Instrument Pilot
The PPL/IR Europe Magazine

No. 95

Jan - Feb 2013

Flying in winter can be more challenging and also more rewarding than at other times of the year, Anthony Bowles
considers the typical winter weather in the British Isles.

I

have long held the view that for much of the UK (and my apologies
to European based members for this UK orientated article) weather
conditions for winter flying are often rather better than in spring or
summer. Consider the following scenario: shallow low over the
UK leading to light winds in a conditionally unstable atmosphere.
Solar heating during a spring or summer day will rapidly lead to the
development of CU, TCU and later on in the day CB clouds with
heavy showers that may well turn thundery with hail before dying
away towards evening. However this scenario in winter may often
produce a fine VFR flying
day as the sun has insufficient
power to get the convective
cycle going. IFR flight is
simple in smooth air without
the need for vectoring round
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cumulus build-ups that would be required in spring and summer.
Another consequence of this winter scenario is the easy avoidance of
icing conditions often found in such cumulus buildups.
That said, when the weather is bad in winter, it can be very bad
indeed leading to cancellation of flights that would be very possible
in ‘bad’ summer conditions. So what constitutes ‘bad’ weather in
winter; how can it be forecast and what mitigating steps may be
available?
An obvious parameter is wind. Depressions are deeper in winter
with stronger pressure gradients and these lead to problems on the
ground as well as in the air. Ground problems are usually crosswind
landing limitations and the continued slow erosion of airfields with
crosswind runways is no help here. Most light GA aircraft have
crosswind limitations in the 15kt to 20kt range although experienced
P 19 
pilots on type may manage landings slightly in excess
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CDFA for the NPA

John Shannon discusses the Continuous Descent and ‘Dive and Drive’ techniques for non-precision approaches

I

n the last few years there have been
a number of related developments in
approach techniques in general and in GPS
approaches in particular.
The use of Continuous Descent Final
Approach ‘CDFA’ techniques for nonprecision approaches have now been
almost universally adopted by commercial
flight operations around the world and
their use is mandatory under EU-OPS for
commercial flights. For private pilots, the
CDFA technique is strongly recommended
by the ICAO and other Aviation
Authorities and is, for example,
the preferred method for nonprecision approaches in the UK
CAA annual instrument renewal
tests and initial instrument tests.
All non-precision GPS LNAV
approaches, which have been
widely used for some years in
North America and are now
becoming more common in
Europe, are charted as CDFA
approaches.
Before I go any further, I shall
describe the differences between
the traditional step down nonprecision approach, rather disparagingly
called ‘Dive and Drive’ and the Continuous
Descent Final Approach ‘CDFA technique’
non-precision approach:

Traditional step down nonprecision approach - ‘Dive and
Drive’
Figure 1: The path of the aircraft is
coloured red. The aircraft approaches the
final approach fix ‘FAF’ at the cleared
altitude, then descends until reaching
the minimum descent altitude ‘MDA’;
this height (which can be as low as 250
feet from some obstacles on the ground)
is then maintained until either the runway
is in sight or the missed approach point
is reached. If the runway is not seen by
the missed approach point, a Go Around
must be flown. The descent to the MDA
may be at any convenient rate of descent
but the rate chosen is often designed to
get the aircraft down to the MDA as soon
as is practicable. (To achieve a 3 degree
descent angle use five times the ground
speed in knots as feet per minute.) More
complicated procedures may include step
down fixes with height limits at various
points during the approach.
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Please note that this type of procedure
does not require a DME and if the base turn
is timed from another radio beacon, may
not even have a Final Approach Fix. (See
also below When is a CDFA approach not
appropriate.)

Continuous Descent Final
Approach
Figure 2: The path of the aircraft is again
coloured red and the traditional step down
non-precision approach path is coloured

blue for comparison purposes. The aircraft
descends from the FAF at a constant rate
which, if continued below the Derived
Decision Altitude (Height) ‘DDA(H)’,
will result in the aircraft passing the Visual
Descent Point and crossing the runway
threshold in a position to land the aircraft.
The DDA(H), is a ‘Decision altitude/
height (sometimes referred to as a DDA(H))
above the MDA(H) to ensure the aircraft
does not descend below the published
MDA when commencing a Go Around.’
(FAA AC 120-108). In other words, the
pilot should treat
the DDA(H) as a
Decision Altitude/
Height (as if the
approach was an ILS
approach) and if the
pilot does not see the
required
approach
environment
for
landing
at
the
DDA(H) the pilot
should immediately
commence
going
around by climbing,
following the published missed approach
procedure; the lateral part of the missed
3

approach must be flown via the Missed
Approach Point ‘MAPt’ unless stated
otherwise in the procedure. See below:
Minima for non-precision approaches for
how to calculate the DDA(H).
Contrast the CDFA technique with
the traditional non-precision step down
approach (shown in blue), in which the
aircraft, on reaching the MDA(H), is
flown along at the MDA(H) until either the
required runway environment for landing
is obtained or the Missed Approach Point
‘MAPt’ is reached, and, if the
latter, a climb and Go Around is
commenced.
The Visual Descent Point
‘VDP’ is, by the way, an
FAA term which applies, in
particular, to step down nonprecision approaches in the US
and the VDP is described by the
FAA as ‘A defined point on the
final approach course of a nonprecision straight-in approach
procedure from which normal
descent from the MDA(H) to
the runway touchdown point
may be commenced, provided
the approach threshold of that runway,
or approach lights, or other markings
identifiable with the approach end of that
runway are clearly visible to the pilot.’
One can see that, on a Dive and Drive
approach, if one becomes visual with the
runway environment before the Missed
Approach Point is reached but after the
VDP is passed, it could be dangerous to try
to make a landing.
In the FAA Advisory Circular AC 120108, which is a good introduction to CDFA
type approaches, the FAA recommends the

CDFA technique for all of the following
non-precision approaches (NPA) published
Instrument Pilot

with a vertical descent angle (VDA) or
glideslope:
• Very High Frequency (VHF) Omnidirectional Range (VOR)
• VOR/Distance Measuring Equipment
(DME) (VOR/DME)
• Non-Directional radio Beacon (NDB)
• NDB/DME
• Localizer (LOC)
• LOC/DME
• Area Navigation (RNAV)
• Global Positioning System (GPS)

Why has the CDFA technique
for non-precision approaches
replaced the traditional step down
approach?
To summarise FAA AC 120-108: ‘CDFA
offers the following advantages:
1. Increased safety by employing the
concepts of stabilized approach
criteria and procedure standardization.
2. Improved pilot situational awareness
(SA) and reduced pilot workload
3. Improved fuel efficiency by minimizing
the low-altitude level flight time.
4. Reduced noise level by minimizing the
level flight time at high thrust settings.
5. Procedural
similarities
to APV
(Approach with Vertical Guidance)
and precision approach operations.
6. Reduced probability of infringement
of
required
obstacle
clearance
during the final approach segment.
The stabilised approach means that
aircraft configuration changes are kept
to the minimum on the final approach
(particularly important for larger jet
aircraft) and that the terrain closure rate at
low altitudes is reduced.’
Non-stabilised approaches and descent
below MDA are the two principle causes of
approach accidents.
The Flight Safety Foundation found
that of 287 fatal commercial and airline
accidents between 1980 and 1996, 60%
occurred during non-ILS approaches and
47% occurred during step down non-ILS
approaches.
Another comparison between the CDFA
technique and the ‘traditionally’ flown step
down non-precision approach indicates that
the latter involves several safety traps, such
as:
• Early descent with a prolonged flight
close to obstacles
• Multiple step-downs possibly inside the
Instrument Pilot

FAF
• An approach which is, by definition,
destabilised
• Temptation to make a late and steep
descent, after the VDP, from the
MDA(H) towards the threshold
• Risk of descending early from the
MDA(H)

provided with what Garmin calls a
‘LNAV+V’ approach with an advisory
glideslope or AVG (Advisory Vertical
Guidance) (FAA terminology) shown on
the aircraft glideslope/ILS indicator, which
is a most useful contributor to the flying of
a stabilised CDFA approach.

related to the CDFA type of approaches,
there are several accidents attributable to
the risks listed above.
The fact is, airline crews routinely
fly ILS’s all day and are accustomed to
‘CDFA like’ ILS approaches and Decision
Altitudes. The CDFA feels natural to them.
For European commercial operators
(including non-EU members Iceland,
Norway and Switzerland), the use of CDFA
for non-precision approaches is mandatory
under EU-OPS: Commission Regulation
EC 859/2008 (dated 20 August 2008),
EU Ops 1.430(d)2 (applicable from 16
July 2011) states that ‘all non-precision
approaches shall be flown using the
continuous descent final approaches
(CDFA) technique’.
For commercial operators, ‘the
continued use of non-CDFA procedures
must be limited to locations where there is
a clear public interest to maintain current
operations… such use must be …terminated
as soon as facilities are improved to allow
application of the CDFA technique.’ (EUOPS). The use of a non-CDFA approach
by a commercial operator must be
specifically approved by the Aviation
Authorities.
While it is somewhat of a grey area,
in my view, private operators (at least in
the UK) are not required to use a CDFA
technique on non-precision approaches.
(See Vasa Babic’s excellent article
‘Understanding RVR Minima’ (IP 90) for
a more in depth discussion of this subject.)
However, private operators should take
note of the strong official advice to use the
CDFA technique whenever it is practicable.
By definition, if there is a published CDFA
type approach plate, a CDFA approach is
officially considered to be practicable!
LNAV GPS approaches are becoming
more common in Europe and are
widespread in North America. All LNAV
approaches are charted as CDFA type
approaches. In addition, with a Garmin
430W or 530W (or newer units capable
of receiving Satellite Based Augmentation
system (SBAS) signals), the pilot is

• The use of CDFA on a non-precision
approach requires that the Instrument Approach Plate (IAP) includes
a Vertical Descent Angle (VDA) or
Glideslope. The commercial publishers, and the European and US Aviation
Authorities publish most non-precision
IAPs with either VDAs or Glideslopes
as CDFA type approaches. However,
if the IAP does not include a VDA or
Glideslope and the IAP shows a nonCDFA type approach or if the approach
is a break cloud procedure or if only
circling minima are provided, a CDFA
type approach will not be possible.
• If a non-CDFA IAP is published, a private operator is entitled to use that nonCDFA procedure, even if a CDFA IAP
is also available.
• A NDB or VOR non-precision approach
without DME, where there is no navigational fix at the base turn and/or no Final
Approach Fix, is not particularly suitable for the use of the CDFA technique.
It is worth looking at the non-CDFA
NDB 26 (without DME) Approach at
Bournemouth EGHH for an example
here: the procedure as published for category A and B aircraft is to go outbound
from the locator for three minutes and,
immediately after the base turn is complete, to descend to the MDA(H) - there
is no final Approach Fix - and then fly
towards the locator at the MDA(H). If
the runway environment is not seen
in time to make a normal landing, the
aircraft should continue at the MDA to
the Locator (which is near the centre
of the runway) and then initiate a Go
Around - a classic Dive and Drive
approach. While there is an equivalent
CDFA no DME approach published, the
absence of a precise fix at which one
should commence a descent to maintain
the ‘glideslope’ to the runway makes
the non-CDFA approach, in my opinion, more practicable than the CDFA
approach. Similar considerations, for
example, apply to the NDB 13 approach
at Dieppe LFAB.

When is a CDFA approach not
appropriate or required?
While there are no records of accidents
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Minima for non-precision
approaches
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The legal basis for minima (and aviation
regulations in general) for non-commercial
operators in Europe is in the process of
changing. EASA Part OPS is coming into
force in stages and will be implemented as
national law across the EU over the next
two years or so. Until EASA Part OPS
is fully implemented, private pilots must
follow the minima rules of individual EU
member states. As an example,
the approach minima that apply
to all non-commercial aircraft
in the UK are either set out in
the UK Air Navigation Order
(ANO) and the UK Aeronautical
Information Publication (AIP)
or if any minima need to be
calculated (for example RVR),
EU-Ops 1 is required to be
used for such calculations. The
commercial publishers ensure
that their Instrument Approach
Plates for countries in Europe use
either EU-Ops 1 minima or, if
more restrictive, applicable state
minima. Pilots using government
AIP Instrument Approach Plates
without RVR minima specified
on the IAP have a more tricky
task to identify what RVR
minima are valid and to be on
the safe side, should, in my view,
use either the tables in EUR Ops
1 to calculate visibility and RVR
minima or use the appropriate
Government minima, if more
restrictive. The commercial
publishers include the applicable
visibility and RVR minima on
their IAPs. Both government
Instrument Approach Plates and
those of commercial publishers
include official decision heights,
MDA’s or Obstacle Clearance
Altitudes/Heights (OCA/H) as
applicable.
The FAA and the UK CAA, have taken
the view that, unless a commercial operator
can satisfy the authority that a lower ‘add
on’ is appropriate, the operator should
calculate the DDA(H) by adding 50 feet
to the MDA(H) so as to ensure that no
CDFA descent, after commencing a goaround at the DDA(H), goes below the
MDA(H). This is based on the premise
that, for a non-precision approach, the
MDA(H) is absolutely the lowest altitude/
height for the procedure unless the pilot has

acquired an appropriate visual reference to
the runway.
To quote from the FAA Circular AC
120-108:
‘Derived Decision Altitude (DDA):
Pilots must not descend below the MDA
when executing a missed approach from
a CDFA. Operators should instruct their
pilots to initiate the go-around at an altitude
above the MDA (sometimes referred to as
a DDA) to ensure the aircraft does not

��
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it numerous times in the simulator without
MDA busts’.
Jeppesen and Navtech IAPs now show
most non-precision approaches as CDFA
profiles. (State IAPs appear to be further
behind in the changeover.) In the case of a
CDFA type approach, the minimum descent
altitude/height is normally described as
‘DA(H)’ in Jeppesen instrument approach
plates instead of ‘MDA(H)’. In fact the
DA(H) shown on the Jeppesen CDFA type
IAP is simply the MDA(H). It
is up to the pilot to ‘check his
Flight Operations manual or
similar documents’ (Jeppesen
General Manual) to determine
whether the pilot has to apply an
‘add on’ to the DA(H) appearing
in the plate.
As private pilots, we tend
not to have a Flight Operations
Manual! In the absence of
standard operating procedures,
my CAA flight instructor/
examiner recommends that I
follow commercial practice and
add 50 feet to the MDA(H) to
arrive at the DDA so as to ensure
that I avoid descending below the
MDA/(H) when going around
on a CDFA type approach. (I
must admit that I have always
added about 30 feet to the MDA
(especially in my instrument
renewal tests) to avoid busting
the MDA on a non-precision
approach!) As private operators,
we probably do not formally
have to calculate a DDA(H),
however, we do remain legally
responsible for ensuring that we
do not go below the MDA(H)
- not even by one foot! If using
the CDFA technique, the most
reliable way of achieving this is
to add 50 feet to the MDA(H) to
create a DDA(H).
Jeppesen describe the Minimum
Descent Altitude/Height in CDFA type
approaches in the UK and France (but not
elsewhere) as DA/MDA(H), which may
help to remind pilots that the Decision
Altitude shown in the CDFA type approach
plate is, in fact, only a MDA. (Navtech/
Aerad neatly sidestep the problem by not
adding the description DA or MDA to the
minima figure!) For published non-CDFA
type approaches, Jeppesen describes the
minimum height as MDA(H). (Navtech
show non-CDFA minima separately.)

descend below the published MDA.’
Here is a comment from an airline pilot
on the suitability of the 50 foot add on.
‘50 feet is quite adequate for the
prevention of ‘busting’ the MDA. If you
want hard proof (and runways are pretty
hard), on the B777 we use 20 feet as the
Cat IIIB minimum and on an automated
go-around, missed approaches from 20 feet
are regularly achievable without runway
contact; for the human manipulated goaround, the addition of 50 feet to the
published MDA is quite adequate; I've seen
5
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use procedures and minima published on
officially approved Instrument Approach
Plates, whether they are CDFA type
approaches or not. It is not sensible, in my
view, to make up a modified instrument
approach procedure ‘on the hoof’.
At first sight, it might appear that, by
using a non-CDFA approach, a private pilot
might be able to fly down to a somewhat
lower altitude minimum than the DDA(H)
used for a CDFA approach. However, the
latest EU-OPS 1 rules state the following:
‘If the non-precision approach is
flown with a level flight segment at or
above MDA(H), 200m shall be added
for category A and B aeroplanes to
the minimum RVR…’ as shown in the
appropriate tables for ‘RVR/CMV and
lights’ in EU-OPS 1. The FAA has a similar
rule. (The 200m addition is calculated
to take account of the fact that a nonCDFA type approach is, by definition,
not a ‘stabilised’ approach and requires
trim changes when descending from the
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Normally, Jeppesen will include in the
minima box a title CDFA or non-CDFA to
clarify the type of procedure. However, in
the Bristol NDB 27 (No DME) approach,
the non-CDFA title is omitted; probably an
oversight. The equivalent Navtech Bristol
minima are clearly titled non-CDFA.
Although, as mentioned above, it is
rather a grey area, my understanding is that
private operators, at least in the UK, are still
permitted (although not encouraged) to use
the traditional ‘Dive and Drive’ approach
technique for non-precision approaches,
even if only a CDFA type procedure
is published as an IAP, but only on the
condition that private operators do not go
below any defined minimum altitudes/
heights or the MDA(H) specified in the
final approach segment, until appropriately
visual with the runway. Other European
member states may well have different
rules for non-commercial operators.
Whatever a strict reading of the rules might
say, you will not go far wrong if you only

MDA(H).)
The 200m should only be added on to
the CDFA minima if you are required to
calculate the visibility minima on a state
published approach plate. If there is a
non-CDFA IAP published with visibility
minima on the plate, use the minima
(which has already been adjusted) on
the published non-CDFA IAP without
adding the 200m.
Two examples of published non-CDFA
approaches that show the added visibility
requirements for non-CDFA approaches
are for Dieppe LFAB and Bournemouth
EGHH:
At Dieppe NDB 13, the Converted
Meteorological Visibility (CMV) for the
published non-CDFA approach increases
from 2400m (for the CDFA approach) to
2600m for the non-CDFA approach, which
is in line with the EU-OPS ‘200m add on’
requirement.
At Bournemouth, for the NDB 26 nonDME approach, the RVR increases from
95/2013

2000m for the published CDFA approach
(per Navtech) to 2200m CMV for the
published non-CDFA approach, again a
200m increase in accordance EU-OPS. In
both cases, the MDA(H) stays the same
for the CDFA and non-CDFA approach.
(Jeppesen show different CDFA RVR
minima at Bournemouth for category A&B
aircraft: they show a NDB 26 without
DME CDFA RVR minima of 1500m
which increases to 2200m for a non-CDFA
equivalent approach, an increase of 700m!
Jeppesen may be technically right but the
‘add on’ seems to me to be either too big
a penalty for a non-CDFA approach or the
CDFA approach RVR minima is too low.
These sorts of anomalies will, no doubt, be
sorted out when the new EU Ops 1 minima
have been in use for more time.)
A standard 200m greater RVR for a nonCDFA approach is nearly always a larger
penalty, in my view, than adding 50 feet to
the MDA to arrive at a DDA(H) on a CDFA
approach.
Those who are lucky enough to have
the latest SBAS/wide area GPS systems
should remember that the advisory vertical
guidance that now comes with an LNAV+V
approach is just that. The LNAV+V is a
Garmin name for the LNAV non-precision
approach whenever an additional advisory
glideslope is provided by the GPS receiver
to the Glideslope Indicator. The glideslope,
although based on the published VDA,
will not have been formally flight tested unlike an approach procedure with vertical
guidance (APV) such as the LNAV/VNAV
or LPV approach. During a LNAV+V
approach, one must still cross check the
advisory glideslope with the descent
altitudes against the altitude/distance
table in the IAP. The advisory glideslope
indication is, none the less, very helpful. I
use LNAV+V on my Garmin 530W/650W
to perform fully coupled approaches into
Gloucester EGBJ; the coupled approaches
conform to the CDFA profile and are more
consistent than my hand flown equivalents!
As the LNAV+V is a LNAV approach, the
minima remain those of the non-precision
LNAV procedure - no credit is given for the
advisory glideslope and I add 50 feet to the
LNAV MDA(H) to arrive at a DDA(H).
The above minima discussion is about
non-precision approaches. The DA(H)
shown on an IAP for precision approaches
(ILS, PAR) and APVs (LNAV/VNAV,
LPV) are decision altitudes/heights and not
MDAs and already include an allowance for
height loss when the decision is made to go
95/2013

around at the DA(H). Therefore no ‘add on’
needs to be made to the DA as shown in the
IAP. (See below Pressure Error Correction
(PEC) for a discussion about adjustments to
DA’s for PEC.) Please note that the use of
APV minima is only permissible when the
approved airplane flight manual avionics
supplement specifically authorises the use
of approaches with vertical guidance.

Conclusion
• The CDFA non-precision approach
technique is here to stay and is, in most
cases, safer than ‘Dive and Drive’.
• The latest GPS receivers can add an
excellent advisory glideslope indication (AVG) to a LNAV approach which
is ideally suited to the use of a CDFA
technique. But, one must recognise
that the glideslope indication is only
advisory and the minima remain those
of the non-precision LNAV approach
modified for a DDA(H).
• To calculate a DDA for a CDFA type
approach add 50 feet to the MDA (or
DA on CDFA minima in Jeppesen
IAPs). Never descend below the MDA
without the appropriate runway environment in sight.
• Only use published procedures for nonprecision approaches (whether CDFA or
not) unless, as a private operator, you
both are permitted to do so and have
extremely good reasons for carrying
out a non-CDFA approach based on
a CDFA Instrument Approach Plate.
You must still respect all the let-down
height restrictions and MDA(H) on the
published IAP and add 200m to the
published CDFA RVR for Category A
and B aircraft.
• If you are following a published nonCDFA procedure with visual minima
on the IAP, use the visual minima
as shown on the IAP without a 200
meter visibility ‘add on’ as the visual
minima has already been adjusted. (For
example, the Bournemouth NDB 26
/non-CDFA without DME approach as
shown by Jeppesen and Navtech.)
• Make sure your instrument approach
plates and databases are current.
• When practising any approaches,
ensure you have an instructor or safety
pilot with you!
Finally, I wish you luck with the
plethora of acronyms that are spread
liberally throughout this article. I have tried
to spell them out in full before reverting to
7

the acronym. I suppose the over generous
use of acronyms is the price we pay for
indulging in a technically complicated
pastime.
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instrument-pilot-90/download
EU Ops 1.430 Operating Minima (starts
on page 70) http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:254:0001:
0238:EN:PDF

ICAO PANS OPS minima
definitions:
• Minimum Descent Altitude/Height
(MDA(H)): ‘a specified altitude or
height in a non-precision approach or
circling approach below which descent
must not be made without the required
visual reference’.
• Decision Altitude/Height (DA(H)): ‘a
specified altitude/height in a precision
approach or approach with vertical
guidance at which a missed approach
must be initiated if the required visual
reference to continue the approach has
not been established’.
• Obstacle Clearance Altitude/Height
(OCA(H)): ‘The lowest altitude or the
lowest height above the elevation of the
relevant runway threshold or the aerodrome elevation as applicable, used in
establishing compliance with appropriate obstacle clearance criteria’.
• Obstacle Clearance Altitude/Height
OCA(H): Government instrument
approach plates as shown in the applicable AIP will sometimes describe a
non-precision approach minimum as
an OCA(H) rather than a MDA(H).
However, from a pilot’s perspective,
MDA(H) and OCA(H) can be considered to be the same as they both normally define the lowest descent altitude
permitted in a non-precision approach
without appropriate visual reference to
the runway environment - as long as the
OCA(H) on the applicable IAP is not
lower than the minimum height that the
approach aid can be used as shown in
table 10 of EU-Ops 1.
• System height minima for non-precision approaches from table 10:
Localiser
250 ft
VOR/DME
250 ft
P8
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Acronym Summary
AIP
APV
AVG
CDFA
CMV
DDA(H)
FAF
IAP
LNAV+V
LPV
MAPt
MDA(H)
NPA
OCA(H)
SBAS
VDA
VDP
WAAS

Aeronautical Information Publication
Approach with Vertical guidance
Advisory Vertical Guidance
Continuous Descent Final Approach
Converted Meteorological Visibility. A value (equivalent to an RVR) which is derived from
the reported met visibility by using conversion factors. (Jeppesen use it in IAP’s when the
required RVR is greater than 2000m.)
Derived Decision Altitude (Height)
Final Approach Fix
Instrument Approach Plate
Lateral Navigation plus Vertical advisory guidance (Garmin terminology)
Localiser Precision with Vertical guidance
Missed Approach Point
Minimum Descent Altitude (Height)
Non-precision Approach
Obstacle Clearance Altitude (Height)
Satellite Based Augmentation System (same as Wide Area Augmentation System ‘WAAS’)
Vertical Descent Angle
Visual Descent Point (FAA term)
Wide Area Augmentation System

P7
NDB/DME
300 ft
VOR
300 ft
RNAV(LNAV)
300 ft
NDB
350 ft
Actual OCA/H figures are usually higher
than the System minima due to restrictions
imposed by lighting and other runway
limitations. (I would note in passing that,
in accordance with EU-Ops 1 paragraph
8.1, the lowest height that can be used as
a Decision Height for an APV approach
(LPV, LNAV/VNAV) is 250 feet.).

GPS approach descriptions (FAA)
GPS NPA (LNAV) refers to a nonprecision approach procedure which uses
GPS and/or WAAS for Lateral Navigation
(LNAV). (WAAS enabled GPS receivers
are not necessary) On an LNAV approach,
the pilot flies the final approach lateral
course but does not receive vertical
guidance for a controlled descent to the
runway. Instead, when the aircraft reaches
the final approach fix, the pilot descends
to a minimum descent altitude using the
barometric altimeter. LNAV approaches
are less precise (556m lateral limit) and
therefore usually do not allow the pilot
to descend to as low an altitude above
the runway. Typically, LNAV procedures
achieve a Minimum Descent Height
(MDH) of 400 feet.
LNAV/VNAV (Lateral Navigation
/ Vertical Navigation) approaches use
lateral guidance (556m lateral limit) from
GPS and/or WAAS and vertical guidance
Instrument Pilot

provided by WAAS. A WAAS receiver is
therefore necessary. When the pilot flies an
LNAV/VNAV approach lateral and vertical
guidance is provided to fly a controlled
descent, a safer manoeuvre, to the runway.
The decision altitudes on these approaches
are usually 350 feet above the runway.
LPV (Localizer Performance with
Vertical guidance) approaches can only be
flown with a WAAS receiver and are similar
to LNAV/VNAV except much more precise
(40m lateral limit) and permit descent to
200 - 250 feet above the runway.
LPV approaches are operationally
equivalent to the legacy instrument landing
systems (ILS) but are more economical
because no navigation infrastructure has
to be installed at the runway. There are
over 675 LPV approaches in use today
and the FAA is publishing 300 new LPV
approaches per year.

Pressure Error Correction (UK)
For precision approaches (ILS) in the
UK, you may need to add on an allowance
for Pressure Error Correction (PEC) to the
Decision Altitude, which in the absence of
a figure for the PEC in the aircraft flight
manual, is taken to be 50 feet. (No PEC
‘add on’ is necessary for MDAs as there is
already an allowance for PEC factored into
the MDA.) I do not believe that the DA for
an APV (LPV or LNAV/VNAV) include
any allowance for PEC. If that is the case,
to be consistent with an ILS approaches,
it seems to me that UK operators should,
in theory, add on an allowance for PEC,
8

especially as the DA can go as low as 200
feet above the aerodrome (in the US) for
a LPV. However, I am not aware that any
operator is doing so at the moment and I
cannot find any discussion on the subject on
the internet or any reference to the subject
in the regulations. I should add that PEC’s
are widely considered to be unnecessary
on all reasonably modern types of general
aviation aircraft and are not used, as far as
I am aware, in the U.S, unless specifically
required by the aircraft type.
This article is for information only. It
remains a pilot’s responsibility to ensure
that safety requirements for operational
purposes are met by reference to approved
authoritative sources. While European
commercial operators are required to
follow EU-Ops 1, European private pilots,
at present, are subject to the national rules
of individual EU member states, which
may differ. In this article, use has been
made of FAA advisory publications as the
FAA has by far the greatest experience in
implementing and regulating CDFA type
approaches and GPS approaches.
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Notes to Members
Ben Hines

W

elcome to the first issue of
Instrument Pilot for 2013 which I
hope has seen the membership make the
most of the so far relatively mild winter
throughout Europe. With the days now
starting to become longer again, I see
activity starting to increase at my home
base airfield as preparations are made for
the coming season despite the ominous
prospect of a cold snap still to come. Those
members who frequent the forums will
notice that there has been a considerable
debate about the RVRs and John Shannon
has kindly incorporated a lot of the resultant
information into this issue’s article on the
Continuous Descent. Those who trained
recently or stay current with the regulations
will probably be more familiar with these
than the IR pilot who trained some time
ago and has kept doing as they were
trained; the explanation of matters like this
is one of the reasons for PPL/IR Europe

and communication this onwards is one
of the benefits of membership. For those
confused (not difficult) by the complex
relationships of the inputs, Alan Tyson has
produced an on-line calculator which can
be found at http://ifrminima.org.uk.
The last period has seen many of the
ExCo working hard at representing our
interests. A lack of space has precluded a
full report in this issue but for an example
of highlights from the work that has been
going on:
• EASA Safety Standards Consultative
Committee: New GA subcommittee
• MDM.062: Revision of operational
approval criteria for performance-based
navigation
• EASA CBM IR: May become law by
the end of 2013
• EASA FCL: Issue of the acceptance
of Type and Class Ratings where no
EASA rating exists has been raised

Spring Meeting and AGM
Saturday 6th April 2013
Guest Speakers:

Trevor Pegrum from Garmin on future developments in avionics
Kurt Lyle from RocketRoute on IFR flight planning.

Venue:

The departure hall at Coventry airport is now booked and
confirmed for the spring meeting and AGM.

Booking via the PPL/IR Europe website

Social weekend:Normandy Landings
Fly in to Caen:
Accommodation:
Friday night:
Saturday:
Saturday lunch:
Saturday night:
Sunday morning:
Sunday lunch:

5th-7th July 2013
La Ferme de la Ranconnière, Crepon (www.ranconniere.fr), 2
night package
Group dinner, Menu de terroir at La Ferme
All day guided coach tour of D-Day landing sites
Hotel de la Marine in Arromanches
Group dinner, Menu Gastronomique at La Ferme
Visit to Bayeux Tapestry
At the airport prior to departure

• FAA/EASA BASA IPL: Progressing
slowly, still hoping for April 2014
• 8.33kHz spacing: This will be required
for IFR in Class A/B/C airspace from
1st January 2014
• EASA Clarification on use of SBAS:
AMC 20-27 issued
• SERA: Rules now published and law,
states may derogate up to 4 December
2014
• GA Safety Strategy Paper – joint
response submitted
As always, Instrument Pilot is always on
the lookout for new material, particularly
from the expanding membership outside
of the UK. If you feel you might have
something to offer, please contact me
directly or send your submission to
theeditor@pplir.org.

New Members
PPL/IR Europe welcomes our new
members:
William Haussmann

LFPN / France

Jonas Samad

ESKC /Sweden

Andreas Klimek

Zurich /
Switzerland

Attila Balogh
Paul Barnett
Alan Burrows
Paul Green
Jason Luckhurst
Archie McClelland
Stephen Mckenna
Tom Payne
Paul Stevenson

EGBE / UK
EGPT / UK
EGNS / UK
EGTB / UK
EGTB / UK
EGPF / UK
EGTK / UK
EGSC / UK
EGPT / UK

Booking via the PPL/IR Europe website
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Getting the IR - German Style
Part one of Roland Honel’s marathon journey to obtain his IR

I

t has arrived, finally: 11.6 by 4.1 inches
of dull-grey government issue cardboard
with some lettering on the cover indicating
that the card represents a Private Pilot
License issued by the Federal Republic of
Germany in accordance with JAR-FCL. It
also has an eagle imprinted. This has no
special relation to a pilot licence, the eagle
is the coat of arms of Germany, but I feel it
adds a nice touch.
Somewhere on the paper my name has
been imprinted along with some further
personal details, like the fact that I have to
wear glasses when operating an airplane. A
bit disappointing really: The card is in all
aspects identical to my previous licence.
But wait! There, on page 3, is a single line
of print: ‘IR...until dd.mm.yyyy’. That’s it?
A total of 17 letters after nine months of
work and spending several thousands of
Euros?
… but let’s go back a bit:
During the late 90’s my wife and I
were living in London and spent a few of
our holidays in Canada. I always had an
interest in aeroplanes and flying and did
quite a bit of that on business trips but
never really thought of becoming a pilot
myself. That changed while in Canada. We
took a few flights on smaller aeroplanes,
including a very memorable trip with a
Beaver on floats. The pilot asked me to
take the controls and I was hooked!
So, when we returned to Germany
in 2000, I started work on my PPL in
Egelsbach, which was then quickly
followed by obtaining a CVFR (which
I believe is a German specialty), NVFR
and the radio licence for IFR. During that
time I was mainly flying chartered Cessna
172’s and also offered sightseeing flights
on a self-cost basis to members of the local
British and American Clubs to build some
time and experience. In 2003, the idea of
an IR grew on me and I started to explore
the various options. The route of doing an
initial distance learning course followed by
the required additional class room training
seemed to be the right way to go, hoping
that I could somehow get this aligned with
my rather busy work and travel schedule.
The flight school where I had obtained
my previous licences was also offering IR
training. I already knew their operational
set-up, instructors and planes, so told them
Instrument Pilot

I intended to start the IR training in early
2004.
However, before I could start the course,
a professional opportunity opened up
which required me to work out of Munich.
Needless to say, after 12-hour working
days and commuting to and from Frankfurt
over the weekends, my interest in putting
my nose into IR books was much reduced.
In August 2005 our daughter was born,
which brought a completely different focus
to our family life. We moved to Munich
permanently, so no more commuting over
the weekend, but with a new-born baby
in the house and a pretty demanding job,
sleep became a rare commodity. In 2004
and 2005, I hardly found the time to keep
my PPL current. Doing the IR on top
would simply not be possible and therefore
I decided to postpone until some better
time.
2009 seemed to offer an opportunity to
have another go at the IR, so I started to
look into the market again. Munich has only
two usable GA airfields, both 80 km away
from the city, which also limits the number
of flight schools offering IR training. My
requirements towards a prospective school
had changed somewhat as I had purchased
an IFR equipped Socata TB20 Trinidad in
early 2008 and for obvious reasons, wanted
to use my own plane for the training.
Most of the flight schools were not
prepared to train me on my own aircraft
and none convinced me to sign up with
them. I then contacted my former school
back in Egelsbach, to learn that they no
longer offered IR training either, as the
demand placed on them by the authorities
for certifications and other paperwork far
outgrew the revenue generated.
Switch forward to mid-2011: Again
it looked like I could find the time for
an IR. Together with a flying buddy I
discovered a different flight school in
Munich that came highly recommended
from an acquaintance. We met with the
owner and found him, the facilities and the
feedback we got from other private pilot /
IR candidates convincing. The school was
also willing to do the training on our own
planes, so, we signed contracts and the
prospect of supporting each other during
the training was really motivating.
Unfortunately, two weeks later, the
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owner of the flight school died in a crash.
Apart from the personal shock, he was
a very experienced pilot/instructor and
generally nice guy, things ground to a
complete halt at the school.
Back to square one, we started to look
for yet another school but in the end went
for different ones. I decided to go with a
school whose main business is to train
ATPL candidates in full-time classroom
courses at an international airport in
Southwest Germany. Why did I choose
that particular school, although some
others were a lot closer to home and one
even located at my home field? It fulfilled
the requirements I defined for myself: a
well-established professional set-up, a
number of professional full-time flight
instructors, a flight simulator FNTP II with
good availability, a good ratio of well-kept
planes vs. number of students, willingness
to conduct the actual flight training in my
own plane and most importantly, a lot of
flexibility towards wrapping the IR around
my work schedule and someone in charge
who gave the impression that they will try
very hard to solve any issues which might
come up.
After I signed all the paperwork, the
induction process was very straightforward
and painless. As per recommendation of
the school, I chose the distance learning
course from CAT (Civil Aviation Training,
www.cat-europe.com), as it was supposedly
the ‘better’choice for the IR theory course.
I never quite managed to find out what
led to the judgement of CAT being better
than their competition but as the other IR
students in the school were using their
material, I did not question this closely.
There is not much competition in the
market for IR distance learning courses
in Germany. In fact, there are only two
schools to choose from: CAT or Groeger
(www.groeger.aero). In Germany, distance
learning schools and the individual courses
they offer need to be approved by the
authorities. I do not know how much of
an effort it is to obtain such approval but
I would suspect that, in addition to the
overall market for aviation related training
being rather small, it is the main reason
why there are only two companies offering
such courses. That basically makes it
mandatory to register with either of those
95/2013

schools, as a school and training material
from, say the UK or the US would not fulfil
the application criteria for sitting the final
theory exam at the Luftfahrtbundesamt
(LBA) in Braunschweig.
I cannot really compare the training
materials as I have not used Groeger but
my understanding is that the look and feel
of the CAT material is a bit more modern
than Groeger, however, Groeger goes more
into detail and therefore provides a broader
and more fundamental understanding on
some of the learning matter.
Both Groeger and CAT will supply free
updates to the course material if anything
changes during the duration of the course,
which has a time limit of 18 months to
complete all exams. I did not receive any
updates and looking at the course materials
I doubt that they are being reviewed
regularly. CAT offer their training material
in either German or English (unsure
whether Groeger offers their material in
English as well). As advised by my flight
school, I went with the material in German
as it was supposed to have better content.
Both are a similar cost. The course
material comes in either a printed version,
neatly filling seven rather thick A4 folders
for those who prefer learning from paper,
a CD version with the exact same data if
one prefers to read from a screen (the data
on the CD is protected, it cannot be copied
or printed) or a combination of both. The
combination of eBook and Paper is
currently €1100 for either CAT or Groeger,
the eBook version only costs €900. CAT
also offers its material on the iPad which is
included in the price for the eBook version,
a feature Groeger does not offer . CAT has a
24/7 telephone helpline for technical issues
and training material content, which I only
used once with a technical problem, and
an IT technician called me back within 10
minutes to solve the issue.
I started preparations for the first subject,
for which I chose Radio Navigation, in
mid-January. The procedure recommended
by CAT: Read through the training material
for a particular chapter at least twice. If you
feel you that have understood the content,
the test questions supplied at the end of each
chapter can be completed and the answers
checked against a correction sheet. The
answers are mainly multiple choice. Once
all chapters and the respective tests for a
particular subject have been completed, an
interim final exam on the whole subject is
to be taken. Those exams, usually around
40 questions each, can be, and usually are,
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done at home (without using the training
materials, of course) and have no time limit
on them so one can complete them at a
leisurely pace.
Here is another difference between CAT
and Groeger: The CAT tests can be done
online via a password protected website.
Once one presses the ‘Finish’ button,
the final result (75% required to pass) is
directly visible. Groeger expects a paper
solution sheet to be completed and sent
to their offices. The solution sheet will be
checked by office staff within a few days
and the results will then be communicated
back.
Once the interim theory test on a
particular subject has been passed, one can
now visit the classroom based training. For
all subjects combined, a total of 30 hours
of classroom training must be done. Each
subject has to be covered but there are no
rules on how these hours are to be spread
between the individual subjects or which
content needs to be covered. You could
have one hour of classroom training on
each of the first 6 subjects and then spend
all remaining hours on the last subject.
I must admit that the spirit and
purpose of 30 hours of additional class
room training still elude me. I sat in with
different ATPL courses during their normal
classes on the individual subjects to fulfil
the 30 hours requirement. While it was
fun, it did not really help towards a better
understanding of the topics relevant to me,
as the content taught during those hours did
not necessarily pertain to an IR.
Don’t get me wrong: The instructors
were all very experienced, knowledgeable,
motivated and had a good handle on
bringing the content across. Sitting down
with an instructor to discuss any open
questions you might have after having
gone over the training material makes a lot
of sense, but this could also happen over
the phone and in significantly less time.
Let’s face it, the stuff one needs to learn
for the IR theory exam is NOT rocket
science, so understanding the content is
usually not the problem. The problem is
quantity: there is a lot of stuff, with a lot
of details, one needs to remember. A good
part of the content is very obviously not
relevant to instrument flying at all and all
content learned has to be reproduced on a
single day of exams. There is a term for
this type of preparation and exam: Bulimia
learning (One stuffs everything in and ….
– I think you get the notion). It’s no way
to ensure that relevant content is learned
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properly and will still be in one’s memory
after the exams have been passed.
Another issue is that initially you simply
do not know what you have to know for the
exams. The IR training material is, in my
view, stripped down material from ATPL
courses. This means that some papers still
contain content relevant to ATPL candidates
only, for example, very detailed knowledge
on jet streams over Asia. Equally, in the
interim exams I got a few questions on
ATPL content which, rightly so, had not
been covered by the IR material.
The LBA publishes the most current
syllabus for all theory exams, split into
what ATPL, CPL and IR candidates
need to know (http://www.lba.de/DE/
Luftfahrtpersonal/TheoretischePruefung/L
ernziele%202009.html?nn=23204). I found
it worthwhile to check the training material
against the syllabus in order to ensure that
I did not learn content and details which
were not relevant to the IR exam.
Looking at the quality of the training
material from CAT, the more technical
topics (Radio Navigation, Instrumentation)
were pretty good, well explained and
illustrated where it made sense. Here
I had the feeling that by reading and
understanding the content I would pass the
exams.
Flight Physiology and Psychology
were ok but the author of the paper on
Psychology (a former airline pilot with
a degree in Psychology) gave what he
perceived to be the correct view/answer on
a topic before providing the LBA’s view. I
did not find this helpful in my preparation
for the exams.
Both the above topics contain several
pearls of wisdom that make you wonder,
for example: “How many mg of caffeine
per day are considered to be excessive?”
The answer is 250mg which equates to
about a normal sized Starbucks cup. This
is much less than many pilots consume, are
they all caffeine addicted?
Flight Planning and Monitoring does not
provide a lot of new content but is rather
the application of content already covered
mainly in Air Law and Meteorology. Here
especially, one would not have any idea
of what to learn unless one had a look at
the exam questions first. An additional
booklet I can recommend is ‘Introduction
to Jeppesen Navigation Charts’ which
only costs a few Euros. Reading through
this gives a good understanding of the
omnipresent Jeppesen charts and helps to
better understand and correctly answer the
Instrument Pilot

exam questions on charts.
not an approved distance learning school,
With this method of preparation I scored
Air Law, measured by number of so Mentor is to be seen as an addition to the on average in the low to mid 90% in the
pages, is the script with by far the most official courses.
interim tests and passed all on the first
content. A rather dry topic and again,
Peters supply the actual software (not try which was not too hard as the content
reading through the script by itself would the questions and answers though) which is was still pretty fresh in my memory.
not have given me any idea what might used by the LBA to conduct the final theory Much more difficult was to get everything
be relevant for the exam, as the script exams, but both the CAT and the Peters else organised around taking the tests. I
contains information on a level of detail question training tools provide a very good had neither the time or the inclination to
far beyond my capability to memorise it in basis for the exam. CAT had about 3000 continuously learn for two hours every
its entirety. (Also, the vast majority of the questions and answers in their tool at the day, but learned in bursts, when I could
details are completely irrelevant to a person time, Peters about 3800. It is worth noting find time in my work schedule, I went
wanting to fly according to IFR and not, that Meteorology takes up roughly 1⁄3 of all at a subject for full days at a time. This
e.g. planning to build a new international questions in either database. Most of the approach might not work for everybody,
airport and designing its lighting system questions have multiple choice answers as both from an individual approach towards
from scratch.)
have the final exam questions. Quite a few learning as well as for days off from work,
Meteorology is the most complex topic of the questions repeat themselves with but as I am self-employed I have a bit of
in my view and the CAT script I liked least either just different figures or are worded freedom in planning my working days.
but that might be just personal taste. I read very similarly, consequently it is worth
I needed between 2 and 3 full working
through the script once and decided to paying attention to the details. If one scores days per subject, with the exception
use a different source for my
of Meteorology due to the
The LBA at Braunschweig (exam room with PC’s on 1st floor)
further preparation. There is a
significantly higher number of
regularly updated book called
Q&As, to prepare to take the
ATPL Wetter (www.aviationinterim exams. I began in midmet-training.de),
available
January and finished the last
in German only, with all the
exam in mid-May. Once the last
content required for the IR and
exam was passed, I received an
ATPL exams. Purchasing the
email from CAT with a certificate
book was €45 well spent.
attached which confirmed that I
The LBA does not publish
successfully completed the
the database with the questions
distance learning course. I then
it uses but there are two
visited the remaining classroom
providers through which one
sessions and finished those by
can obtain a collection of
the end of May.
questions, per subject, which
Done with the theory? Far
are pretty close to the ones
from it. The LBA expects every
you will encounter during the
candidate to have passed a
final exam. CAT offers access
simulated final exam at the flight
(image courtesy of Igge)
to an online tool for a period of
school before an application for
15 months at a price of €99. One needs to consistently highly in either CAT or Peters, the official final exam in Braunschweig
be online to use it which may not be ideal it is pretty likely that the LBA exams will is considered. The mock final is identical
when travelling.
be passed. About 90% of the questions I had to the official one, i.e. one has to do it
An alternate vendor is Peters Software in my final exam I had seen in my training under supervision and with limited time
(www.peterssoftware.de) which offers before, albeit some with different numbers, available.
both an offline product for a price of €84 some questions had different wordings, but
Due to some business trips and a holiday,
including updates for 12 months as well as only very few questions were completely I had a few weeks where I did pretty much
an online tool for €63 with access for 12 new to me.
nothing in the way of further preparation.
months.
After completing Radio Navigation, When I started to look again into the
Peters also offer a tool called Mentor I followed a different approach towards Q&As I noticed that, with the exception
which provides the content required for the the next subject. Initially, I went rather of Meteorology, I still had a pretty good
IR exam. It comes in both an online as well speedily through all the Q&As on a subject overall grasp on the content but had
as an offline version (€275). What I like - I did not try to answer all of the questions, forgotten some of the very detailed stuff.
about Mentor is its concise text and modern but was focusing on understanding of what Instead of going through the Q&As in their
format and the fact that, if you bought both content is expected. Afterwards, I checked entirety again, I took out the CAT scripts
the text and the questions trainer, there is the syllabus on the LBA site. Then I read and went through them chapter by chapter
a direct link from the particular question the CAT scripts. Finally, I went through the very quickly. If I came across something I
to the relevant section in the text. If you Q&As on the subject properly once and re- felt I did not know in all necessary details
are unsure about a question or answered read some parts in the scripts if I felt unsure I wrote/copied this particular content into a
it incorrectly, you can go directly to the about a particular area. Lastly, I took the script of my own. By the end of this exercise
relevant part in the text to read up on the interim test on each subject, and then took I had my own script on each subject with
subject of the question. However, Peters is the classroom training.
two to five pages of content I needed to
Instrument Pilot
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repeat. The scripts mainly contained data in
bullet points and catch words. Meteorology,
however, ran a whopping 27 pages. Once I
had the scripts completed and read them
again I felt prepared enough for the mock
exam. I passed all the subjects on the first
go with an average in the high 90%.
So, in mid-July I had finally completed
all preliminaries to apply for a slot for the
final theory exam and my flight school sent
out the paperwork. The LBA does exams
only every second week and then for three
days. The 40 exam slots are shared between
all candidates who have to take their exams
at the LBA, that is ATPLs, CPLs, Flight
Engineers etc. as well as the occasional
lonely PPL/IR candidate.
The invitation to undertake the exam
came quickly but the date for the exam
was set for two months into the future:
two months is a long time during which
one can forget a lot. I phoned the LBA and
enquired whether an earlier slot might be
available, they were very friendly, helpful
and actually offered a choice of three dates
available earlier.
Now I had a slot in mid-August for the
final exam. My plan was to take a few days
off before the exam to repeat all subjects
via my own scripts and go again through
all available questions in the Q&A database
(the real learning on what you need to
know for the final exam is via the Q&A
database), then to drive to Braunschweig
the day before the exam, spend the night in
a hotel and be ready and fit when the exams
start at 08.00 sharp in the morning. Alas,
work struck again, and my preparation
time was cut significantly short. I managed
to read my scripts and redo the Q&As for
all subjects except Meteorology, albeit
in a much quicker fashion than I would
have liked. Anyway, I followed the same
strategy as in the mock exam: Give it my
best shot and, if I didn’t pass all exams,
redo some at a later day and then be in a
position to concentrate on those.
Off I set for Braunschweig the day
before the exam, drove by the LBA first
(which is located directly at the airport)
to check on the availability of parking, as
well as the distance and roads between the
LBA’s facilities and my hotel, the last thing
I needed was to get stuck in traffic on the
morning of the exam. I then had a nice meal
in the hotel and went to bed early in order
to be well rested.
The briefing document on the LBA
website explains the exam procedure well
and should be read before setting off to
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Braunschweig. The exam itself is also
well organised. Once you enter a room, a
desk with a PC is being assigned to you
for the day. An individual PIN is given
to each candidate with which you can log
onto the PC and start the exam program,
which already knows which exam you are
taking and assigns questions accordingly.
LBA staff give a short briefing, mainly
about what happens to candidates trying
to cheat and hand out the official pocket
calculators one has to use. Thereafter,
you are pretty much left to yourself as to
how to use the day. At least two staff are
present at all times to supervise but it is up
to each candidate to start the exams for the
individual subjects via their PCs. Whether
you do them all in one go or have a break
after each subject does not matter. You
can leave the exam room, go to the break
room or even use the canteen to have lunch
but exam time ends at 16.00 sharp and all
subjects need to be completed by then or
they are not passed.
I started off by collecting the additional
material one gets assigned from the exam
program (e.g. charts) from the central
printer and making sure that everything
was there. I started with the subject I felt
most comfortable with to have a good start
into the day, then after each subject, took
a quick break to leave the room and have
a final look into my own scripts, before
starting on the next subject. You are only
allowed to bring a pen and a water bottle
into the exam room but just outside of the
room are lockers with keys where you can
store your other personal belongings.
The LBA combines Physiology and
Psychology into one exam so there are 6
subjects to complete, provided the exam
for IFR radio telephony has already been
passed separately. Time available for each
subject varies and ranges from 0:30 for
Instrumentation to 1:30 each for Flight
Planning and Meteorology. The number
of questions per subject also varies as,
according to difficulty or time needed
to calculate a solution, each question is
attributed a value. The total number of
questions per subject is calculated from the
total exam time available, the total value of
selected questions and some way of trying
to cover all sub-topics in a subject. I had
between 20 and 60 questions per subject in
my exams.
There is plenty of time per subject.
Even with the initial briefing, printing
the additional material, leaving the room
before each individual exam to review
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my scripts and going through all questions
twice I was finished with all subjects
except Meteorology by 11:00. The exam
program is quite good, one can filter to
see only unanswered questions or mark
individual questions where one is not sure
about the correct answer in order to revisit
them later.
I mentioned before that I did not have the
time to go over the Q&A on Meteorology a
second time, so I felt rather ill-prepared for
that subject. Instead of going back to the
exam room directly I sat down with the
iPad and re-read my own script in detail
and also went through a few Q&As. I went
back into the exam room by 14:00, started
Meteorology, and was finished by 14:45.
And then the waiting starts again. For
some legal reason, the staff in the room
are not allowed to tell you the results. They
are not even allowed to tell you whether
you passed or not although they can see
the results on the screens directly in front
of them. The official outcome arrives in a
letter to your home address about a week
after the exam day.
Unfortunately, neither me nor my family
would be around at that time and for about
two more weeks thereafter to open this
letter. If I did not know about the exam
results at the time they became available
and I had not passed all subjects, then I
would lose at least two weeks until I could
re-apply for an exam slot and my plans
for taking the actual flight training would
need to be re-scheduled as well. I phoned
the gentleman in charge of the exams
but he could not give me the results over
the phone nor could he send them to me
via email. Fortunately, we found another
solution. The owner of my flight school
was able to obtain my results from the LBA
over the phone as an exception to normal
procedure and passed them on to me. I need
not have worried: I passed all subjects, two
with 100% and three in the high 80%. I
even passed Meteorology albeit by the skin
of my teeth.
And all of a sudden, after paying €310
for the pleasure of being allowed to take
the exam, the theory part was behind me
and I could now focus on the part of the IR
training which promised to be more fun.
In the next edition, Roland takes us
through the practical part of the training.
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UK Commuter Plane Used For
Autonomous Flight Trials

pilots for some time, researchers currently
believe commercial cargo flights may
lose them sooner if the technology proves
reliable and safe through similar tests and
smaller-scale real-world application. For
passenger flights, researchers believe it is
more likely that such autonomous systems
will first serve as a backup for a live pilot
flying in the aircraft.

DA42 Fly By Wire Progress
A jointly funded industry/government
initiative in the UK is operating a Jetstream
31 commuter plane in flight trials to
demonstrate autonomous flight systems
and flight via a remotely based pilot, while
also carrying two onboard safety pilots.
The twin-engine turboprop aircraft will be
flown in trials during the next few weeks
from Warton Aerodrome in Lancashire,
England. A pilot on the ground will operate
the aircraft in conjunction with onboard
systems. The tests aim to demonstrate the
systems’ ability to navigate the aircraft,
avoid others and respond to air traffic
control requests relayed to the groundbased pilot through the aircraft. Two
pilots will fly in the aircraft as safety crew
to observe operations and take positive
control if needed. Developers don’t expect
these tests to lead directly to remotely
piloted passenger operations, but they do
consider that as a possible outcome of the
technology’s evolution.
The program is being operated by the
Autonomous Systems Technology Related
Airborne Evaluation and Assessment
(ASTRAEA) group. Participating interests
include the British government, RollsRoyce, QinetiQ, Cassidian, and BAE
Systems, among others. Researchers expect
the technology to lead to a reduction in
flight operation costs as pilotless aircraft
take on more roles in traffic monitoring,
border patrol and police surveillance, with
possible forays into more dynamic and
dangerous missions like fire suppression.
While passenger flights may not lose their
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In Austria, a Diamond Aircraft DA42
twin has been flown with digital flyby-wire systems to demonstrate active
electronic control that the company hopes
will one day be widely applied in light
aircraft, changing how people fly. In the

in several countries have contributed to
the project, which has scaled down the
system’s weight size and expense for
application in light aircraft. The system’s
hardware and software have been designed
with redundancy and to recognize internal
component failures. When failures are
detected, the system automatically reroutes
commands through different electronic
paths to different actuators, bypassing
critical failures. The hardware and software
were developed in Germany. The system
was tested in simulation in the Netherlands.
And flight tests were performed with a
final prototype in Austria. The project is
designed to develop maximum levels of
onboard automation. Project researchers
hope their work will significantly reduce
the accident rate of small airplanes by
creating an onboard system that will
permanently and constantly assist pilots in
the control of small aircraft.

FAA Acts On ELT Straps

test aircraft, most functions are manipulated
by the digital system, including both the
flight and engine controls. The system can
control basic flight safety by limiting flight
parameters like pitch, bank and airspeed,
but can also react to environmental
disturbances like turbulence. Researchers
and Diamond hope it will evolve to
eventually provide automated takeoff and
landing and Diamond imagines similar
systems could ultimately reduce the skill
level required by the pilot, making flying
more accessible to more people.
Diamond envisions a system in which
the electronics continually monitor the
pilots alertness and if it detects lack of
response - say due to hypoxia or illness - it
would automatically transmit an emergency
transponder code and initiate auto-land at
the nearest suitable airport. Diamond says
the software to achieve this - and certifying
it - is the most difficult challenge, the
hardware less so. Researchers located
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The FAA has banned the use of Velcrotype straps to secure emergency locator
transmitters designed and built after Nov.
26 2012. The new rule came two years
after a high-profile crash that killed Alaska
Sen. Ted Stevens and four others. The ELT

aboard the Otter they were on came loose
on impact and detached from the antenna.
Rescuers found it on the floor in the back
of plane, activated but unable to transmit
because it wasn’t connected to the antenna.
“In this case, the airplane was equipped
with a functioning 406 megahertz ELT,
which can be a tremendous aid to search
and rescue operations,” NTSB Chairman
Deborah Hersman said following the
board’s preliminary investigation. “But
this vital life-saving technology won’t
95/2013

do anyone any good if it doesn’t stay
connected to the antenna.” The NTSB
recommended the FAA review the safety
standards for ELT straps and this TSO
may have been the result. ELTs approved
before the new TSO can continue to be
manufactured with Velcro and the FAA
is not requiring aircraft owners to retrofit
their ELTs but one ELT manufacturer says
that given the FAA’s position it’s something
that might be a future option.

Garmin Expands Euro Charts
for Aera GPS

Garmin announced it has added
European VFR and IFR charts to its
Aera 795/796 portable GPS receivers,
using VFR data sourced from Deutsche

last few years have been a challenging
time for general aviation, including the
bankruptcy of Hawker Beechcraft, in this
sector,” says the report, “the market is
still much larger than it was a decade ago,
and there are few doubts that growth will
resume as the world economy recovers.”
Moderate growth is expected for 2013,
according to the AIA analysis. The fiveyear forecast shows that nearly 80 percent
of those looking to purchase GA aircraft
between 2013 and 2017 will do so in
the latter part of that period, with larger
business jets leading sales.
The bigger jets will comprise 40 percent
of all GA deliveries over the next 10 years,
AIA said, with markets growing in Asia
and the Middle East. China could account
for 20 percent of all global business jet
deliveries, up from today’s 7 percent, by
2020, AIA said. Light and medium business
jets face a tougher market and “remain an
area of concern.” The key market drivers
for the civil aircraft market in 2013, the
report concluded, will continue to be the
price of fuel and the health of the domestic
and international economies.

iPad - The Pilots’ toolkit

Flugsicherung, the company in charge
of ATC in Germany. Earlier this year,
Garmin introduced European VFR terminal
Bottlang charts from Jeppesen for the Aera
795/796, which include visual approach,
landing and area charts, as well as general
and country-related text sections covering
regulations, communications, meteorology,
aerodrome directory and more for flights
within Europe under VFR. The new
charts complement Garmin’s recently
expanded SafeTaxi database, which now
includes geo-referenced airport diagrams
for more than 1,000 U.S. airports, nearly
500 European airports and more than
250 Canadian airports. The database also
features an electronic Ac-u-kwik global
airport directory that includes information
about nearly 8,000 airports worldwide.

Report: Business Aircraft To
Fuel GA Growth

A year-end report and forecast from the
Aerospace Industries Association is upbeat
on the prospects for the general aviation
industry in 2013 and beyond. “While the
95/2013

In just two and a half years, Apple has
sold more than 100 million iPad tablet
computers. Airline and business jet pilots
were early adopters of iPad technology,
which offers powerful electronic flight

bag (EFB) applications that help with preflight preparation, navigation and display
of charts and flight manuals. While airline
passengers use iPads for pleasure and work,
business jet travellers can take advantage of
a variety of iPad apps tuned specifically for
the airplanes they are flying. In business
aviation, people are able to use their iPads
to enhance their flying experience. Many
manufacturers have developed apps that let
passengers control window shades, climate,
lights and other systems. Gulfstream has
created an app called Cabin Control for
its new jets and also offers the PlaneBook
app for pilots. Some new iPad apps allow
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passengers to play iTunes content (movies,
music, books, etc.) on monitors and
speakers in the cabin. Other apps interact
with 3D moving-map systems, such as
Rockwell Collins’s Airshow system or
Honeywell’s Ovation Select, so passengers
can view mapping data on their iPads.
Jeppesen offers an EFB-type app called
Mobile FliteDeck, which replaces the 40
pounds of paper charts that pilots typically
must bring along. Studies undertaken by
Jeppesen showed that iPad EFB users
indicated improvements in situational
awareness and that workload in the
cockpit decreased. Cessna’s CPCalc is an
excellent example of the iPad’s capability
for calculating takeoff and landing
performance for Citation jets. CLCalc is
used for weight-and-balance calculations
and both apps make pre-flight planning
far simpler and subject to far less error.
Satcom Direct, a satellite communications
service provider, recently launched the
FlightDeck 360 iPad app, which provides
pilots access to airborne data link
communications and real-time flight data.
A key benefit of FlightDeck 360 is that
operators can use their satcom Internet
connection to gain data link functionality,
without needing or having to install a
flight management system. According to
Satcom direct, FlightDeck 360 users can
“access messages in flight, pre-departure
clearances, oceanic clearance, flight plans
and support documents before powering
up the aircraft.” While in flight, the
app integrates with other apps, such as
ForeFlight Mobile, so pilots can view
weather information. The Rockwell Collins
HGS Flight app for the iPad may seem like
a game but spend enough time with it and
you’ll soon come to appreciate the benefits
of a head-up display (HUD) and learn about
HUD symbology and operation.

The Rockwell Collins HGS Flight iPad
app introduces pilots to head-up display
operation in a fun and challenging way.
The HGS Trainer works on all iPad
models and is a free download. The game
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offers players a choice between flying
approaches and a throttle control or starting
out in the learning mode, then progressing
to higher levels. In the “Career” mode, the
first level starts with the basics of HUD
flight, a flight director cue that the player
must align with the flight-path vector. Tilt
the iPad to match the cue to the vector, and
the flight path to the touchdown point on
the runway is assured. And the “Challenge”
mode allows the player to select day/night,
wind, weather and HUD synthetic vision.

Simulator Training
Simulators can affect the time and cost
of flight training and the pace of technology
makes it easier than ever to access them,
but if you listen manufacturers like Frasca which has more than 50 years of experience
in the simulator business - access shouldn’t
be the only concern. Effective flight
simulation should maximize the efficient
transfer of skills from the simulator to the
aircraft. In practice, the best transfer of

achieves a rating in less time for lower cost
will generally be happier with whatever
method brings that result.
The newest simulator designs can
introduce and verify student performance
in taxi, takeoff, traffic patterns, VFR cross
country, and even manoeuvres like turns
around a point and landing. Basically, every
VFR manoeuvre can be effectively learned
in the Sim with final checking performed
in the aircraft. Moving forward Frasca sees
visual databases continuing to improve
as high resolution imagery becomes
more affordable. Other developments
include the introduction of various types
of automation, such as simulation of the
ATC environment and lesson scenarios so
that each pilot experiences the curriculum
exactly as designed, while the instructor
is free to focus more on instruction and
less on administration. Dynamic traffic
elements are being included in these
scenarios and integrated in cockpit traffic
awareness systems. Objectively scoring
pilot performance on these automatic
scenarios will provide rich analyses for
pilot debriefing. Anything which reliably
automates operational and objective tasks
will let the instructor give more attention
to the pilot.

issues can be detachable shoulder restraints
that no longer lock securely into the lap belt
and latches that open under strain. Aircraft
that see a lot of short flights, such as
trainers, are especially suspect. With worn
hardware and webbing, it’s often cheaper
to buy a replacement for the whole thing.
Replacement might be an opportunity to
upgrade to a four-point system (straps over
both shoulders) or even an airbag system.
Upgrades vary in the time needed but since
some interior disassembly is required, it’s
often several hours of labour. Many local
repair shops have the authorization and
ability to repair your existing belts or find
STC kits for you.

Angle of Attack: Now Available
for Everyone

AoA sensors in GA airplanes are rare,
so, we use airspeed as a proxy to get the
right angle for approach and landing. One
problem with airspeed is that most of us
only know the right airspeed for gross
weight at sea level on a standard day. If
we’re light, we tend to come in fast and
curse the floating landing that ensues. The
other end of the problem is getting too slow,

Seatbelt Upgrades: No Excuse for
Bad Belts
training is achieved through simulators that
provide the most accurate replication of the
flight environment - the best aerodynamic
simulation, the most accurate flight
deck replication, and wherever possible,
integration of qualified aircraft-specific
motion and visuals. In today’s environment
replication of the cockpit environment is
even more important as more and more
manufacturers are developing aircraftspecific EFIS, GPS and FMS functions on
all sorts of PFDs and MFDs. The aim is to
create the environment that allows each
student to most accurately and efficiently
replicate the actions they will perform in
the cockpit. In the real world, time and cost
are often interchangeable, especially when
fuel is burning. Because the average student
pilot today flies dozens of hours above the
regulated requirements that often means
there’s ample time available to shift out of
the aircraft and into a simulator. The shift
reduces costs for students and increases
opportunities for focussed training with
instructors. Most pilots prefer flying to not
flying, but one has found that a student who
Instrument Pilot

If your seat belts are frayed or inadequate
- such as a lap belt up front - you can fix it
for a reasonable cost. Airbags cost more
but are a real aftermarket option. The FAA
didn’t get serious about seatbelts until
1978 and even then it was only requiring
shoulder restraints for the front seats. Ten
years later, they added the rear. Given how
long aircraft stay in service, that means
there are thousands of aircraft flying every
day with inadequate protection for the most
valuable item on board. As much as some
pilots don’t like having belts over their
shoulders, the study data has been clear
for decades: 88 percent of injuries and 20
percent of fatalities can be eliminated by
adding shoulder or additional restraints
over lap belts alone, according to the FAA.
Even if a decent seatbelt system needs to be
checked if it’s seen over 10 years of regular
service.
Webbing that’s torn or frayed should
be replaced. This includes the threads that
stitch the belts together, which shops tell us
is often the first thing to go. Loose threads
or thread ends hanging out are red flags. The
seatbelt hardware can wear, too. Common
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or pulling the plane into a high-g-loading
stall far above the wings-level stalling
speed. The result when at low altitude can
be grisly. Oddly, there have been at least a
few companies offering reasonably priced
AoA detectors for over 15 years. They
are flying in experimental and certified
aircraft. Some new interest from the FAA
in the safety payoff of AoA indicators may
shake things up, even though there hasn’t
been a policy change yet.
Alpha Systems is not certain how many
of their systems are flying in aircraft but
are confident it’s over 3000 - about 40
percent of which are in certified aircraft
as sophisticated as King Airs. In December
2011, Alpha received a letter from the FAA
stating unequivocally that their system is
a minor alteration and can be installed by
any willing A&P without STC or 337 form.
It’s just a logbook entry. A copy
P 17 
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Things To Come ...
Nigel Everett ponders the future of flying

I

was with a small group of young flying
friends recently, of whom one recently
launched himself upon a commercial
flying career and the two were both well
on their ways to initial qualification.
It suddenly struck me that they might
be nearly the last generation for whom
airborne professional pilot training would
be a career choice. It cannot be very long
now before the airborne professional pilot
goes the way of the Navigator or the Flight
Engineer. In case you have not noticed, the
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) has come
of age and once again the crucible of war
has forged a major advance in aviation.
The technology for remote and
automatic operation of aircraft controls
already exists but so far the belief has held
that the paying public would refuse to get
on board an airliner that lacked human
pilots. However, we have all now accepted
operation of our bank accounts without
the traditional interface with a bank clerk,
the world ceased to marvel long ago at
remotely operated train services such as
the Dockland Light Railway, and it is
over a decade since the USA first began
delivering remotely guided missiles to
selected postal addresses in Baghdad.
The quest now is to develop a means
whereby UAVs can safely share airspace
with piloted aircraft and I doubt that it
will be all that long before an acceptable
solution if found. Lookout is already seen
as an inadequate answer to separation
between aircraft and few doubt that
better safety from mid- air and ground
movement collision rests with Collision
Avoidance Systems of one sort or another.
ADS B seems likely to be at the heart of

solution here.
So before very long the airliner
controlled from a remote ground station
will become a reality and the need for a
pilot on board will cease to exist. As a
transitional step towards pilotless airliners
there will first be a reduction in the pilot
complement to just one. He or she will be
on board apparently as a backup in case
of failure of the remote control, although
this will be little more than a comfort
blanket for the faint hearted. That pilot
will probably have other cabin crew duties
as well so as to fill their time. Eventually,
someone like Ryanair will announce
that the on board pilot has been entirely
superseded by more reliable equipment
than a mere human, that the equipment
has massive redundancy provisions that
will meet any conceivable equipment
failure and that the saving flowing from
dispensing with the human pilot is
reflected in the much reduced fare. Those
who cannot conceive of air travel without
a human pilot will continue for a while
with the last of this diminishing breed on
board and the rest of the world will opt for
the cheaper and probably safer alternative.
From there on, those who are drawn to
an aircrew career will think in terms of
becoming a ground bound remote aircraft
controller, perhaps with several aircraft to
pilot at once. I wonder whether this new
activity will merge with that of the Air
Traffic Controller? Reason suggests that
this may prove to be a convenient and cost
effective outcome.
There will, of course, be a protracted
period of adjustment during which
piloted aircraft will share airspace with

the pilotless but I suspect that once the
principle has been accepted, the cost
savings involved, coupled with greater
safety flowing from the reduction in the
Human Factor element in accident causes
will make the change unstoppable.
Jean reckons that the heavy duty frying
pan she recently bought me will “see me
out” and so, I fancy, will the remaining
years of some commercial aircraft being
piloted. Eventually, however, the airborne
commercial pilot will become a romantic
figure from bygone days, similar to my
grandfather, who ran away to sea, sailed
before the mast and was hallowed for this
in his old age.
And what of the private pilot, I wonder?
No doubt the sports pilot, the glider pilot,
the aerobatic pilot, the bimbler about in
a homebuilt, will continue, provided that
their aircraft are suitably equipped to
make them “visible” to the UAVs. But,
what about those of us who enjoy sharing
the airways with the commercial guys?
Of course, there will be no actual airways
by then but there will undoubtedly be
airspace, as there is now, reserved to
commercial traffic and maybe others,
such as ourselves, who are “suitably
equipped”. I note that, as I write, Diamond
are working on the Fly by Wire version of
the DA42. “Don’t forget”, says Christen
Dries, CEO of Diamond, “an airplane with
this system can be used as an unmanned
airplane. It can do everything by itself.”
It seems that private IFR may well
continue in the brave new world but we
shall all be able to choose whether to fly in
our own aircraft as pilot or passenger.

 P 16 of the letter accompanies any
kit you purchase. Alpha doesn’t measure
AoA directly. Instead, a probe is mounted
at least two feet outside any prop tip and
at least six inches behind a wing leading
edge. The probe is similar to a pitot tube
in that it measures pressure at two points.
As AoA changes, these relative pressures
change and a relative AoA is computed.
Once calibrated, the system can display
your relative AoA compared to “optimum
alpha” which is essentially L/Dmax or your
maximum lift potential. Optimum alpha

shows as a blue LED. Fly at a lower (safer)
angle than that and you’ll see yellow or
green lights that can completely extinguish
during cruise if you wish. Fly below
optimum alpha (higher AoA) and you get
red lights as well as an auditory warning
if you connect the system to your audio
panel. There are multiple options for how
you prefer the light and audio warnings.
From there on, you’ll see exactly where
you sit relative to optimum alpha, which
is also roughly 1.3Vs, the ideal approach
speed automatically corrected for your

current weight, density altitude and so on.
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Chairman’s corner
Anthony Bowles

T

his is my last Chairman’s Corner as
I step down as chairman at the AGM
at the beginning of April after four years
in office. My time has passed quickly
since my election on a fine breezy day at
Shoreham in 2009 and while I have always
been schooled to look forwards rather than
backwards in life, occasionally it is useful
to reflect on past events if only to remind
oneself on what still needs to be done in
the future.
Undoubtedly, Europe and EASA have
been major elements in our aviation life
in the last four years and will continue to
dominate for the foreseeable future. I have
always been a supporter of the European
ideal in principle but regret increasingly
what seemingly is the ever increasing
bureaucracy in practice. EASA was created
with a mission statement to simplify
what had become an ever more complex
regulatory regime under the JAA where
rules seemingly were formulated using the
‘highest common factor’ principle between
NAA’s and then adding a little gold plating
to ensure a platinum standard. To my
mind, this was a major driving factor in
encouraging so many general aviation
pilots in the EU to opt for N registration
for their aircraft with the consequent need
for FAA licences. Such aircraft and pilots
do not have any significant difference in
accident rates than EU registered aircraft
so the sometimes denigrated FAA system
must be reasonably fit for purpose. An
equal driving factor was (and remains) the
more private pilot friendly route the FAA
provides to obtaining an instrument rating
compared to EU countries. Attendance
at some form of formal flying course in
EU countries was always a requirement
even in the 1970’s when I trained for my
IR; however then there were always a
sufficient number of odd balls in the system
such as pilots gaining their CPL by the old
hour building route then needing to train
for their IR and PPL’s such as I wanting
to get their rating that the flying schools
accommodated our needs and fitted us
in with their mainline students doing a
composite CPL/IR course. As we now
know, life has been very different for many
years with the commercial flying schools
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simply not geared to undertake advanced
PPL training and much perseverance is
required of individuals so wanting to train.
This may be about to change; Jim
Thorpe was sitting on FCL.008 when I
took over from him in 2009 and while his
task on this committee is now complete
with the consequent NPA published, the
proposed rule changes are still undergoing
legal and other review and it will not be
until the end of this year that the fruits of
his considerable labours will be known.
We all hope, with reasonable expectation,
that the much trailed CBM IR will emerge
by April 2014 when the new EASA licence
rules come into play. It seems that training
within an ATO environment will still be
required but Jim is addressing some of
the cost elements in this by investing in
an advanced flight simulator, which will
enable much of the procedural training to
be cost effectively accomplished without
the student leaving the ground. For those
members and others who may now be
tempted to train for a full IR, this could be
of enormous potential benefit; Jim’s aim
is to develop the training programme on a
not for profit basis with the possibility that
PPL/IR Europe may take it over in time.
As well as the expected CBM IR, we
hope that the draft rules for the EIR will
be adopted in their entirety. The CAA
have already said that the IMCr will be
retained, to be known in future as the
IR(R) although exactly how this will be
achieved under EASA is yet to be spelt
out. When I took over, there was much
ill feeling between PPL/IR Europe and
the UK AOPA over what was perceived
(wrongly due to some very unhelpful
aviation press comment at the time) to be
PPL/IR Europe’s attitude about the IMCr;
happily this has been long resolved and it
seems to me that those UK members with
an IMCr, who do not feel able to embark
on the CBM IR, but nevertheless want
some instrument privileges when flying
in Europe will find the EIR a very useful
additional qualification to gain.
EASA has acknowledged that the current
maintenance regime for GA aircraft is too
burdensome and needs looking at again.
This is work in progress and we should not
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expect too much too soon. Likewise on Nreg issues, progress on BASA is slow but
Julian Scarfe reports that there is plenty of
goodwill and determination to resolve this
if possible by April 2014.
There has been some progress on
introducing GPSS approaches, rather more
so in Europe than in the UK where progress
has been snail like. Likewise on matters
such as pilot controlled lighting and
instrument approaches without ATC where
CAA thinking lags behind that of more
enlightened European thinking. The last
four years have seen great strides forward
in flight planning web sites, some designed
by members, to plot acceptable flight
paths through EU airspace. Subsequent
filing of flight plans and provision of
airport documentation has become a
standard part of the service offering, the
latter challenging Jeppesen’s supremacy
as provider of flight documentation. This
is a welcome development; Timothy
Nathan heads up a subcommittee which
is presently negotiating with Jeppesen
for a more enlightened approach to their
European, in particular, chart provision
at costs closer to their US model. While
most of us prefer the standardisation of
chart format offered by Jeppesen and are
prepared to pay a modest premium for
this, unless we are very frequent flyers,
the present very substantial costs of a
European Jeppesen subscription cannot be
justified and we can learn to live with other
providers’ pdf equivalents. Particularly
when these can now be downloaded on to
the ipad, which in four years has become
all but essential equipment in the modern
pilot’s flight bag.
Within our organisation, the biggest
task undertaken during my term in office
and led by Derek Fage, has been the
revamping of our web site to provide a
modern look and feel to it and completely
overhaul the back office system and by
automating subscription renewals, reduce
much of the burden of this process from
Sali Gray, our membership secretary and
allow her to concentrate more on external
promotion of PPL/IR Europe.
A small number of our members earn
their living in providing flight training and
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related activities and as an organisation; we
should support them all in any reasonable
initiatives in developing their business
without showing preference to anyone in
particular. Such support can take various
forms from taking up relevant concerns
on committees on which we sit, putting
our own business to such members for
training/renewals and publicising such
members’ services at suitable aviation
events where we are participating.
We have discussed and resolved various
governance issues within our organisation.
I know some members rather ‘switch off’
when we have these discussions but I offer
no apologies for saying that we ought to
run our organisation in accordance with
best practice guidelines. In consequence
we now have a board of eight directors
responsible for ensuring company
compliance with the relevant statutes
and a rather bigger Executive Committee
(‘ExCo’) who discuss and set the policies
PPL/IR Europe will follow. I have tried,
not altogether successfully, to get a wider
European representation on ExCo and
to hold ExCo meetings occasionally at
European venues. We have a Swiss ExCo
member, the current editor of IP is a Brit
living in Switzerland and a Dutchman has

just taken over as compiler of Pilots Talk,
but we could and indeed should try and do
better.
In similar vein, there is a perception in
some quarters that ExCo is something akin
to a self-perpetuating oligarchy. While a
number of new members have joined ExCo
in the last year or so, there are some ExCo
members who were around when I joined
on becoming chairman in 2009 who are
still members today. Let me be quite clear;
I certainly am not suggesting that these
members do not contribute valuable advice
and practical help to PPL/IR Europe and
indeed the contrary is the case – they are
very valued members and very possibly
there is no one else available with the
necessary skills. But I do believe that it is
desirable if not essential in organisations
such as ours that policy setting members
of our organisation should rotate on a
regular basis. New blood and new ideas are
prerequisite to keeping the momentum and
motivation for our organisation in good
health and spirit. Of course family and
work commitments make it more difficult
for younger members to participate but
with virtual meetings becoming more
common and easier to organise, I hope that
more members will find it possible to offer

to help and there should be no bar to older
members returning to ExCo for a second
term after an appropriate pause. Perhaps an
issue for our new chairman to consider.
Meanwhile, I am very grateful to all the
Executive Committee and others who have
supported me during my time in office and
especially to Jim Thorpe who as deputy
chairman has provided unfailing support
and advice when required. Jim retires as
deputy chairman in April and I stand for
election in his place.
Paul Sherry stands for election as
Chairman at the AGM and I hope you
will offer him every support as you have
done for me. I close this valedictory piece
by wishing him much luck for his term
of office; as old problems are resolved
and disappear, new ones emerge; some
expected, some novel and unexpected so
I can guarantee him an interesting and
challenging time. Paul joined the Executive
Committee last summer and the Board of
Directors in October. He is a surgeon by
profession and flies a group owned JetProp
out of Liverpool so the governing axis of
PPL/IR Europe moves south a little but
still remains well north of Watford.
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of what the POH suggests as
the maximum demonstrated limit. It is
worth emphasising that the higher the wind
speed, the greater the gust/lull variability
limits which firstly demand an approach at
a margin over the usual minimum approach
speed to obviate an aircraft stall at low
altitude and secondly, as a consequence
need a longer runway. As a result, shorter
strips which may be adequate for moderate
into wind landings become unsafe for
strong cross wind approaches.
The other effect of wind is on
groundspeed once airborne and depends
of course on your desired track in relation
to the airborne wind vector. Tailwinds
are always a bonus, but what headwind
component you can accept depends on
your aircraft type. When doing my Carlisle
to London milk run in my Grumman Tiger,
any average headwind component of
more than 30kt began to make the flight
tediously long and winter headwinds on
this route frequently in the 50kt plus range
were a strong motivating factor in changing
to a faster aircraft.
In the summer months, while 700hPa
winds of 50kt are not uncommon at least in

the north of the UK, winds at lower levels
are usually much less strong so choosing a
lower cruising level can mitigate headwind
effect. In winter however, deep depressions
often generate much the same winds
from 2,000 ft upwards so this option is
not available. Further, such a large wind
gradient in the lower atmosphere generates
much low level turbulence which at the
very least generates uncomfortable flying
conditions particularly for any passengers
unused to flying in small aircraft and a
climb to airway flight levels is the only
way to regain smooth air.
Fortunately, all these wind conditions
are generally reliably forecast well in
advance so mitigating action is easy to take.
Unless time is critical, mitigating action
may simply be to adjust the time of flight
to avoid the worst of the unfavourable wind
conditions since these normally do not last
for more than a few hours.
Well-developed winter depressions
often have a sizeable warm sector which
can allow for delightful flying conditions
in circumstances when those on the ground
are enjoying a day of gloom and drizzle.
Climbing up through this gloom will

usually reveal tops at around 5,000-6000ft
with little cloud above. In the SE of the
country, cloud base will be high enough to
permit VFR departures and arrivals but the
western side of the country will have much
lower bases with the need for instrument
departures and approaches.
Snow and ice are further winter hazards.
Many of the airports we use do not have
efficient snow clearance operations. An
inch or two of snow on the runway which
then gets washed away in a few hours by
rain is no major hazard but if instead of
rain, the cloud clears then the snow can
quickly turn into ice giving rise to trickier
conditions. Once the ice is there, it can
need several days of warmer weather to
clear it. Its main effect is to reduce braking
effect and make crosswind landings more
difficult. Again the likelihood of snow and
ice is usually well forecast in advance but
mitigation tactics are more circumscribed,
particularly if the snow occurs at the onset
of a cold weather spell with an indefinite
duration. As with wind, flying into airports
with longer runways allows operations to
continue in circumstances where short strip
operations become a no go.
P 20 
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Flying through weather fronts
In my younger and bolder days, as long
Thunderstorms in winter are not an
in winter conditions should be approached as there were some guaranteed fog free issue; they seldom happen in the UK and
with circumspection not only because such alternates, I would set off and hope for if they do, on a very active cold front
fronts will tend to be more
then you really should not be
Light snow covering the Midlands
vigorous in the winter
there in your aircraft unless it
months but also because
is very sophisticated indeed.
of the greatly increased
Hail, likewise, should not be
attendant risks of icing and
a problem; it may occur on
low level turbulence. In my
active cold fronts and should be
article, “Flying in icing
avoided as with thunderstorms
conditions” (IP 89), I dealt
or it may occur in showers in
with such flying in some
which case you avoid as you
detail so will not repeat this
would any cumulus buildup. It is
here other than to suggest
worth noting that cumulus tops
that any IFR flight through
are usually much lower in the
an active front should only
winter months and often over
be attempted by non FIKI
flyable in comfort in the low
aircraft if the 0º isotherm
teen flight levels.
is above the MSA for the
The one real no goer in winter
route in question. Unlike
for most light GA aircraft is
summer weather fronts
freezing rain; as its name implies
which may slow or wane,
this is liquid water falling from
winter weather fronts move
a warmer layer above into subat more predictable and
zero temperature air and an
higher speeds and successful mitigation the best. If I was lucky and the forecasts aircraft flying through such air will rapidly
action is usually to change the time of flight were accurate, I would make my planned accumulate a layer of heavy ice all over
to avoid the worst conditions.
destination. If I was unlucky, I would not the airframe with alarming consequences
The worst problem I find I have to deal and I have a fund of stories of ending up unless immediate action is taken to exit
with in winter is fog. While the Met Office in strange and inconvenient places needing these conditions. Fortunately freezing
general predictions for the likelihood of to retrieve the aircraft at a later date. Now rain conditions affecting light aircraft are
fog are usually reasonably accurate, their being older and wiser (and lazier), I tend comparatively rare in the UK and can
specific forecasts for individual airfields not to set off at all on days of any doubt; usually be well forecast in advance. The
can turn out to be wrong. To be fair to the frustrating when the weather unexpectedly only mitigation is to reschedule the flight
Met Office, the precise incidence of fog becomes CAVOK over a wide area but to completely avoid such conditions.
is very difficult to forecast
Winter conditions necessarily
accurately
and
local The Isle of Wight for France with some patchy low stratus – much fog imply less available daylight
conditions will often decide over northern France – taken in November
than at other times of the year
whether generally forecast
and this too has consequences
fog happens or not. A
on the conduct of safe flight.
forecast of fog presumes a
Apart from the incidence of fog
very slack pressure gradient
being more likely after dark on
and saturated air with
calm and clear nights, avoiding
frequently a low inversion
CU
buildups,
particularly
around 2,000ft. However
without radar or satellite
what actually triggers fog
weather information, is better
formation may depend on
done visually in daylight or at
very local factors, which the
least on a night with a good
forecaster at Exeter cannot
moon so time shifting in these
predict. This explains
circumstances may also have
why fog can often be very
useful benefits.
patchy. Cloud cover at
Aircraft benefit from being
higher levels is important;
flown regularly and flying
a thin or patchy AS or SC
in winter can be a rewarding
layer may be sufficient to
experience but it does require
reduce outgoing radiation
a more detailed and complete
and cooling just enough to
evaluation of the weather present
delay or prevent the formation of fog in the comforting when as recently happened at and forecast than a comparable flight in the
late afternoon or evening but if such cloud Carlisle, a forecast 6 km visibility until summer half of the year. Airports are less
develops overnight, then its effect will be to 1700 hours turned into 500 metres visibility busy and there is less traffic around so go
delay any clearance in the morning.
at 1400 hours!
try it!
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