommand shall:
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(i) apply an increment of 200 ft to the DH/MDH calculated in accordance with the relev
provisions of PatNCO to any instrment approach operations; and

(ii) only commence or continue an IFR flight towards the planned destination aerodron
the latest available meteorological information indicates that, at the estimated time
arrival, the weather conditions at the destinan and at least one destination alternat
aerodrome indicate a visibility of no less than 1 500 m and a cloud ceiling of no less
the highest of 600 ft, the published circling minimum applicable to the aeroplane categ
and the DH/MDH calculated iaccordance with (i).

FCL.835 (c)
See the extensive comments under 2.45St S( S & | Delete ¥CL.B35 Ifd} a
consequence.

FCL.835 (h)
5StSGS 4rd Fy 1 ¢héo
response Partially accepted.

Regarding the first and second comment BCL.83&)(5)(i)) and (ii)EASAwiIll redraft
FCL.835(a)(5) to makemore clearand will also take into account comment #195.

wS3IFNRAYI GKS GKANR FYyR FT2d2NIK O2YYSyli
with this proposal, but will make it moreear in the redrafted FCL.835 whiitying training
module can be completed outside an ATO.

comment | 288 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller

Confusing and/or missing information about how theoretical exam will be completed,
we porpose change tBARTARA:

ARA.FCL.300(c) Examination procedures
All aspects of theoretical exams for Basic IR shall beséimee as for IR(A)

Remark: this is a very simplified change! We suggest that ARRTis updated to incluc
more details for BIR exams includinge thumber of questions and time for each subje
Moreover, other additions to Part ARA should imade to address this issue. Stating that
exams should be done in the same way as IR(A) exams might be sufficieddystandable
to CAA personnel, but is incorrect and insufficient from the point of view of legislati
However, formulating a proposal of change in the exact wording would deserve more¢
and resources.

response| Partially accepted.

An AMC should be drafted in order to clarify the content ofttiree theoretical exams.

comment | 298 comment by:CAA Norway

FCL.835(i)(2)(ii) states that the BIR can be revalidated by completing a flight w
instructor. After completion of this flight, the instructor shall endorse the candidate’s lict
The suggestion is inconsistent with FCL.945 which states that ittsgwan endorse a licens

**
* *
* *
*

*
* o
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response

comment

for the 12hour renewal of the SEP only when "specifically authorised" by the authori
that respect, instructors for BIR is given wider privileges thatn instructors for the SEP.

Suggestion:

Eitherstate that instructors metioned in FCL.835(i)(2)(ii) magmplete these hours of fligt
training (and endorse the license) when specifically authorised to do so, or ma
instructors mentioned in FCL.945 able to endorse, independent of a specific authorisa

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233.

335 comment by:Uppsala Flying Clul

Remove the restrictions to weather and approach minima. Replace "ATO" with "ATO ol

The division into training modules is good!

Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to coms&ai8 and #434.

348 comment by AOPA Swedel

FCL.835 (4) is very good.

The same cross credit should also be transferred into the FCL paragraphs regulat
normal IR foraeroplanes. This is of course not in the scope of this task, but would ea:
access for the IR for GA pilots of Mudtigine aircraft.

(5)
The weather minima restritcions should be removed. Instead focus should be on pilot tr
to the required levéfrom the beginning.

The introduction of lower class IR pilots is, in the long run, lowering the status of the B
Once the pilot is trained to fly down to the minimas suggesting in (5), the additional tre
for increasing the competence from 200 ft above the minima, to normal IR level is, acc

to our experience, not really big.

A better BIR is highly desireahd in this case up to normal IFR standards. The risk is we «
a second class IR with lower standards.

The position of AOPA Sweden is that any IFR pilot holding the privilige to fly an IFR af
should be able to demonstrate the proficiency tgiable to fly all the way down to th

minima.

Alternate means should be considered, i.e. recency a la the FAA IR. Currency is a tru
letting the pilot stay prificient in a positive manner.

Please see earlier comments regarding recency.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #195.
The aim ofthe BIR is to givé&A pilotseasy access to IR with a proportionate training
consequencethe content and the privileges are not the same as a full IR training.

350 comment by AOPA Swedel

(k)
Good with appropriate credits for third country IR(A) holders.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive comment.

358 comment by Estonian Civil Aviation Administratic

1.FCL.835 (a)(According to FCL.835 (a)(2) BIR privileges shall only be exerci
accordance with FCL.205.A (PPL(A) privileges) and accordi@d 835 (b) applicants for tl
BIR shall hol@t leasta PPL(A). Is it allowed for a person to holdegwample a CPL(A) al
BIR? How should this be entered on the licence?

Noted.

It is possible to hold a BIR on a CPL licence but the privilegles BfR are limited to non
commercial flights.

359 comment by Estonian Civil AviatioAdministration

1. FCL.835 (c)(1)According to (c)(1) applicants for the BIR shall have completed at ar
theoretical knowledge instruction in accordance with FCL.615(a). FCL.615(a) is
requirements for integrated and modular coursesatidition¢ GM2GM4 FCL.835 descril
theoretical knowledge syllabus for BIR. Which course do applicants need to complete’
2.2.FCL.835 (e) is missing some information. The sentence appears not complete.
3.3.FCL.835 (HAccording to (f) prior to takintipe skill test, the applicant shall demonstre
a level of theoretical knowledge. How must the applicant demonstrate it? Accordi
ARA.FCL.300 in the case of ATPL, MPL, CPL, and instrument ratings question
examination shall be selected from tliiropean Central Question Bank (ECQB). ECQE
not contain BIR questions at the moment.

4.4.FCL.835 (g)Which skill test/proficiency check form must be used according to (g)
H(2)(0)?

5. FCL.835 (k) Do applicants need to complete BIR theoratiknowledge training? If nc
then why may only the practical part of training course be credited?

Regarding your first comment: Noted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #232.

Regarding your second comment: Noted.
If BIR privileges are sought for mtdtigine aeroplanes, instrument flight trainingamuilti-
engine aeroplane has to be completed.
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response

comment

Regarding your third comment: Noted.
Please refer to the EASA response to comment #232 aswlto Section2.4.4 of the
explanatory note of NPA 201H4.

Regarding your fourth commenitoted.
The BIR skill test is performéd accordancewith Appendix 7. Please refer to the EA
response to comments #19 and #138.

Regarding to your fifth comment: Noted.
Please refer to th&ASA response to comment #137.

367 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA recommend an amendment to FCL.835 paragraphs (c) and (d) to allow al
training course for the BIR to be conducted at a DTO or ATO.

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

368 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

The LAA recommend guidance is provided as an AMC to FCL.835 (i)(2)(ii) as to spec
which should be revised with the flight instructor arder to maintain proficiency il
instrument flying.

Accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #233.

380 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

FCL.835(e) does not provide sufficient guidance for those wishing tomadiiengine
privileges to a new or existing BIR. This should be amended to ensure those wishing to
or add multiengine privileges to the BIR must have completed relevant items of the ay
flying training module at FCL.835(c)(2)(ii) in a rramtiine aircraft.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #359, point 2.

381 comment by DGAC Franct

Subject:
Teminology suggestion to avoid interpretation problem

DGAC suggests to replace in the text the terms d@proach” and "3D approach” by " 2
instrument approach operation" and "3D instrument approach operation”.

The terminology used will be more consistent with regulation (EU) n°539/2016 an
definition introduced by this regulation in FCL.010 (Anrfeart FCL):
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GCKRESSyaArz2yltft o0050 AyadNHzySyd | LILINE I (
operation using both lateral and vertical navigation guidance.

GeC A YSYarAz2ylf O6H50 AyadNHzySyd | LILINERI C
operation usindateral navigation guidance only.

In addition using this terminology will avoid any interpretation problem that may arise
example mentionned below).

Example:
Consider a non precision approach procedure (without vertical navigation guidance)rl

example a VOR/DME procedure.
A pilot of a CS23 aeroplane may be equiped with a Garmin providing an "advisory" \
navigation guidance based on a SBAS signal.

Given the current draft FCL.835 (a) (5) (i), it is not clear what will be the applideolieita
minimum height for this pilot using this "advisory" vertical guidance to perform the appr
procedure ? 500ft of 600ft ?

If this approach procedure is considered as a 3D instrument approach operation (acc
to ICAO terminology) the answerahid be 500ft.

Nevertheless as it is a non precision approach procedure (without vertical navi
guidance) an interpretation of the text could lead to retain 600ft (2D approach).

By applying the wording modification suggested at the beginning of dhisment the
interpretation issue will be avoided. The answer to the question raised in the example \
500ft.

Proposed amendment

FCL.835

(a)

wX8

(5) ()

instrument approach procedures shall be subject to a further addition of 200 ft to publis
minima, but subject to an absolute minimum height of 500 ft for a Bl3trument approach
operation or 600 ft for a 2Dnstrument approach operationand

Partially accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #278.

393 comment by:BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comments :

Point (d) :

The Belgian CAA is not in favor of training delivered outside an ATO. Aatitigswill be
competency based, the documentation proving the proper training will have to be
precise.
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This could be done only if the IRl has an agreement with an ATO covering the v
procedure and reporting methods in order to have a profsansmission of information an
a common reporting/judgement base.

Point (i)(2)(ii) :

How will this training be reported? Would the instructor be allowed to extend the ratin
the licence? We already have issues to standardise our examiners, addimgtmst on the
list will lead to unconsistancies on the rating validity date.

Point (6) (i) :

This training has to be made within an ATO and not with a standalone instructor. AT
proper experience and procedures to evaluate the candidates. Why allghef training
with an instructor and prevent suh training within a DTO?

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

405 comment by European Transport Workers Federatidil F
about (c) : Interaction with ATS as pafthe training should be listed here as part of modul

Noted.

The interaction with ATS as part of the training will be addressed in the Learning Obj
(LOs) andh practical training.

419 comment byFinnish Transport Safefjgency

FCL.835 (a)(2)
BIR privileges shall only be exercised in accordance with FCL.205.A and after completi
relevant training modules of FCL.835(c).

LG Aa dzyOft SINJ gKFEG A& YSIEYd 6AGK WAY I
of a PPL holder. The BIR may be issued for CPL holder also.

If the intention is that BIR privileges shall only be used irgmmmercial operations, pleas
state it directly.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comments #209 and #358.

420 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen

FCL.835 (a)(4)
BIR privileges on mukingine aeroplanes shall also be valid on skegigineaeroplanes foi
which the pilot holds a valid singémgine class rating.

This privilege is in contradiction witFCL.835 (g):
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Skill test. After the completion of the training, the applicant shall pass a skill test
aeroplane For a multiengineBIR, the skill test shall be taken in a maltgine aeroplane. Fc
a singleengine BIR, the skill test shall be taken in a siagtgne aeroplane

Please clarify the intention of the rules.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comimé19, #20 and #138.

421 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.835 (a)(5)

The operating minimas for BIR holder are different compared to IR holder.

Are there plans to amend Regulation Air OPS to clarify how BIR holder stpphijdthe
operating and planning minimas?

Noted.

Please refeto the EASA response to commetit95s.

422 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen

According to the explanatory note the BIR theoretical knowledge has three fou
examination.

However, according to FCL.835 (c) applicants for the BIR shall have completed the
knowledge instruction in accordance with FCL.615(a).

In addition,according to FCL.835 (f) applicants shall demonstrate a level of theor
knowledge appropriate to the privileges granted in the subjects referred to in FCL.615i

Please clarify which theoretical knowledge requirements the applicant for BIRcaeil.

Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #232.

423 comment byFinnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.835 (d)

Ly ¢NITFTAQa 2LAYA2Y GKS . Lw dGNIAYAYy3I ack

The competencyased training isstill new method, therefore controlled trainin
environment with effective SMS system is important safety measure.

Please delete FCL.8B6int (d).

Partially accepted.
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Please refer to the EASA response to comment #434.

The text of FCL.835(d) from the NPA 2Q#8ext has been deleted but moved to anoth
paragraph impoint FCL.835 in a modified version: flying trainihgdule 3 (the applied flyin
training module of erroute IFR flight procedure) may be completed outsateATO.

424 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.835 point (e)

Please clarify theentence.

Accepted.

PointFCL.835(eps drafted in NPAML6-14, is deleted as such, and the amended conter
moved to anothe paragraphin point FCL.835 aifying trainingModule 4.

425 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.835 (h)

Unclear paragraph as point (f) refers to theoretical knowledge and point (e) is unfinisht

Please clarify the intentioaf the requirement.

Accepted.

The reference to (f) in FCL.835(a$ drafted in NPA 20184, is amended and the text he
been clarified.
In the Opinion this will be FCL.835(f).

426 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
FCL.835 (i)(8)

Repetition with FCL.740.A.
Noted.

EASAvould like to state that FCL.740.A covers combined revalidation, whereas FCL.8!
as drafted in NPA 20184 (in the Opinionthis will be FCL.835(g)(8) cos#ne combination
of revalidation and renewal.

427 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen

FCL.835 (j)

Notwithstanding (c) and (d), the holder of an EIR in accordance with FCL.825, who w
obtain a BIR, shall complete a training course at an ATO comprising point (c)(2)(ii) ai
pass the relevant sections of the skill test referred to in point (g)
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The BIR rating is competenbgised. The amount of credit should be left to ATOs to de
based on assessment of competence.

Noted.

FCL.835(j)as drafted in NPA 20184, will be deleted and the crediting and transitior
provision for theEIR holder will be part of thever regulation.

428 comment by Finnish Transport Safety Agen

FCL.835 (k)

Applicants for the BIR holding a R&EL PPL or CPL and a valid IR(A) issued in accc
with the requirements of Annex 1 to th@hicago Convention by a third country may
credited in full towards the training course mentioned in point (c)(2). In order to be issue
GKS . LwX (GKS FLILX AOFryida akKlFftfy X

The BIR rating is competenbgsed. The amount of credit should be left toGsTto decide
based on assessment of competence.

Noted.

EASAvouldlike to state that in this case there is no need that the crediting should be ass
by an ATO.

435 comment by:AeroClub of Switzerlanc

FCL.835 Basic Instrument Rating (BIR)

page22/230

(a)(2) BIR privileges...

We got comments that combining FCL.205.A with FCL.835(c) in one sentence
understanding, particularly for nenative speakers, quite difficult because of the word "a
we find in the sentence. Please change to "in accordnce with FCL.205.A, after comple
the relevant training modules of FCL.835(c)"

Rationale
This makes understanding easier, in our view.

Accepted.

9!l {1 3ANBSa { Kwithia coiibnal(,)imakes/tBe tetimgrR ear. The text
been amended accordingly

440 comment by AOPA Finlanc

Our opinion is that current EIR and CBIR training programs are capable to deliver tl
same key principles as proposed BlRaddition, member states' flight training organisatio
have been consumed hundreds of thousands of euros to fullfil the ATO, EIR and CBIR
organisational and operational requirement.

Noted.
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Please refer to the EASA response to commgaf, #411 and #412.

3. Proposed amendments 3.1. Draft Regulation (draft EASA opinion) Appendix 6t
Modular training courses for the IR

p. 2425
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comment

41 comment by TL Aviation Gmbk

The amount of hours which could be credited by an ATO shmufgliblished by the agenc
Otherwise there will be huge differences among the ATO’s in reference to their own apy
training manual. One standard should be applied for all ATO of any EASA member sté

Noted.

The crediting in full towards the training course, provided that all competdased
instrument rating topics have been included, is assessed by the tAdtQoprovides the
competencybased modular flying training course.

Please also refer to the EASAp@aisse to comment #219.

56 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

We support that the transition from BIR to IR shall be easy. It is important to kee
requirements for theoretical examinations away from it, just as is proposed idredfé

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive comment.

90 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

idem (d) what is adequate level of theoretical knowledge ? May | suggest that the num
guestions of each topic is outlined as wellthe minimum score(s) to support passing t
‘adequate level'. E.g. minimum score of 65% of the xyz questions comprising air law,
and flight planning and performance. Something like this.

This can avoid discussions and different interpretations.

Noted.

The intention of point 10(d) in Appendix 6 is to facilitate the transition from BIR4&®RCBis
the same way that it is for an applicathiat holds a valid IR(A) issued in compliance with
requirements ofAnnex1 to the Chicagddonvention by a third country.

NPA 201616 gives guidancendhe oral examination to be completed.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

219 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page
25 and 26 of 230

Relevant Text:
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Appendix 6

9. Applicants for the IR(A) competerdegsed modular flying training course holding a B
accordance with FCL.835, and who have received at least 10 hours of instrument flic
under instruction at an ATO, may be creditadull towards the training course mention
in paragraph 4, provided that all competersgised instrument rating topics have be
included.

10. Applicants for the IR(A) competerggsed modular flying training course holding a
shall have at an ATO

(a) been approved as having an acceptable standard of compebasad instrument ratin
theoretical knowledge;

(b) received appropriate flight training to extend IFR privileges in accordance
FCL.605.IR(a);

(c) successfully completed the skilstdor the IR(A) in accordance with Appendix 7;

(d) demonstrated to the examiner during the skill test that they have acquired an ade
level of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology, and flight planning and perform
and

(e) a minimum expaence of at least 50 hours of flight time under IFR as PIC on aerog

Comment:

Bullet points 9 and 10 are unclear and should be revised. Are both points valid for
holders or are there provisions? As they read now the only difference befarting the
course is the 10 hours mentioned in point 9. All items in point 10 shall be completer
l¢h gKAOK R2SayQi aSSy NBlLazyloftS | &
intention was to create a credit for pilots with IFR BKperience, but now it is written i
part of the course. Is the 10 hours in point 9 to be interpreted as after the issue of Bl
it be during the BIR course? Who makes the assessment regarding if all topics in t
has been covered?

Proposal:

9. Applicants for the IR(A) competerogsed modular flying training course holding a B
accordance with FCL.835, and who have received at least 10 hours of instrument flic
under instruction at an ATO, may be credited in full towards the trgismurse mentione
in paragraph 4, provided that all competergogised instrument rating topics have be
included, as assessed by the ATO providing the competeasyd modular flying trainir
course.

10. Applicants for the IR(A) competerugsed instrnent rating, holding a BIR anc
minimum experience of at least 50 hours of flight time under IFR as PIC on aeroplan
() at an ATO:

(a) be approved as having an acceptable standard of competsassd instrument ratin
theoretical knowledge;

(b) receive appropriate flight training to extend IFR privileges in accordance
FCL.605.IR(a);

(ii) after completion of (i) (a) and (b)

(a) successfully complete the skill test for the IR(A) in accordance with Appendix 7;
(b) demonstrate to the examineaturing the skill test that they have acquired an adeqt
level of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology, and flight planning and perform
and
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response| Accepted.

comment

response

comment

response

EASA agrees that bullet points 9 and 10 are unclear and will amenektreeccording to you
proposal.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

220 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page
General

Relevant Text:

Missing

Comment:

There are no references to a skill test protoghls need to be include:

Proposal:
Include a reference to the relevant skill test protocol.

Accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #19.

279 comment by:Julian Scarfe

Appendix 6
In the conversion we need f@germit conventional TK for those who do not have 50 hours
as follows:

10. Applicants for the IR(A) competentyased modular flying training course holding a B
shall have:

(a) have received at an ATO appropriate flight training to extend pFikleges in accordanc
with FCL.605.1R(a);

(b) successfully completed the skill test for the IR(A) in accordance with Appendix 7;
(c) either met the theoretical knowledge requirements of paragraphs 4(a) and (5) or:
(i) have been assessed by an ATO asih@ an acceptable standard of competenbased
instrument rating theoretical knowledge; and

(i) demonstrated to the examiner during the skill test that they have acquired an adeqt
level of theoretical knowledge of air law, meteorology, and flight plaimg and
performance; and

(ii) have a minimum experience of at least 50 hours of flight time under IFR as PI
aeroplanes.

Not accepted.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

EASA is of the opinion that 50 hours is a minimum to benefit from the credit defined in
10 of Appendix 6
Please also refer to the EASA response to comment #219.

349 comment by AOPA Swedel

(6) and (7):
it is very good that BIR renewal can be performed by training performed by a ce
instructor + PC.

Outside the scope of thiRMT, but this type of renewal should be added to the normal IR
single pilot class and type ratings too.

Noted.

This is indeed outside the scope of RMT.0677.

351 comment by AOPA Swedel

Use of FNPT:

We did not see this in thBIPA, but in general it should be allowed to use FNPTI and F
for BIR training. This is a good way of reducing the cost for students taking the BIR &
academies providing FNPT training.

Noted.

EASAvouldlike to state that the BlRaining is competencpased.
The amount of FNPT | or 1l used during the training course is under the responsibility
training organisation.

352 comment by AOPA Swedel

Good that there is smooth way to transit from BIR to IR withturther theoretcial
examinations.

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive comment.

379 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

Full credit should be applied for applicants for the IR(A) competbasgd modular flying
trainingcourse holding a BIR where the training was conducted under a DTO or ATO s
applicant is assessed individually at Appendix 6 Aa. 10 (b) and (c) for additional the:
knowledge and flight training to meet the required standard.

Not accepted.

It is mandatory due tdhe CBIR training content andh particular byparagraph9 to have
10 hoursat aminimum at an ATO
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3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft AMC & GM (draft EASA decisianGM1 FCL.835 Basi
. . p. 2527
instrument rating (BIR)

comment | 27 comment by:Stephen Oddy

GM 1 FCL.835 line 15
Add 'Tracking'
Heading omitted.

However, if the test/check format is to be in accordance with Appendices 7 and 9 the
para can be omitted as the limits appear in the appendices.

response| Accepted.

The heathg Wrackingwill be added in front of the table indicating the respective toleran
(Wn radio aidQ¥ngular deviation® > ). ddiGotally, a reference to Appendix 7 to PREL
will be added to point FCL.83Blease réer to the EASA response to comment #19.

comment | 91 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

(a) modules : suggest to swap sequence of modules 2 and 3 in the text. See earlier col
on this.

response| Noted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #81.

comment | 92 comment by KLM aeroclub AT(

Heading (5deg) and speed (5 kts) flight tolerances are tight. | feel that 10deg and
respectively is more appropriate.

The minima are higher than for full IR, so the flight tolerances are more appropridhe |
risk and skills.

Don't forget that pilots seeking for BIR privileges are probably less proficient than full IR
Tolerances should be proportionate to the type of operation and risk, hence more tole
on these elements can be justified.

response| Not accepted.

The requirement to hold heading to 5 degrees is necessary to avoid disruption to
The other figures shouldot be changeckither, for both safety reasons and consistency w
Appendix 7 to PafECL according to which the skalst will need to take place.

comment | 113 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

(c) Sample table
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response

comment

response

comment

response

Training element

3.2.1. Title of assessed item taken framaining module...
Attitude

p 27/230, lower third...

- leadership and teamwork

Asgiven on the following pages, mostly under a ¢) or a d), a short description of what
intent of the item should be given.

Rationale
We think what was created here was created foremost for sipgteed singleengine
aeroplanes, sd'leadership“and "teamwork" is quite a specific item. For sure,guiding the
ATCO (sorry for that...) and-operating with ground staff, where available, needs some |
of training.

Not accepted.

The description is given on the following pages, for Whids page acts only as a gene
template.

124 comment by DGAL

The limits seem rather tight for a basic ratirigconsider that a competent pilot at this sta
would only be able to achieve many of the quoted limits in calm conditighigh are seldon
found. Please consider widening the required limits slightly for normal conditions.

Not accepted.
Consideration for the conditions is addressed in the introductory text for this point (

GM1 to FCL.835%Wue consideration should be given to make allowance for turbu
conditiongp

148 comment by:UK CAA
Page N0:25-26

Paragraph No:GM1 FCL.835 Basic instrument rating (BIR)
Comment: It is recommended that the Modules and tolerances AMC rather than GM.

Justification: To enable standardisationif it is only guidance material it will be difficult f
an FE to fail a candidate as this is only guidance rather than a standard to be met.

Proposed Text:Move to AMC.

Accepted.

The GM is changed to AMC. Additionally, the flight tolerances given reflect the toleranc
already covered by the rule text in Appendix 7 to F&CL. A reference to Appendix 7 to P.
FCL is added to point FCL.8BEase refer to the EA3Asponse to comment #19.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

167 comment by AOPA (UK]

AOPA (UK) considers that BIR flight tolerances should be harmonised with those for
as stated ilMMC1 FCL.825(e); (g) En route instrument rating (EIR)

Height @s stated in this NPA

Heading (all engines operating): +10°

Heading (with simulated failure of one engine of a ME aeroplane): £15°

Speed (all engines operating): +10 knqQ&knots

Speed (with simulated failure of one engine of a ME aeroplane): +15 kbdtabts
Tracking (onadio aids): £10°

Tracking (not on radio aidgas stated in this NPA)

These flight tolerances should only apply for flight conducted with all instruments
serviceable.For flight on 'limited panel' or standby instrument systems, we recommenc
following flight tolerances as stated in the UK Flight Examiners' Handbook applicable
IR Skill Test:

Height: £ 200 ft

Heading:£15°

Speed (all engines operating): £ 10 knots

Not accepted.

Please refer to the EASA response to comment #92.

179 comment by Wolfgang Lammingel

To make it easier for aspirants, instructors, ATOs, examiners and last not least for autl
to recognise new rules, the attempt shouild be made, to bring IR rules into the same strt

For this purpose a suggestion would be, to bring the elements of the GMiwtable and
identify IR- CBIR- BIR (and EIR)- according to theier paragraphs in part F&Ir flight
tolerances, training elements etc.

Not accepted.

EASAagrees that consolidation of the structure of the elements of each of the IRs wot
desirable. However, this exercise is outside the scope of RMT.0677.

187 comment by:ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

These numbers are na@ompatible with stabilized approach criteria. | tend to consider f
much more severe numbers are needed at least during final approaches. Thta's pe
accessible for most candidate with a proper training.

Not accepted.

The tolerances armtended as a general guide, not what is acceptable in every phase of
On final approach, a stabilised approach is expected.

Additionally, EASA would like to highlight that the tolerances given in point (|
GM1to FCL.835 are largely consistemith the tolerances given in Appendix 7 to RREL
(please refer to the EASA response to comment #92 for further information).
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comment comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr
212 )
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Relevant Text:
GM 1 FCL.835 (c) sample table

Comment:

In several places there is a use of terms and requirements that is not applicable to tr
Since BIR is a rating that aims at the single pilot community, the training criteria shot
reflectthatL & A& 3IAAGBSYy (GKS AYLINBaairAzy GKIFG
specifically designed for the BIR.

Below you will find a noexhaustive list of examples:
aYlFylr3S ONBgé

Gl OFRSYAO (y2¢6f SRISE
G2LISNY G§2N a4l FSde& YI ydz té
GOFff FRNINE yRAY3

ar OOSt SN GS 3I2¢

GRSY2YyA0GNIXiS STFSOUADBS ONBg 02 YYdyAO |
dRsvzyauNJus STFTSOGABS ONBg O22NRAYI
GhLISNI G2NJ L2t AOeE
GhLISNI G2N) Sy3aayS 2dzi LI GKE
Proposal:
Check the complete sample table for terms and requirements that are not suitable fo
BIR training.

response| Accepted.
The terminology has been revised and slightly adapted.

comment | 238 comment by:France

Subject:
Update of Los following publication of Annex | to ED Decision 2016/008/R

The proposed NPA and LOs do not take amtoount the publication of Annex | to ED Decis
2016/008/R (PBN regulation) and the update of AMC7 FCL.615 (b) (IR Los for PBN).
Therefore it is suggested to align the content of the NPA with the Annex | to ED Dq
HAMCKANANYKW YR WBEK/Sp Wne®@> nPn o QEp  n o |
drafted in Annex | to ED Decision 2016/008/R.

Proposed amendment
See amendment of AMC7 FCL.615 (b) as introduced by Annex | to ED Decision 2016,
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response| Noted.

This has been corrected withe publication of ED Decision 2018/001/R&February 2018
Please also refer to the Explanatory Note of this Decision

comment | 406 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidil F

About (b) : Have these items been assessed in comparisacutient SOPs for othe
commercial IFR aircraft?

ATS will need to understand the impact of the accuracy or possible decreased accurac
crew flying with BIR.

response| Noted.

The tolerances for altitude (relevant for vertical separation) havebean changed, neithe
have the tolerances for heading/tracking been changed.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft AMC & GM (draft EASA decisianGM1 FCL.835 Basic 2837
instrument rating (BIRY Module 1: Preflight operations and general handling P-

comment | 28 comment by:Stephen Oddy

GM1 FCL.835 Module 1 page 33
Current text:

Skill (D). Demonstrate correct operating procedure for autopilot or flight director in al
modes.

Whilst training can include use of autopilot in all modes, assuming thahaceable
autopilot is fitted to the aircraft or FPT, there is no guidance in Part FCL regarding t
of the autopilot or flight director during BIR or IR skill tests or proficiency checks. Th
generate inequalities between the testing regimesldferent member states who appl
different limitations on the use of the autopilot.

response| Noted.

Establishing detailed guidance for the use of the autopilot (in general) is outside the sc
RMT.0677.

comment | 29 comment by Stephen Oddy
GM 1 FCL.835 Module 1 page 36
{1Aff o050 LyaSNI UGKS G§SOKy
Current sentence is not meaningful.

**
* *
* *
* *
* ok
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comment

response

comment

response

comment
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European Union

The phrase has been revised to rédddza A y3 (G KS LINE OSRdzNB a
YEyd®t X

30 comment by:Stephen Oddy

GM1 FCL.835 Module 1 page 37
Skill and Knowledge.

There is no definition of 'limited panel', although 'knowledge of looping error' implies
use of a rate gyro. Many training aeroplanes these days hatenalby Al and some do
not have a direct reading compass (current Seneca V). It is unclear whether training
or testing is required using a rate gyro and direct reading compass. Different
interpretations by different member states means that there t&nvariations both in th
training and test/check requirements for the BIR and IR.

Accepted.

EASA agrees thatdefinition of the termWmited pane{should be added as follows:
Wimited panel instrument flight means attitude interpretation by reference to presst
instruments, turn rate gyro and slip indicatQr.

Additionally, the following text will be added to the talileGM1to FCL.835 Module: 1

WB:az2al Y2RSNY fAIKAG FANONI TG KENBT g6 AN
instead ofa turn rate gyrosWhere this is the case, the pilot under training is to be tat
GKSasS SESNDODA&aSa daAaag3a (KS aaidl yRo& K2 N

224 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

Preflight inspection: Objective: Full initial preflight inspection in accordance with thi
approved checklist assuming the risk to IFR flights such as icing conditions, database,

EASA should provide a sample checklist. By whom is it supposed to be approved?

Not accepted.

A preflight inspection checklist should be included in the aircraft flight manual.

225 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

Page 36Recovery from approach to stall in level flight, climbing/descending turns a
landingconfiguration, Skill (B):

"Trim must not be used at less than 1.45 of VS or flight manual restrictions

Consider removing or rewording. | do not understand the meaning.
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

e.g. C172 has a stall speed of 48 KIAS. Typical final approach sped@ KI&S less than
1.45 Vs. There is no limitation on use of trim in C172. It is very important to
stalls/approach to stalls in nesimmed configuration. Typical loss of control in flig
scenario is intercepting the GS from above and trimming to maintairtBevithout adding
power. Eventually, the stall occurs at almost zero stick force.

Accepted.

The sentence is replaced by the following:
Wormal trim should be used as the aircraft speed reduces, but trim should not be used
Vredor the aircraft configuration, or as stated in the flight manual restrictiéns.

353 comment by AOPA Swedel

Relating to skill items:
items (1) and (2) are normally not published for single engine piston nor multi engine
aeroplanes and should be removed, since they are not part of the applicable CS.

To make the licencing requirements in line with the appropriate airplane aatiifins
standards.

Noted.

The terms‘cceleratedstop-distance€and Wcceleratego distancé€have been reworded t
read‘Hcceleratestop-distance availabl&and Yanding distance availalle

354 comment by AOPA Swedel

Knowledge:
(C) the use and need of RAIM is different for SBAS operations vs. normal GPS operal
should be reflected in the knowledge item.

Accepted.

The phraséif applicabl€has been added where RAIM is referred to.

370 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior
Level rate 1 turns does not appear to be in the Module 1 syllabus.

Accepted.

Level rate 1 turns haveeen added to the syllabus in flying trainikgpdule 1.

384 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

Belgian CAA comment
OBJECTIVEE) : The UPRT studies and best practices requires a cultural change in re:
"minimum height loss". This should be replaced by "reducing the angle of attack".
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response

comment

response

comment

response

Not accepted.

The Worrect techniqueXeferred to in this training objective is in fact the reduction of 1
angle of attack.

408 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidil F

This guidance as to a competency checks in liaison with ATC must become a mapaiat
of signoff and renewal with regards to BIR.

Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that communication and coordination with ATC is a fundai
part of the ATTITUDE section of the relevilyihg trainingmodules.

429 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen
GM1 FCL.835 point (d)

LY ¢NIFAQA 2LIAYA2Y AlG g2dz R 06S LINI OGAC
The tracking skills are needed when the applicant starts module 2.

Noted.

It should be emphasised that flying trainiMpdule 1 is designed to introduce the pilot
flight by sole reference to instruments before moving to the applied use of such techni

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft AMC & GM (draft EASA decisianGM1 FCL.835 Basic
instrument rating (BIRY Module 2: Departure, precision (3D) approach procedures and-hor p. 3855
precision (2D) approach procedures

comment

response

comment

**
*
*

*
* ok

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

115 comment by:René Meier, Europe Air Spol

Module 2...

Approach and landing briefing...
p 49/230

Objective

"all procedures"We think "applicable proceduress sufficient.

Rationale
Correct briefingdaseduponreliable and ugo-date information reduce the number ¢
existing choices to the minimum of applicable approaches.

Accepted.
The termWll procedureshas been replaced by the terkpplicable procedure®

149 comment by UK CAA
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response

comment

response

comment

response

Page No:44

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (B)

Comment: It is recommended that the text is amended as proposed below.
Justification: Recognised terminology.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

G/ 2 Y L sBoit lf briefing with regard to arrival, holding, approach, minima, weat
O2yRAGAZY &S | 84420AFGSR LISNF2NXIyOSas

Accepted.

The phrase has been reworded as proposed.

150 comment by UK CAA
Page No:45

Paragraph No: Table, ATTITUDE (A) (2) to (5)

Comment: We believe the attitudes numbered (2) to (5) are in the wrong area and st
be relocated as they seem to be skills rather than attitudes.

Justification: Appropriateness and clarity.

Partfally accepted.
ltem (2) has been moved into the related itertie { S O (KN@WLEMGEhe othershave
beendeleted(as duplicatek

151 comment by:UK CAA
Page No0:46

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (C)

Comment: It is recommended that item (C)asnended as proposed below.
Justification: Clarity.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

WI NNR @S | @h a&tdbiBsedvappyorckiy 2 NRSNJ (2 XQ

Accepted.
The text has been rephrased as proposed.
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comment | 152 comment by UK CAA
PageNo: 49

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (B)

Comment: It is recommended that the text is amended as proposed below.
Justification: Recognised terminology.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

&/ 2 Y LIt sBoit Selfbriefing with regard to arrival, holding, approach, minima, weat
O2yRAGA2yaz |aa20AFGSR LISNF2NYIyOSax

response| Accepted.

The phrase has been reworded as proposed.

comment | 153 comment by UK CAA
Page No:50

Paragraph No:Table, KNOWLEDGE (D)

Comment: LYy AGSY 650 Wl dzi2LIAf2G FyR FfAIKI
understanding the modes on GPS systems that are more likely to be used in GA aircre

Justification: Safety and propdionality. Incorrect use of GPS modes has resulted in at |
one fatal accident in the UK.

response| Not accepted.

The understanding of the GPS system is one aspect of the navigation system in poir
the SectionrKNOWLEDGE

comment | 154 comment by UK CAA
Page No:50

Paragraph No:Table, ATTITUDE (A) (2) to (4)

Comment: We believe the attitudes numbered (2) to (4) are in the wrong area and shot
relocated as they seem to be skills rather than attitudes.

Justification: Appropriateness and clarity.
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response| Accepted.

Item (2) has been moved, (3) is a duplicated (4) has been deleted #sgs covered by othel
items.

comment | 155 comment by UK CAA
Page No:51

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (C)

Comment: Suggest r&s 2 NRAY 3 WI NNAGS i GKS YAYA)
decision to perform a landing, goN2 dzy R 2 NJ OA NOf Ay 3 | LILINE |

Justification: Clarity
Proposed Text:Amend to read:

Wi NNX S | én aétdbiisedvappyorckiy 2 NRSNJ (2 XQ

response| Accepted.

The phrase has been reworded as proposed.

comment | 156 comment by:UK CAA
Page No:51

Paragraph No:Table, ATTITUDE (A)

CommenttLiG A& NBO2YYSYRSR GKFG AGSY o680 o
is amended as proposed below.

Justification: Clarity.
Proposed Text:Amend to read:

WO2YFANY (GKS FLIINRFOK Aa adlrofsSQ

response| Partially accepted

The phrase has been reworded to ré&dnfirm that the approach is stabilised

comment | 157 comment by UK CAA
Page No0:53

Paragraph No:Table, OBJECTIVE

Comment: It is recommended that the text is amended as proposed below.

**
* *
* *
*

*
* ok
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comment

response

comment

Justification: Improved grammar.
Proposed Text:Amend to read:

Wi G (K Sera¥ dirgcledydy AT@) the event of an unstable approaohia due to aloss
of integrity, make a smooth transition to a climb at the correct speed and complett
OKSOlao VY

Noted.

Thank you for providing this comment. The text has be@mmpletely revised to contain a lis
for better readability.

193 comment by:Uhland Burkart
Given that

- the use of NDB in general and for approaches specifically is rapidly phasing out

- the number of NDB stations is rapidly decreasing

- the NDB approaches tend to be the most non precision approaches compared to \
GPS approaches in D2 approaches

and

the fundamental idea of the BIR is to make IFR flying and training simpler and more ac«
to non professional pilots

it is recommended to take NDB approaches out of the privileges and therefore out ¢
tests for the Module 2 part of the BIR.

It is recommended to include those old and nearly obsolete approaches (i.e.NDB apprc
on an information only part in the sybas and teach those NDB approaches only du
training and NOT include these approaches in the practical skill tests for examir
proficiency tests and renewals.

Not accepted.

Until groundbased NDB is completely withdrawn, training oistbubject is still necessary
certain parts of Europe.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr
213 )
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge
Page:
45 of 230

Relevant Text:
GM 1 FCL.835 (c) sample table ... Knowledge Ayi®)Swap system.
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Comment:
It is unclear what is meant by this. Is this a suitable requirement for the

Proposal:
Delete.

response| Accepted.

comment

response

comment

response

comment

The objectivéduto-swafls deleted, as it is only relevant for large aircraft.

comment by:Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Departr

214 (Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelninge

Page:
47 of 230

Relevant Text:
GM 1 FCL.835 (c) sample table ... Objective... (D) Calculdte¢hattitude as required

Comment:
Correct to true altitude

Proposal:
GM 1 FCL.835 (c) sample table ... Objective... (D) Calculdte¢hdtitude as required

Accepted.

Thank you for spotting this editorial error. The text has been corrected.

226 comment by:Czech Technical Universi

Page 53: Go Around, Skill (A) and (B):
We appreciate EASA recognizes the need to train go around from unstabilized approa

Noted.

Thank you for providing this positive comment.

227 comment by’ ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

1. Estimate drift during descent, permitting to determine where runway will show up. T
necessary to preparesmooth and safe transition from instrument to visual, keeping up F
axis.

2. Circle to land also has to be mentally prepared and memorised, pilots have alsc
trained to perform low Alt/High landing patterns (300Ft). This is of major importance
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strong turbulences and low visibility. This type of excercise (low high patern) has
unfortunately removed from PPL training.

response| Noted.

EASA believes that circling approaches are sufficiently included in the syllabus.

comment | 256 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller
word "climate" gradient shall be changed to "climb"

response Accepted.

Thank you for spotting this editorial error. The text has been corrected.

comment | 291 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller

One of our major issuanentioned in first comment:

Modules for practical training are prepared with more emphasis on radionaviagtion th:
RNAV/RNP. PBN navigation is still not accepted as the main type of navigation
navigation is still understood as most important avihough most GA pilots use it as
primary means.

More modules are made for classic navigation than for PBN.

Although nearly all PBN navigation aspects are mentioned, there should be

differentiation between important points and less importadmowledge

Furthermore, training in the use of navigation equipment in TERMINAL area is n
altogether. Module 2 is focused on approaches and module 3 eroete navigation, bui
neither of them mentions navigation equipment use in TERMINAL arearddege another
element of training focused on operations in TERMINAL area should be added with en
on proper use of RNAV or RNP and limitations of RNAV.

It is confusing that the terminal arrival altitude is mentioned in one of the modules but pi
use is not. We believe that this is a result of too much focus on conventional navigatio

Another problem related to the practical modules is that BIR will use DH/MDH different
other qualification and such fact is not reflected in the practicahiray. Hence the practic:
part shall be updated accordingly or requirements extended to cover this fact.

We porpose that there shall be adddtional module or change in existing module to cov

Operations in TERMINAL area.

Practical differences of aircfacapability based on different RNAV and/or RNP classes
Trainig about proper usage of maps and proper determination of DH/MDH becasue o
limitations
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response| Not accepted.

EASA believes that PBN procedures are sufficiently covered by the syRaklitsonally, it
needs to be highlighted that the determination of the DH/MDH will be trained as ess:
part of the flight preparation. Finally, it should also be noted that the obstacle cleal
height/altitude on which the DH/MDH is based is publilwethe AIP of each country.

comment | 371 comment by:Light Aircraft Associatior

Weather minima: Knowledge of PefCL requirements is also needed since the BIR has
restrictive minima associated with the rating contained in F&EL.

response| Not accepted.

The specific and moneestrictive BIR minima are not related to weather data but consti
operational limitations. Hence, the reference to RRICO is sufficient.

comment | 372 comment by:CTU in Prague

There is missing Module to cheiokportant skill and knowledge about determinig DH/MD

Because of restriction for BIR holdéss200 ft above the published minima, and simi
restriction for circle to land, there shall be additional module to prove if pilots |
knowledge and skilt® determine their appropriate DH/MDH.

There also shall be some information about how will be different DH/MDH for BIR shc
maps and in aircraft navigation database.

response Partially accepted.

A knowledge itemBetermination of approach mininf2has been added to the exercis
WLIINE I OK | YR f Goydeth yDndRNApprdathgsd 0 X 0

comment | 373 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

Necessary adjustments to the published approach minima also include those associat:
rating privileges contained in PaRCL.

response Partially accepted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #372.

comment | 374 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

Necessary adjustments to the published approach minima also include those assodgtht
rating privileges contained in PafCL.

response| Partially accepted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #372.
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comment | 375 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

Under 'Attitude’, (A)(2) would normally be considered a skill, and {#&){B) is correctly liste
as knowledge, which is already listed, so should be omitted.

response| Noted.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to establish which page the comment refers to. Howe\
general, there is some overlap between skills attdudes. Your comment will be taken in
consideration when revising the AMC/GM material.

comment | 376 comment byLight Aircraft Associatior

Under 'Attitude’, (A)(2) would normally be considered a skill, and item (A)(3) is correctly
asknowledge, which is already listed, so should be omitted.

response| Noted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #375.

comment | 430 comment by:Finnish Transport Safety Agen

As the applicant for BIR will most probably fly in sifglet operations, please consid
NEBLX  OAy3d WONBg O22NRAYIGA2YQ gAGK Y2N

response| Noted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #212.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft AMC & GM (draft EASA decisian\GM1 FCL.835 Basic 5665
instrument rating (BIRY Module 3: Enroute IFR procedures P
comment | 31 comment by:Stephen Oddy

GM1 FCL.835 Module 3 page 68

Knowledge. Delete 'English’
ICAO Level 4 English is not required for the BIR. See para 2.4.8 of Explanatory Note
page 18.

response| Accepted.

The termEnglisihas been deletedthe phrase has been amended to refer ttee ICAO
language proficiency level 4 or greater, as alesoein othersections of GMXo FCL.835.

comment | 117 comment by:René Meier, Europ®&ir Sports

Level flight...
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

Module 3...
Attitude
p 60/230

(A)(2)(3): Question is this not much tooooooo0 basic first flight hour stuff?

Noted.

Thank you for your comment. However, EASA does not share your opinion.

158 comment by UK CAA
Page No:60

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (C)

Comment:Suggestregs 2 NRAY 3 AGSY 6/ 0 WYOddde 2N yI
Justification: Better phrasing

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

WoXdP8 2NJ FANDONI FO yrFr@A3alraAazy aegadasyQ
Accepted.

The text has been amended accordingly.

159 comment by UK CAA
Page No:60

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (D)
Comment: It is recommended that item (D) should include GPS systems.

Justification: There is a greater likelihood aflighter GA aircraft having a GPS system or
aircraft.

Partially accepted.

The termWircraft navigation systefihas been added which includes GPS systems.

160 comment by:UK CAA
Page No0:63

Paragraph No:Table, SKILL (B)

Comment: It is recommended that item (B) should be reworded as proposed below.
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comment

Justification: Clarification.

Proposed Text:Amend to read:

Wht @Al (S amapproprigteyyradA2Tw G A2y adeaidSy T2N (
Accepted.

Thetext has been amended accordingly.

188 comment by:ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Preparation of ATC flight plan should be done after completing a strategic flight plan th
to include a careful Risk analysis. Answering to questions "what may go wrong or diffe
planned" prepares technically and mentally to react properly arglan enough disposition
in FPL
In a single engine aircraft, this preparation includes engine performancenaomtoring of
failure precursors, definition of GO/TO nearest airports selection criteria, distance nee
reach them from cruise altitude with consideration of  winds.
Icing conditions affect route selection and acceptability of ATC rerouting proposals
budget with margins is fully dependent.

Noted.

A new pointppropriate threat and error management for the flighas been added to th
WTTITUDBection for additional clarity.

189 comment by: ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

Acquired meteorological background and aircraft icing limitation, as well as knowlec
aerodynamic degradationdue to ice are fundamental for a correcisks analysis all alor

intended flight. This analysis shall incluc
* weather predictions error margins that may worsen the situation and the pilot's capa
to detect tendencies
* risk reduction measures to minimize icing,
* escape maneuver to get out safely from icing ar

The process starts at flight preparation and is continuously updated during the flight.

Noted.

In flying trainingModule 3,the exercisePreparation of ATC flight plan aifeR flight plan o
loglr BKILOsection, point (B) has been amended to include an evaluation of wea
related threads.

190 comment by’ ANPI (National Flight Instructors Associatic

The best signature of icing, is aircraft performaneeéuction due to ice that may start to
noticeable with a very thin ice layer. Think also at the relative roughness K/(
thinkness/chord) making wing tips stalling firs
Icing during climb at a lower speed affects wings leading edge at a lowewatdirst point
and may be more challenging. Also ATC controllers may require level changes plac
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response

comment

aircraft in more severe icing conditions. Pilots have to be informed not to accept po
dangerous trajectories, they have to react accordingly.

Noted.

EASA believes that the topi¢ingls sufficiently covered by the respective exerciséyiimg
trainingModule 3 (refer to p64 of NPA 201-44).

280 comment by:Julian Scarfe

As noted in our comments on 2.4.2, the scapéviodule 3 is poorly thought out.

As examples drawn from Module 3:

Go! 0 !'aS 2F (GKS O2NNBOG R20dzvrSyidasx AyoO
(B) Use of charts and approach procedure plates to prepare flight plan and flight log.
(C) Collating and interpreting weather docum&nt 1 2 RSGSNXYAY S (GKS

Are we to deduce that the use of the correct documents, including maps and charts,
important in Module 2 on instrument procedures®@r that it is not equally important t
collate and prepare weather documents?

Gt NBLI NFGA2y 2F (GKS ! ¢/ LCw T-hirva eéctorsJan
LINBLI NI GA2Yy 2F | FdzZ&f ylF@AALGA2Y YR w

Again, this is a competence required for the entire flight.

G610 LydSNOSLIG |y &nmendedirglté, linklydlingitfécRing NaRadelifiSn
position derived from NDB or VOR or RNAV (GNSS) using aircraft display.

(B) Follow the flighplanned route or any other ATC route requirements within the spec
limits.

(C) Identify and use navigation sms correctly.

(D) Use the correct altimetet SG G Ay 3 LINRPOSRd2NB&a FyR akKz

Is there anything in A to D that is not equally or more important during an arrival, depe
or approach procedure?

a6l v {Y22iK Oattidéahd airshded, foBér,Rrilnyaril Ancillary controls.
(B) Correct use of autopilot where appropriate.

(C) Demonstrate correct technique for instrument flight manoeuvring within specified li
050 alAyllAy oFftFyOSR FYR GNARAYYSR ¥FfA3

Again is here anything in A to D that is not equally or more important during an ari
departure or approach procedure?

In fact,everythingis easier emroute, because it progresses more slowly and is flown to
demanding tolerances.

Module 3 should deahstead with building experience of practical IFR flying:
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17 - differences (and similarities) between instrument approach procedure
several different airports

dealing with weather emoute

diversions and alternates

emergencis that may be encountered

different air traffic environments

= =4 —a -8

Where a candidate has previous experience that delivers equivalent competence
exercises need not be repeated.

Noted.

Thank you for your commentdt should be noted thaflying trainingModules 2 an may
be undertaken in any order and therefore there is the likelihood that some of the objec
may appear to overlageASA would be pleased to consider your detailesbpsals for
improving the content of this section along the lines indicated by your penultimate parac

289 comment by:GNSS Centre of Exceller

We believe some basic information about SBAS shall be added to training,
for example :

Skill I) manage SBAS navigation in accordance with SBAS service areas

Knowledge F) SBAS providers and their usability

Not accepted.

While understanding of SBAS may be particularly important for GA, this is covered
theoretical knowledge and in the understanding of the aircraft navigation system.

385 comment by BCAA Licensing Formation- Grisel

BCAA comments :

PartSERA items should be added.

Accepted.

A reference to Pa¥SERA has been added.

408 comment by European Transport Workers Federatidtil F

This guidance as to a competency checks in liaison with ATC must become a mapaiat
of signoff and renewal with regards to BIR.
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response

Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that communication and coordination with ATC is a fundai
part of the BTTITUD&Eection of the relevant modules.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. DraftAMC & GM (draft EASA decision)GM1 FCL.835 Basic
instrument rating (BIRY Module 4:Optional flight with one engine inoperative (muléngine  p. 6669
aeroplanes only)
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*
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

118 comment by René Meier, Europe Air Spol

ATC liasioncompliance RTF procedures
Module 4...

Knowledge

p 69/230

Question to the authors of NPA 2014: Was "ICAO (English level 4, minimum) stan:
phraseology" copied from the existing IR?

Noted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #31.

202 comment by:Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), Switzer

CommentFOCA:G I YRIF NR LIKNJ aS2f 238 OlyQid oS
[ S@oSta p FYR ¢ |OO0O2NRAY3 (2 GKS L/!h
struOG dzZNB &> GKAIKSNI £ SPSt @201 odzf | NBEé 6Ly
in unusual/abnormal situations, the applicant may be required to use plain language !
standard phraseology does not exist.

Proposed new text:

SKILL:

(A) Use standard RTF phraseol@gyfar as possible and plain language as requivben
declaring an emergency.

(B) Seek assistance as appropriate.

KNOWLEDGE: ICsi@andard phraseology and plain languggaglish level 4, minimum)

Partially @cepted.

The termEnglisithas been deleted pleaserefer tothe EASA response to comment #3
With regard to your comment ofglain languag® EASAdoes not believe thatdse plain
languagé€ls necessary to be listed as knowledge that has to be galngdg the training.

281 comment byJulian Scarfe

2S5 0StASPS aL/'h o69y3AftArAaK £SOSt n3I YAy
error.
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response| Noted.

Pleaseefer tothe EASA response to comment #31.

comment | 408 comment by:European Transport Workers Federatidil F

This guidance as to a competency checks in liaison with ATC must become a mandat
of signoff and renewal with regards to BIR.

response| Noted.

EASA would like to highlight that communication and coordination with ATC is a fundai
part of the BTTITUDection of the relevantlying trainingmodules.

3. Proposed amendments 3.2. Draft AMC & GM (draft EASA decisian)GM2 FCL.835
. : . . p. 70106
Module 1:Preflight operations and general handling
comment | 58 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Errors on the Pitot/Static system:

This is not necessary. This can never be influenced by the pilot and the knowledge h
little practicaluse when it comes to flying. The pilot has to trust the instruments Remc
completely since it is already covered at a sufficient level during PPL.

response| Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that an understanding of pitot/static system errors aids i
appreciation of the limitations of the instruments and is more critical for instrun
approaches where errors of the barometric altimeter are a main contributor toupieing
the obstacle clearance height.

comment | 59 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Different types of altimeters:
This is of very little practical use by the pilot. He will use whatever altitude he is sho
matter the type of altimeterThe basics has been covered during the PPL and that is er

response| Not accepted.

The knowledge of the functioning and possible failures of the different altimeter types ¢
safetyrelevant.

comment | 60 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Vertical Speed Indicator:
Not relevant to have that detailed knowledge about it. The pilot will use whatev
represented to him.

response| Not accepted.
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

EASA holds the opinion that an understanding of the VSI aids and its limitations ixriticak
for IFR than for VFR operations.

61 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

"Describe the construction and principles of operation of a turn coordinator (or turn
bank indicator)."

This is absolutely not relevant. Tlenstruction is simply knowledge that is of no use
practical flying. The basics are already covered in PPL and is enough.

Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that an understanding of the TC aids and related instr
limitations isparticularly important for instrument fligtst

62 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

Equilibrium, Functional Anatomy:
Not necessary to go any deeper than what is already covered in the PPL training.
The relevant parts are illusions.

Accepted.

The analysis table has been amended accordingly, and this will be considered when ¢
the final version of the Learning Objectives for the BIR.

63 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

"tropopause inversion."
Not relevant for the lighter end of general aviation. It can be removed.

Not accepted.

EASA holds the opinion that the knowledge that there is an inversion at the tropopa
helpful.

64 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt

"Distinguish between low, medium- and hight S@St Of 2dzRa | 002 N.
SiF3aSQ o0AyOtf dRidylaftudesStAfar Klldaditudys."
Not necessary.

Not accepted.
Some numerical meteorological models use the classification in their outputs. Athalc

holdsa BIR may be presented with a chartiétv cloud amoun@br $¥hedium cloud amourtt
to interpret.

65 comment by KSAK Swedish Royal Aero Clt
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