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New four seat IFR aircraft abound, but
most of us seem to have missed the only
significant new two seat IFR tourer/trainer
since the C152. Owner pilot Bill Roberts
describes its merits

O

ne of the biggest surprises to me in
recent years is that the two-seater
Liberty XL2 (built in Melbourne, Florida)
has not become far more popular in Europe
as an aircraft of choice for flying clubs and
for instrument rated pilots at the lower end
of the income scale. It is, after all, virtually
alone in its class in terms of weight and cost
and economy of flight, with certification by
both the FAA and EASA as an IFR aircraft.
In April of 2006, I was fortunate enough
to take delivery of the first Liberty privately
owned and based in Europe, N518XL,
which is kept at Biggin Hill. From the
beginning I have used it as an IFR machine,
with long trips taken all across Europe and
around the western Mediterranean.
There are many things about the aircraft
to recommend it as a viable, low-cost IFR

option. The aesthetically pleasing and
aerodynamically state-of-the-art shape of
the aircraft’s carbon fibre fuselage (designed,
like the Europa, by Yorkshireman Ivan
Shaw); the spacious comfort and ergonomic
efficiency of its interior (at 48 inches
fully four inches wider than the Europa,
with a similar increase in headspace), and
the attractive and sensible display of its
instrument panel are features which by
themselves provide ample justification for
the aircraft to be attractive to prospective
buyers. The greatest attraction surely is,
however, the true joy that one experiences
in flying the plane. As a stick aircraft, with
pushrods instead of cables, moving the
control planes, pilot input is direct and
immediate, resulting in a crisp roll rate
and ‘fighter-like’ manoeuvrability. The
stability of the aircraft design in terms
of general handling is truly remarkable.
Stalls, at 50 knots clean and 44 knots in the
landing configuration, are docile and easily
controlled. Added to these plusses is the
significant fact that the Teledyne
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PPL/IR Europe and
EASA’s proposals on
Foreign Registered Aircraft

M

ost members cannot fail to be aware of
the controversy surrounding the proposals
emerging from EASA on the regulation of
Foreign (to the EU) Registered Aircraft (“FRA”)
from 2012 onwards. I have received a number of
emails from members asking what are PPL/IR
Europe’s views and what actions we are taking to
look after the interests of those members flying
FRA aircraft, which in practice almost exclusively
means N reg aircraft although I am aware of
one or two members who fly aircraft registered
in other foreign countries. We have no reliably
accurate figures available but believe that a
significant number of our members operate FRA
aircraft on FAA licences.
In short, our view is that the present system of
FRA operation in Europe works well and safely
and there is no reason for change from an aviation
safety point of view. We support representations
made by IAOPA and other organisations on the
subject. However it is clear that there is a political
stance on EASA’s proposals and while last week
a decision on the proposed rule changes was
postponed for a couple of months (which may
be regarded as a hopeful sign), the final outcome
remains uncertain.
Compared to IAOPA, PPL/IR Europe is a
small organisation. We are fortunate to have
considerable technical expertise and a number
of our members sit on key EASA committees
dealing with several vital on-going issues for GA
pilots as a whole as well as on specific aspects of
instrument flight regulation. We believe that we
can best look after the interests of all our members
by active engagement on these committees
and with our colleagues in EAS (European Air
Sports). We do not have the resources to lobby
at a political level although we support those
organisations that do in relation to FRA.
Vasa Babic and Jim Thorpe, both of whom
operate N registered aircraft, are taking a special
interest on FRA. I commend Vasa’s detailed paper
on the subject available on the website at http://
www.pplir.org/index.php?option=com_content
&task=view&id=519. Vasa and Jim have written
a shorter overview on what the proposal would
mean available at http://www.pplir.org/index.
php?option=com_content&task=view&id=517.
The best outcome would be no change from the
presently prevailing situation. However if EASA
succeed in getting the rules changed, then I see
our organisation’s role as working to secure the
most advantageous transition arrangements for
Continued on Page 19 ►
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Gaining the Instrument Instructor Rating IRI(A) and
Class Rating Instructor CRI(A) qualifications

The listed Art Deco terminal building at Shoreham

In part one of this two part article, Stephen
Niechcial outlines the training requirements
and privileges for these ratings, going
on to discuss how he chose his training
organisation

Initial thoughts on instructing

I

n my professional life outside of aviation,
I have always had a considerable interest
in teaching, training and developmental
coaching. When, about two years ago, I was
beginning to get a little restless aviationwise, it was a natural step for me to think
about flying instruction and what training
I might undertake. At the time, I held a
UK CAA PPL & IR with an SEP (Land)
rating. I kick myself now, because when I
was studying for the IR ground exams in
the early 90s, I could with fairly little extra
effort have completed the full CPL exams
instead of just the IR ones. Having failed
to do that, I was now a victim of the JAR
rules. These require as a minimum, passes
in the full commercial licence theory exams,
to teach PPL ab initio, if one wants to be
paid for doing it. I certainly did not feel like
ploughing through a (now changed) CPL
syllabus in order to meet this requirement.
Also, whilst I have my altruistic streak,
it isn’t big enough to fork out the several
thousand pounds a PPL FI rating would
cost me to be allowed to teach, without any
possible chance of seeing at least some of
it back in earnings. So that seemed to be
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the end of that. Then, in early 2009, I was
picking up conversations in PPL/IR Europe
which suggested the possibility of teaching
for the IMC, or IR ratings, without having
completed the full training for a standard
FI rating. At first hearing, this sounded
bizarre. How is it possible, that with fewer
hours training as an instructor than an FI
receives, one could be allowed to teach for
a ‘higher level’ qualification? In fact after a
little thought, it is perfectly logical. Ab intio
instructors (FIs) and instrument instructors
(IRIs) both need to learn and apply the same
principles of adult learning with students.
However, the full PPL flying syllabus,
as taught by FIs, encompasses a much
wider range of aircraft handling and other
skills than does instrument instruction.
Teaching as an FI, ultimately confers the
daunting responsibility of sending a new
pilot off on his/her own. Contrastingly, the
IR/IMCr pupil comes (hopefully) with all
the basic aircraft handling, navigation and
communication skills already in place. Solo
work does not form part of the training.
It therefore follows that a qualified and
experienced instrument pilot with more
limited instructor training should be
perfectly able to teach instrument flying.
This position is confirmed in the CAA online version of Lasors 2008 which states:
‘The IRI and CRI ratings may be regarded
as Standalone ratings without basic Flight
Instructor Privileges’.
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Course hours and privileges
Full details of requirements and privileges
are laid out in JAR FCL 1. This document
is not available as free access, and
unfortunately I don’t have a copy, so what
follows below is all taken from Lasors. Lasors
often lags behind amendments to the source
documents of JAR-FCL and ANO. It is also
wrong in at least one respect as described
below, so you would be well advised to
consult the source documents directly for
any changes before you commit yourself to
training. Pre-requisite qualifications for the
IRI(A) on a PPL licence without an FI rating
are:
I
A valid Instrument Rating,
I
A relevant and current aircraft rating,
I
800 hrs flying under Instrument Flight
Rules. Alternatively, if actual instrument
hours have been logged, this requirement is reduced to 200 hours.
The training requirements are:
I
A minimum of 10 hours dual training
in an aircraft or FNPT 2,
I
60 hours theoretical training,
I
Passing a flight test with an approved
CAA examiner.
There is no theoretical exam as such,
but the candidate will be expected to
present and deliver a presentation on a
topic as set by the examiner a few days in
advance. There is a lot of overlap between
the theoretical knowledge components of
the FI, IRI(A) and CRI(A). If you hold any
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one of these ratings, you will therefore be
able to claim a substantial discount on the
amount of training required for the other
two; subject to a minimum of additional
15 hours theoretical training if you intend
to instruct on multi-engine aircraft. Lasors
gives the sole privilege of the IRI(A) as
being able to instruct for the IR. In fact,
this is wrong, as was confirmed by a CAA
examiner who in response to the query,
states that it is also valid to instruct for
the IMC rating. I have this in writing
from him! It is worth stressing again, that
if one does not hold at least passes for the
CPL theoretical knowledge exams, the
IRI(A) only permits instruction without
remuneration. It is also applicable only to
aircraft registrations and states that fall
within the scope of JAR/EASA. The UK
training position on N-reg aircraft is very
complicated, and the basic position with
the IRI(A) is ‘don’t go there’- even for
IMCr training.

First thoughts on a school
This all made the IRI(A) look like a much
more reasonable qualification to aim for
than the full FI which involves 30 hours of
flying; accordingly, I started the hunt for
a suitable course. As a PPL/IR specialist,
Anthony Mollison based in Bournemouth
is always my first port of call for all matters
to do with training. Unfortunately, his
school does not teach the rating. He was,
however, kind enough to go away and
do some research for me, and come back
with a couple of suggestions. One of these
was Pooley’s Flying Instructor School at
Shoreham. As a regular visitor, I already
knew Shoreham well. Apart from being
very near to my home base of Biggin, I
could see a lot of attractions to Shoreham
as a place to train. It is usually not too busy
on weekdays, has a number of different
IAPs (including a GPS one), the base of
controlled airspace allows plenty of room
for manoeuvre, and the fees are reasonable.
It is also very compact, so no long hikes
to far corners of the airfield in a howling
wind, only to find you’ve left something
important behind. Also, significant to
me is the fact that it is a very pleasant
aerodrome to spend time at. The building
is a listed Art Deco building from the
1930s, with a pleasant café area well used
by locals who come to enjoy a meal with
their families and watch the aeroplanes.
About the only disadvantage of the place
really is the lack of an ILS. So it was, that
Dorothy Pooley was to be my first port of
call.
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What to avoid, and what to look for
I had learnt the hard way about how not
to choose a training organisation when I
undertook my initial IR training. I had
opted then for a geographically convenient
organisation, which was also one of the
cheaper ones. I had also gone to suss them
out before signing up, but despite the
warning signals I had picked up, went ahead
on the basis of convenience and cost. The
experience I finished up with was three
different instructors (the first of whom was
completely disinterested, leaving abruptly
after six hours to join an airline), plus lessons
constantly cancelled or curtailed because of
avionics issues or aircraft availability (they
claimed to have three suitable IFR aircraft,
but in fact, only one at best was regularly
maintained to full working avionics). The
net result was that I finished up wasting
quite a bit of time and money. I was
determined not repeat this experience. Once
again, first impressions turned out to a good
guide to the future quality of the training
experience, but this time in a positive sense.
From the word go, Dorothy responded
quickly and in a friendly open manner
with the required information on all my
queries by email and phone. Although she
had taught the IRI(A) many times before,
she had not come across anyone other than
an already qualified FI wanting to do it.
Because of this, she carefully checked out
the source documents to ensure that she
would provide the correct training package,
and to ascertain whether there were any
complicating limitations due to my holding
only a PPL. Her former knowledge and
experience as an aviation lawyer, as well as
her working relationships with the CAA
flight examiners are a great asset when it
comes to deciphering the complex and often
apparently conflicting rules around flight
instructor work. A look at her website at
Pooleysfis.com gave her impressive list of
credentials; ATPL fixed wing, and CPL
rotary, with over 6500 hours of instructing.
Things looked even better when I found out
that her school deals almost exclusively in
instructor training, and that she does most
of the teaching herself. I later found out that
Dorothy’s commitment to the profession
of flight instructing goes well beyond the
above, but more of that in part 2.

Adding the CRI(A)
I had approached Dorothy with the
intention of training solely for the IRI(A).
She was, however, quick to point out to me
that for very little extra flying and classroom
time, I could also gain the CRI(A). This
is because there is a great deal of overlap
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Dorothy Pooley
between the two syllabuses. I fly a group
owned Grumman Tiger. The other three
members of the group fly infrequently.
Indeed, in the past three years, two of them
have had to fly a full Skill Test to revalidate
their licence, due to not having accrued
the necessary minimum number of flying
hours. As a result, group members often
ask me to fly with them as an informal
instructor after an extended period of no
flying. Although a CRI(A) would not allow
me to train ab initio, it would qualify me to
take lapsed PPL holders through a complete
flying revision course in preparation for
a GFT Skill Test. Beyond this, it would
also increase my skills and competence in
generally bringing members up to scratch
in any parts of their flying. Finally, it would
also qualify me to conduct the biennial
training review flight for members of the
group. For all these reasons I considered the
CRI well worth the minimal extra effort
it would take to gain it. The CRI(A) also
entitles the holder to conduct differences
training for the class of qualification held. In
my case, the only class rating I hold is SEP
(land). I also fly exclusively fixed gear/prop
tricycle aircraft. Most PPLs are already
trained on this sort of aircraft. However, for
those of you qualified to fly variable pitch,
twins etc, you would be able to undertake
this differences training; another worthwhile
reason to undertake the CRI(A).
Pre-requisite qualifications for the CRI
(A) on a PPL licence without an FI rating
are:
I
A minimum of 300 hrs (single) or 500
hrs (multi) flight time as pilot of aeroplanes,
I
30 hrs PIC on the applicable class prior
to starting the course.
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The course consists of approved flight
training of three hours (single) or five hours
(multi). This can be taken in a simulator. At
the end of it there is a Skill Test.
Dorothy checked with a flight examiner
that it would be possible for me to undertake
both the IRI(A) and CRI(A) Skill Tests in a
single slightly extended flight.

Using my own aircraft and an
aptitude assessment

be conducted under IFR,
though in my view having to
fly safely and communicate
as necessary in IMC, would
have been a considerable
distraction from the training.
It would certainly have made
it much less relaxed and
enjoyable.

Assessment flight

The next issue to sort out, before fixing dates
and costs, was the aircraft. I wanted to do
the training on the group Tiger, as I would
be doing most of my future instructing
on it. I also wanted to avoid the hassles of
learning with an unfamiliar (and probably
inferior) avionics system to my own. Having
read horror stories, in these pages, of owners
handing vast sums of money to the CAA for
a cursory inspection and approval of their
aircraft for training purposes, I expected
this to be a financially unviable option. In
the event I filled in a simple form supplied
by Dorothy. She completed her section, sent
it off, and - job done. The CAA didn’t even
charge a fee. I think the previous owner of
the aircraft may have had it approved for
training some years ago. He certainly sold it
to me with a full set of specially fabricated
screens. If so, this was probably the reason
why its approval for the IRI/CRI training
was fairly painless.
Dorothy quoted me a price inclusive of
all time and materials, but less of course
aircraft time, landing fees etc; all assuming
minimum hours being required. We blocked
out a six day period a couple of months
away, reckoning that this would cover most
of the work, allowing for any last minute
changes to our schedule that either of us
might have, or problems with the weather.
We would then complete as necessary over
the following weekends as necessary. All of
the CRI training, and some parts of the IRI
(e.g. unusual attitudes), definitely require
decent VMC. I guess most of IRI could

If you are training as a ful
blown FI, an assessment
flight prior to starting the
training is a JAR pre-requisite.
This doesn’t apply to the
IRI/CRI, but I decided to do one anyway,
both to prevent my wasting time and money
if I wasn’t going to be up to it, but also as
an opportunity to meet Dorothy, see her
premises and see how we got on together
in the cockpit. I am a great believer in
‘horses for courses’. There are plenty of
good instructors around and plenty of good
students, but they don’t necessarily match
up. To a large extent, instructors should
be able to adapt their style and teaching to
the needs of their students, and the course
spends some time teaching the skills to do
this. However, at the end of the day, we
are all very different human beings and are
likely to feel more comfortable in a learning
situation if we feel we are able to build a
personal rapport with an instructor with
some attitudes and values in common.
Not having actually done a lot of hands on
flying from the right hand seat, I prepared
for this assessment flight by flying some
circuits and approaches from the right with
a safety pilot in the left. It didn’t take me as
long as I expected to feel comfortable with
it. However, for some time into the training,
I tended to perform the classic trick of
positioning to land on the right hand side of
the runway. Fortunately, in the Tiger, every
control needed in flight is readily accessible
from the right seat, with the exception of the
autopilot which would
Everything is within easy walking distance at Shoreham
require leaning over the
student to reach.
Initially, twiddling
the wrong knobs with
the wrong hands was
a bit of an issue, and
operating the throttle
with the left hand
lacked finesse. The
main ongoing issue to
be contended with is
the parallax error on
the instruments when
sitting on the right.
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The main training room at Pooley’s Shoreham
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Luckily, my aircraft has a bug on the HSI
which all bit eliminates heading parallax.
The RMI is also positioned in the centre of
the panel so parallax wasn’t too bad on that.
I think however it would not have been easy
to judge five degree errors on a wavering
ADF had that instrument been placed on
the far left of the panel. For my assessment
flight I flew some holds and the NDB
approach at Shoreham. All went well.

It all looks and feels good
The training environment lived up to
expectations. The school turned out to be in
a spacious modern two story prefabricated
building a two minute walk away from the
main apron. Upstairs, Dorothy uses one
large room as her main teaching and office
area. It is large enough to comfortably sit
five or six students around the screen and
overhead projector, whilst others can work
at computers and desks in the background. I
noted a very large selection of useful aviation
documents. Downstairs there was a quiet
room for study/exams and a kitchen area.
The whole place had an order of friendly
well ordered professionalism - a pleasant
alternative again to previous training
experiences featuring cast off sofas, a tv set
running in the background, and tea cups
which looked capable of walking out of the
door under the power of their own bacteria.
The school has excellently produced and
printed colour documents as teaching aids
for instructors to use with their pupils. These
cover each part of whatever syllabus is being
taught systematically and in a uniformity of
presentation and style which makes finding
the information you want and flipping back
to it on a later occasion that bit easier. On
this visit I was given a full printed set of the
sheets relevant to the courses I was studying,
and an electronic copy on CD. Nothing to
do now, but await the due date.
To be continued
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In part one of this two part article, Nick Gribble, an IR examiner,
explains the complex legal aspects of weather knowledge
Photo: Autumn mist over the Lake District,
by Sally Turner

General knowledge

T

here is only so much information it’s
possible to ask of a candidate for an
IR test without overloading them and also
making for an unacceptably long brief.
However, I normally ask a few pertinent
questions relating to the weather and
whether an alternate is required based on
the actuals and forecast, and am frequently
surprised by the general lack of knowledge
in this area. Since the more theoretical
side of the IR is examined separately (and
sometimes several years beforehand), it’s
not wholly surprising that pilots should
be rusty on their theoretical knowledge.
Instrument flying, however, comprises not
just the skill of flying the aircraft but also
knowing what else has to be done in order
to make for a safe flight. In theory, a pilot
may, upon receiving their pass form from the
IRE, jump into an aircraft and fly IFR to
the other side of the world. Admittedly, most
are so in need of a break, not to mention
a stiff drink, that this is not something
that’s likely to happen. It is hypothetically
possible though, and I do wonder about the
level of knowledge attained by some of the
candidates to whom I’ve given a pass for the
practical. This is particularly so in relation
to weather limits and how these relate to
flight planning. As a consequence, in this
article I’ll be looking at the use of weather
information to determine whether it’s legal
to fly or not, and will try to simplify some
of the rather complicated rules surrounding
this.
As is frequently said, it’s often better to
know where to go to get information than to
know the information itself. So for more on
this (at least as far as the UK is concerned),
go to the section in the AIP entitled
Aerodrome Operating Minima. Rather
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Conversion of visibility to RVR

confusingly, this is in AD1 (Aerodromes
and Heliports Introduction) under
AD1.1 Aerodrome/Heliport Availability).
Fixed wing pilots of commercial aircraft
should also read EU-OPS 1.295/340, and
helicopter pilots JAR-OPS 3.295/340
(and thereabouts). Whilst a private pilot
need follow only the ANO and the AIP
in this regard, it is highly recommended
that all pilots use the procedures contained
within OPS 1/3 because they give sensible
advice and guidance. Put another way, if
commercially I’d not fly because the weather
was worse than that advocated in these
documents, there is no way I’d consider
flying privately!

Cloud ceiling vs cloud base: These
are frequently confused even amongst
seasoned aviators. The cloud base is
the base of the lowest cloud in the
area, whereas the cloud ceiling is the
base of the lowest cloud in the area
which covers more than half of the sky.
So FEW (1-2 oktas) and SCT (3-4
oktas) are irrelevant when considering
the cloud ceiling; this is worth
remembering.

2.

RVR versus visibility: Runway Visual
Range is determined by the device that
looks a bit like two periscopes staring
at each other from a few metres apart.
Visibility, however, is what pilots are
more used to using, and is more or less
the distance that it’s possible to see.
TAFs and METARs report visibility,
although there is a seldom-used RVR
code in the METAR specifications.
Visibility can be converted to RVR by
using a multiplier as shown below:
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Day

Night

High intensity
approach and
runway lighting

1.5

2

Any other lighting

1

1.5

No lighting

1

n/a

If you can’t remember the table then
use visibility instead of RVR, since
this errs on the safe side. If you can
however, and if you get the weather
before making an approach to a lit
runway during the day, and the ATIS
reports that the visibility is 600m but
the minimum RVR for the approach
is 900m, then this is acceptable,
since the factor is x1.5. Clearly in
order to be able to do this you need
to know that the runway has both
high intensity approach and runway
lighting, but a degree of runway
lighting is present at almost all
airfields where there is high intensity
approach lighting. Also, since the
table stipulates no minimum length of
approach lighting or type of runway
lighting then clearly the rule applies
pretty much wherever there are any
approach lights. Note, obviously, that
if RVR is provided then you can’t use
this table to override it.

Miscellanea
1.

Lighting elements
in operation

3.

Minimum RVR single pilot: The
minimum RVR for single-pilot ops is
800m unless the aircraft is coupled to
an ILS. If you do couple the aircraft
up, then you can fly to whatever RVR
the IAP specifies, but you must not
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fly below 1.25 times the minimum
use height for the autopilot. So if the
flight manual says that the minimum
height at which the autopilot can be
used is 160ft or less then you can
couple up and fly an ILS to an airfield
which has full lighting down to a
200ft DH with an RVR of only 550m
(500m for helicopters). Applying the
previously-learned bit about visibility
and RVR, you could fly the approach
at night if the ATIS were to report the
visibility as being only 275m (250m
for helicopters).
4.

Approach ban: In fact, you can start
an approach with the RVR as low as
zero, but you can’t continue beyond
the outer marker (or equivalent
position) if it’s below limits at that
time. There are hardly any IAPs in
the UK now which use markers,
so you need to know that the
‘equivalent position’ is 1000ft above
the aerodrome. If the RVR/visibility
is good enough as you pass this
equivalent position then you can
continue, and even if it subsequently
falls you can continue all the way
to the missed approach point.
The bottom line is that the RVR/
visibility must be at least equal to the
minimum for the approach as you
pass the equivalent position; before
this point it doesn’t matter, and after
this point it doesn’t matter. It is valid,
therefore, to question whether or not
this rule is sensible, and although I
have posed it several times, the only
answer I have ever received is ‘that’s
just the way it is’. Personally, I would
like to see the so-called ‘approach ban’
removed, but I think this is unlikely
to happen, at least in the near future.
The approach ban applies equally
to non-public transport aircraft,
although the wording is such that this
appears to apply only to approaches to
a runway for which there is a notified
instrument approach procedure.
It could be inferred that if there is
no notified IAP then there is no
approach ban, which opens the door
to discrete procedures, but although
this might be the letter of the law
it would not be sensible to descend
below 1000ft without following a
recognised procedure. This subject is
one that will be discussed further in
part 2 of this article, since there are
several conflicting regulations relating
to it.
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Planning an alternate
Before taking a look at the regulations in
more detail, it might be helpful to analyse
the rules and see what is meant by them.
Essentially, if the weather at your destination
is VMC then you don’t need to nominate
a diversion. If it’s bad enough to require an
IMC descent then you need a diversion. If
it’s so bad that it’s below minima at your
destination then you need two diversions.
Thus for IMC flight you always need two
places where the weather is favourable. There
are specifics and caveats, of course, but if
you remember this basic rule then you won’t
go far wrong. Specifically, missing out the
bits that are only relevant to heavy metal
operations, and starting with the commercial
rules:
Aeroplanes
Destination
Cloud
ceiling
2000ft or
circling
height +
500ft
(whichever
higher)

RVR /
visibility

Alternates
required

Visibility
≥ 5k

01

≥ DH2

RVR ≥ IAP
minima

1

< DH2

RVR < IAP
minima

2

Put simply: if it’s VMC at your destination
then you don’t need a diversion. If it’s worse
than this but better than the IAP minima
then you need one, and if it’s below minima
then you need two. Alert readers will spot
the problem: VMC for helicopters is, in
many cases, ‘clear of cloud, in sight of the
surface, 1500m visibility’, which may well be
worse than the IAP minima. More of this
later.

Alternates
There are two types of alternate: take-off
and destination. When pilots talk about
alternates they are almost invariably
thinking of destination alternates, but
few use both words. A take-off alternate,
however, must also be considered. For
aeroplanes, EU-OPS 1 says that a take-off
alternate must be within one hour’s flying
time (OEI, “one engine inopertaive”) if the
aircraft has two engines. It doesn’t say what
to do if you have only one engine, however,
and clearly the OEI situation doesn’t apply,
so common sense would say to ensure that
the take-off alternate is within one hour’s
flying time, as if you were a twin that had
lost an engine. The weather requirements
for alternates are summarised in the tables
below.
Aeroplanes

Take-off
alternate

1 engine: must be within
one hour’s still-air flying
time.
2 engines: must be within
one hour’s still air flying
time OEI
ILS available: RVR min
IAP minimum
ILS not available: ceiling
and RVR min IAP
minima

Destination
alternate

ILS available: ceiling and
RVR min non-precision
IAP minima
ILS not available: ceiling
min MDH + 200ft;
RVR min IAP minima +
1000m

1

Additionally, two separate runways must be
available at the destination.
2
Relevant only if there is no ILS at the
destination.
Put simply: if the cloud is above about
2000ft and the visibility is more than 5km
then you don’t need a diversion. If it’s worse
than this but better than your approach
minima then you need one diversion. If it’s
worse than your minima then you need two
diversions.
Helicopters
Destination
Cloud
ceiling

RVR /
visibility

Better than
VMC

Better than
VMC
RVR ≥ IAP
minima
RVR < IAP
minima

≥ DH1
1

< DH
1

Alternates
required

Relevant only if there’s no ILS at the
destination.
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Helicopters
0
1
2

Take-off
alternate

Must be within one hour’s
flying time
ILS available: RVR min
IAP minimum
ILS not available: ceiling
and RVR min IAP
minima

Instrument Pilot

Destination
alternate

Ceiling min MDH +
200ft; RVR min IAP
minimum + 400m

Ensure that when you check the
METARs and TAFs you consider all
weather that’s in the period one hour
either side of your ETA since it needs
to be above limits for the duration.
Remember, you’re only looking for cloud
that’s reported as BKN or OVC; FEW
and SCT do not count. Perhaps bizarrely,
the regulations appear to say that once
in flight you can continue towards your
destination if either your destination
or your alternate are within limits, the
implication being that you need two places
to go at the planning stage but only one
when you’re in flight. That is, however,
unless you do some in-flight re-planning!
The rules say that if you re-plan whilst
in flight then the destination ‘and/or’ the
destination alternate have to be in limits.
Whilst a pedant might argue that the word
‘or’ means that the destination alternate
could be discounted, I believe that the
CAA would argue that the presence of
the word ‘and’ means that this is not the
case. I suspect that it also hinges upon
what constitutes ‘re-planning’, and this is a
stone I think best not lifted for now.

Private operations
From a private pilot’s perspective we
need to see what the ANO has to say,
since the aforementioned is all well and
good but it’s not mandatory for non-PT
aircraft. According to the ANO, if you
will be flying IFR at your destination
then you need to plan an alternate unless
there is none available. If there is none
available then your destination must have
a designated IAP and VMC must be
forecast for two hours either side of your
ETA. This raises an interesting point
for helicopters in Class C, D, E, F & G
airspace and aeroplanes within Class F
& G because VMC therein requires only
that the aircraft remains clear of cloud, in
sight of the surface, and with an in-flight
visibility of 1500m. 1500m is only slightly
better than fog (which, by definition,
starts at 1000m). So what the law says,
in essence, is that if you’re flying IFR to
an airfield which is outside controlled
airspace (Southend, for example, or
Bristol Filton), then you need not plan an
alternate if the cloud base is at or above
your (M)DH and the visibility is at least
1500m (for two hours either side of your
ETA). This is not good weather, but it is
the legal minimum.
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Effect of lighting failures on required minima
Failed equipment

Effect

Approach lights other than in the last 420m

Use RVR figure for intermediate lighting

Approach lights within last 420m

Use RVR figure for nil lighting
Day: Use RVR figure for nil lighting

Entire runway light system
Night: Not allowed
Runway edge lights

Day: No effect; Night: Not allowed

Runway centreline lights

No effect

Touchdown zone lights

No effect

Taxiway lights

No effect

Lighting
There are three defined categories of
lighting: full, intermediate and basic,
and the difference between them hinges
primarily on the length of high or
medium intensity approach lighting that
is present. To qualify as full lighting,
for example, a runway must have at
least 720m of high or medium intensity
runway lights, runway edge lights,
threshold lights and runway end lights.
There must also be runway markings and
the lights must be on, obviously. But what
if the lights are u/s or partially so? This is
a question which crops up quite regularly,
often because of a NOTAM which says
perhaps that half the lighting at such
and such an airfield is u/s. Guidance for
aeroplane pilots is available in EU-OPS 1
(table 6a near the end of EU-OPS 1.430),
which is summarised in the table above.

Temperature error
This is something which is often
overlooked, but can be critical if you fly
in cold weather. Consider a fairly benign
situation. You are making an approach
to an airfield where the temperature
is zero. At 3000ft in the pattern you
should, according to the table in the AIP
and PANS-OPS 8168, compensate for
temperature error by flying 170ft higher.
This is not to say that you should fly at
3170ft, and certainly not without telling
air traffic; what it means is that you are
actually 170ft lower than you think, so if
your safety altitude is 3000ft then your
obstacle clearance is compromised and
you need to request a higher altitude. If
you were subsequently to shoot an ILS
with a 200ft DH, the table says that
you need to increase your minimum by
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20ft. It’s not a lot, admittedly, but it’s
10%, and if you were to drop below your
DA by 20ft on an IRT you would fail.
Most examiners would not be more than
harshly critical of a private pilot who
forgot to allow for temperature error,
but those who are lucky enough to fly
icing-capable aircraft should beware. For
example, if you’re cruising at 5000ft to an
airfield where the temperature is minus
20°C then you must add 710ft to be safe.
Clearly, this is not inconsiderable.

In conclusion
The rules surrounding weather are not
simple, and it is not surprising that this
is an area that is not well understood
or remembered. Here are some simple
summary bullet points to try to make it
easier:
I
In order to fly in IMC you need to
plan to be in range of at least two
airfields, each with a usable approach,
where the weather is good enough for
you to land.
I
The weather at alternates generally
needs to be better than the normal
minima so that you’re pretty much
guaranteed to be able to land.
I
If some of the approach lights are u/s
then the safest assumption is that
they are all u/s.
I
If the runway edge lights are u/s then
you can’t land at night.
In part 2 of my article, I’ll discuss
required visual references, low visibility
procedures, icing etc.
As always, I would be delighted to
receive comments or feedback. If you have
any specific questions please get in touch:
nick@gcap.co.uk or
0845 054 2531.
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The Australian
IR for PPLs
Photo, early morning outbound from Moorabbin

Australia already operates a modular IR
training for PPLs as is now being proposed
for Europe. In part one of this two part
article, Australian PPL IR holder, Brian
Jackson describes the scheme in detail

M

any readers of Instrument Pilot would
be wondering why an Australian
instrument rated pilot is writing an article
for a magazine that is targeted specifically
at European pilots. Some years ago, whilst
undertaking research on the internet for a
client, I came across the PPL/IR Europe
website and was impressed with the depth of
coverage and analysis given in Instrument
Pilot to the range of issues affecting
instrument flight in Europe. As an aviation
consultant, it is important for me to keep
abreast of major policy and regulatory
issues affecting international air transport
and, consequently, I regularly look forward
to reading each edition of the magazine
when it becomes publicly available on the
PPL/IR Europe website. One issue I have
been following closely is the discussion
relating to the development of the European
enroute instrument rating and what this
means for the future of the UK IMC rating
under the EASA regulatory framework;
and it was a comment contained within Jim
Thorpe’s excellent article on this aspect in
Edition 76 of the magazine that prompted
me to email Jim and highlight that Australia
did, in fact, also have an instrument
rating that was similar to the UK IMC
rating. Jim passed my response to Stephen
Niechcial who subsequently invited me to
write an article for Instrument Pilot on the
Australian Private IFR (PIFR) Rating. But
first some background on instrument flying
in Australia to set the scene.
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Command Instrument Rating
Prior to 2000, the only instrument rating
available to private pilots flying certificated,
single pilot aircraft in Australia was the
Command Instrument Rating (CIR),
which is similar in concept and application
to the UK’s Instrument Rating. The CIR
is essentially structured to cater for the
demands of the professional pilot and,
whilst it is available to private pilots wishing
to fly both single engine and multiengine
aircraft, the theoretical and practical
syllabus and standards contain many
aspects that are considered irrelevant to
the operational demands and requirements
of the private pilot. Notwithstanding its
emphasis on commercial flying aspects,
many private pilots in Australia still
elect to hold a CIR. In accordance with
Civil Aviation Order (CAO) 40.2.1, the
minimum regulatory requirements that
need to be met for the issue of a CIR by the
Australian Civil Aviation Safety Authority
(CASA) include:
I
A minimum PPL qualification.
I
50 hours cross-country flight time as
pilot in command.
I
40 hours instrument time, of which not
less than 20 hours shall be instrument
flight time on the category of aircraft
for which the rating is being sought.
I
20 hours of cross country instrument
time.
I
10 hours dual instrument flight time.
I
10 hours night flight time of which at
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least 5 are as pilot in command on the
category of aircraft for which the rating
is being sought.
I
A pass in the Instrument Rating
Theory Exam (IREX).
I
Satisfactory completion of a flight test
by a CASA authorised testing officer.
The requirement to have 40 hours
instrument time prior to undertaking the
CIR flight test may include cross country
instrument time as well as dual instrument
flight time accrued during CIR flight
training.
Although it is possible for a pilot to be
issued with a CIR authorising instrument
navigation and approaches based solely on
a single NDB or a VOR, most pilots elect
to undertake CIR training that will result
in them being approved to conduct the full
range of instrument approaches available
to general aviation pilots in Australia. This
includes the ILS/LLZ, RNAV (GNSS),
NDB, VOR approaches, as well as the
uniquely Australian (i.e. non ICAO
approved) DME/GPS Arrival procedure1.
Achievement of the CIR is generally
considered to be outside the reach of the
average VFR private pilot in Australia due
to its strict pre-qualification requirements,
high cost of training and the difficulties
in maintaining instrument recency
requirements. Some private pilots are also
put off undertaking CIR training due to
the fact that the Instrument Rating Theory
Exam (IREX) is renowned for its study
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intensity and difficulty, and the fact that
it also contains a theoretical emphasis
on commercial flight aspects that many
private pilots consider irrelevant to their
flight operations. Consequently, most
private pilots elect to remain VFR, and the
generally good weather in Australia tends
to facilitate safe operations throughout
most of Australia. The exception to this is
operations in the South Eastern corner of
the continent particularly the mountainous
areas) where weather conditions during
the winter months can occasionally be
hazardous).

Improving Private Pilot Safety
Following a number of recorded incidents
and fatal accidents involving inadvertent
flight into IMC by VFR pilots, sometimes
resulting in pilot spatial disorientation
and eventual loss of aircraft control, it was
becoming obvious that something needed
to be done to improve the instrument flying
capabilities of private pilots. Compounding
the ‘inadvertent flight into IMC’ issue, it
was also noted that in some incidents, VFR
pilots occasionally displayed reluctance to
interact with ATC when they experienced
in-flight weather difficulties. This was due
to either ignorance of the safety facilities
and services available to assist them
through the ATC system, or due to a lack of
communications confidence2. In response
to the emerging incident/accident trend,
CASA issued a Notice of Proposed Rule
Making (NPRM) in 1998 advocating the
introduction of a new enroute instrument
rating to improve private pilot access to
instrument flying training so that pilots
could develop the necessary competencies
and skills to fly safely in marginal or non
VMC. It was proposed that the new rating
would be similar in concept and regulatory
status to the UK’s IMC rating, and would
only be available for private flight operations
in Australia. However, following an
extensive consultation process with the flight
training industry, a more comprehensive
rating was eventually developed featuring
the option whereby pilots could add
instrument approach capabilities to the
basic enroute qualification if they so desired.
This new version of instrument rating was
termed the Private IFR (PIFR) Rating3. On
1 January 2000, Civil Aviation Regulation
5.13 (ga) came into effect approving CASA
to issue Private IFR Ratings and to publish
requirements for the rating in Civil Aviation
Orders. The PIFR rating became available
to pilots on 10 March 2000 once CAO
40.2.3 was published detailing the associated
training, testing and issuing requirements.
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The Private IFR Rating
So what is the PIFR rating and how does
it differ from the conventional CIR?
There are four classifications of PIFR
rating covering single engine aeroplane,
multiengine aeroplane, as well as both
single and multiengine helicopters. A PIFR
issued for multiengine aircraft automatically
authorises the pilot to fly single engine
aircraft of the same category. The PIFR
qualification is restricted for use in single
pilot aircraft with a maximum take-off
weight (MTOW) of 5,700 kilograms or less
that are engaged in private flight operations
only. The PIFR rating is not authorised
for use on any commercial or aerial work
operations or for instrument flight in other
aviation jurisdictions. Unlike Europe, where
private pilots have the option of flying
internationally, thus requiring an ICAO
recognised instrument rating, Australian
pilots are generally restricted to flying solely
within continental Australian airspace. The
international restriction applicable to the
PIFR rating is, therefore, not considered
to be a disadvantage. The PIFR rating
qualification offers pilots a modular training
approach towards obtaining instrument
flying competency and qualifications.
This facilitates pilots being able to tailor
their rating qualification to meet specific
operational requirements, expenditure
budgets or flying experience over time.
Essentially the PIFR qualification is a
two-step training process that includes:
I
The initial issue of an enroute instrument rating, and
I
The subsequent issue of one, or a
number of, flight procedure authorisations to add additional instrument flight
capability to the enroute instrument
rating.
Unlike the UK IMC rating, the
Australian PIFR rating does not impose
any airspace, altitude or visibility limits on
the holder, but does require that all PIFR
training is conducted through an approved
PIFR training organisation and by qualified
instrument instructors holding a CIR. An
approved CIR training organisation needs to
apply for a separate training approval from
CASA if it wishes to also conduct PIFR
training.
All PIFR operations are conducted to
the same procedures and standards that
apply to other IFR operations being flown
by pilots holding a CIR in terms of aircraft
equipment requirements and serviceability,
flight planning and notification, selection
of alternate aerodromes and in-flight
reporting. Whilst the initial concept for the
PIFR rating was to make it essentially a ‘get
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out of trouble’ rating for private pilots who
inadvertently entered IMC, the option to
add flight procedure authorisations has now
resulted in the rating morphing into a more
serious and highly functional instrument
rating.
A private pilot holding a controlled
airspace approval4, as well as the enroute
PIFR rating and the full suite of flight
procedure authorisations, enjoys the
same level of instrument flight capability
and airspace access privileges as a pilot
holding similar authorisations under the
conventional CIR. PIFR holders without a
controlled airspace approval are still required
to demonstrate competence in controlled
airspace procedures, however, because of
the possibility that they may be required
to divert into controlled airspace to avoid
weather or to land at a controlled aerodrome
being held as a nominated alternate
aerodrome.
Once issued, the basic enroute PIFR
rating and any associated flight procedure
authorisations remain valid subject to the
holder maintaining a current medical and
pilot certificate. Unlike the CIR, there are
no legal requirements for annual flight
tests to renew the rating. However, holders
are required to demonstrate that they have
undertaken a flight review within the
previous two years immediately prior to
conducting any IFR flight. Notwithstanding
the biennial flight review requirement,
PIFR rating holders are strongly encouraged
by CASA to conform to the same recency
requirements as those applicable to the
holders of a CIR although, again, there are
no legal requirements for a PIFR pilot to do
so.
Pilots have the option of upgrading a PIFR
rating to a CIR at any time subject to them
completing the Instrument Rating Exam
(IREX), as well as undertaking additional
flight training (if required) and passing the
CIR flight test.

Enroute PIFR Rating
The enroute PIFR rating is the basic rating
that authorises the pilot to fly in IMC
(during daylight hours) when the aircraft is
operating above the published minimum
safe altitude (MSA) for the route or sector
flown. When operating below the published
MSA, the pilot must operate in VMC at
all times i.e. with a forward flight visibility
of 5,000 metres, clear of cloud and in sight
of the surface, unless an appropriate flight
procedure authorisation is held permitting
instrument flight below the MSA. To be
issued with an enroute PIFR rating, the pilot
must satisfactorily demonstrate the ability
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to navigate using either the NDB or VOR
without the benefit of visual reference. The
minimum regulatory requirements that need
to be met for the issue of an enroute PIFR
rating include:
I
A minimum PPL qualification,
I
20 hours instrument time, of which
10 hours must be dual instrument
flight time in the category of aircraft
for which the rating is sought. The 20
hours may include all instrument time
accumulated in the course of training
for a pilot licence, a night VFR rating
or other type of instrument rating. Up
to 10 hours may be accumulated in an
approved synthetic flight trainer under
instruction from an authorised flight
instructor,
I
Pass either a written examination set
by the approved training organisation
based on a syllabus of training approved
by CASA, or pass the CASA managed
Instrument Rating Theory Examination
(IREX) required for the issue of a CIR,
I
Satisfactory completion of a flight test
by a CASA authorised testing officer or
hold a current CIR.

Flight Procedure Authorisations
On achievement of the initial enroute PIFR
rating, the pilot will be issued with the
appropriate flight procedure authorisation
(FPA) for instrument navigation. The only
FPAs approved for issue with the enroute
PIFR rating are navigation using the NDB,
VOR and DME. A night flying FPA may
also be issued if the initial PIFR flight test
was conducted at night. Beyond this, pilots
have the option of extending the capability
of their basic enroute PIFR qualification by
adding additional FPAs subject to additional
flight training and flight testing. Each
instrument approach FPA authorises the

PIFR

Figure 1: Private IFR Rating

private IFR rating

(source CASA)

PIFR ISSUE REQUIREMENTS

PIFR GRADES & FLIGHT PROCEDURE AUTHORISA-

• Hold PPL, CPL, ATPL aeroplane or helicopter.
• 20 hours instrument time, including 10 hours
dual instrument flight in the category of aircraft.
• Pass flying school’s written examination.
• Recommended by CFI for flight test.
• Pass PIFR flight test, including navigation using
at least NDB or VOR.

PIFR GRADES
• Single engine aeroplane
• Multi-engine aeroplane
• Single engine helicopter
• Multi-engine helicopter

FLIGHT PROCEDURE AUTHORISATIONS (FPAs)
• Navigation using NDB,VOR, DME, GPS.
• Night
• Holding patterns NDB,VOR, GPS
• Instrument departures
• STARS
• Instrument approaches NDB.VOR, DME or GPS
arrivals, ILS, LLZ, GPS/NPA
• Multi-engined instrument departures and
approaches.

LSALT/ MSA/ MVA
Pilot must be visual
below LSALT unless
departure qualified

Pilot must be visual
below LSALT/ MSA/
MVA unless instrument
approach qualified

IFR REQUIREMENTS
RECENCY REQUIREMENTS
• Complete a private IFR flight review in the
two years previous to an IFR flight.
• Have sufficient recent IF experience to be
competent for IFR flight.

• IFR equipped aircraft.
• Submission of IFR flight plan.
• All of flight (including climb & descent)
under IFR (but at least 5000 metres flight
visibility & clear of cloud below LSALT).
• IFR traffic information & separation.

pilot to conduct the instrument approach
procedure in a single engine aircraft by day
only. Flight testing for additional FPAs
cannot occur concurrently with the flight
test for the initial enroute PIFR rating and
must be undertaken at a subsequent date.
There is no limit to the number of FPAs that
may be tested in any subsequent flight test
after the initial PIFR rating has been issued.
Additional theory training and examination
must also be undertaken by the pilot before
the issue of each subsequent FPA. Figure 2
details the full range of FPAs available to
pilots of fixed wing aircraft.
FPAs typically authorise the holder to
extend their instrument flight capability
by inclusion of additional navigation
aids as well as multiengine, night flying,
holding, instrument approach and
instrument departure authorisations.
The multiengine FPAs authorise pilots to
undertake instrument flight procedures

ALTERNATE REQUIREMENTS
• All IFR alternate requirements apply:
Weather
Lights
Navaids

after consideration of their competency in
managing an aircraft that has experienced
an asymmetric engine failure during an
instrument and missed approach sequence.
The FPA structure is designed to ensure
that competency is demonstrated for all
procedures but that duplication in training
and testing is minimised to the maximum
extent possible.
To demonstrate the FPA concept, assume
a pilot wishes to enhance his enroute PIFR
rating so that he can conduct RNAV
(GNSS) instrument approaches using a
multiengine aircraft. In order to be able
to conduct such approaches, the pilot
would need to obtain additional FPAs
covering multiengine instrument approach,
navigation using GNSS, visual circling,
as well as the actual RNAV (GNSS)
instrument approach letdown. If approaches
are likely to be conducted at night, an FPA
authorising night flight in a multiengine

Figure 2: Available Flight Procedure Authorisations (source CASA)

Type of Activity

FPAs Available

Comment

Instrument
Navigation

NDB, VOR, GNSS, DME

Navigation using either NDB or VOR required for enroute PIFR rating

Instrument
Departures

SE aircraft, SE SID, ME aircraft,
ME SID

A ME authorisation automatically includes equivalent SE authorisation

Instrument
Approaches

ILS/LLZ, NDB, VOR, RNAV
(GNSS), DME/GPS Arrival,
STAR, ME aircraft

A ME authorisation automatically includes SE authorisation for any approved
approach

Instrument
Holding

NDB, VOR, GNSS

Only required if operating within controlled airspace and no instrument
approach FPA is held

Visual Circling
Approach

Visual Circling

Visual Circling FPA must be held before an instrument approach FPA can be
issued

Night Flying
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Not required if a Night VFR (NVFR) rating already held for the associated
aircraft category
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aircraft would also be required.
As indicated previously, it is possible for a holder of a CIR to also
hold an enroute PIFR rating and FPAs. Where this is the case, CASA
will issue the CIR holder a PIFR rating of equivalent grade and with
equivalent FPAs without the requirement for further flight testing or
theory examination. However, holders of an expired CIR need not
undergo any further theory testing but must demonstrate suitable
competency through a flight test for both the enroute PIFR rating
and for each FPA.

aeronautical knowledge syllabus developed and published by CASA
in the relevant Civil Aviation Advisory Publication5. This syllabus
includes 25 study modules of study, of which the first 17 modules
must be undertaken to obtain the basic enroute PIFR rating,
while the remaining eight modules specifically address FPA theory
requirements and may be studied and examined at a later date when
the holder elects to subsequently add an FPA to their enroute rating.
Whilst the theory syllabus is similar to the theory requirements for
the CIR, the major advantage (particularly for private pilots) is that
the theory training is available as a series of modules, which is more
suited to private pilot budgeting patterns and experience levels.
CASA has recently made the PIFR rating examination available
to approved training organisations through the web, using its
CyberExam system, as an alternative to sitting an exam set by the
training organisation, although the training organisation is still
required to supervise the candidate undertaking the examination.
Like the CIR IREX, the ultimate pass requirement for the PIFR
rating is 100 per cent, however a provisional pass of not less than
70 percent in the theory exam is acceptable subject to the candidate
answering the outstanding 30 percent correctly prior to commencing
the flight test. Achievement of less than 70 percent in the theory
exam will require the candidate resitting the whole examination.
If a pilot fails to achieve a 100 percent pass in the theory exam, a
Knowledge Deficiency Report (KDR) is generated detailing the
subject areas (not the actual questions) where the pilot needs to
undertake further study. The main advantage of the using the
CyberExam system is that it offers pilots the convenience of seven
day access, as well as instant production of a KDR immediately on
completion of the examination.
In the second part of this article, I will compare the advantages
and disadvantages of holding the PIFR rating versus holding a CIR
and provide a more detailed analysis of some of the flight training
industry’s concerns with respect to pilots holding a PIFR rating
exclusively.
Brian Jackson is Managing Director of an international aviation
consulting firm and has an extensive career background in
aviation policy and regulation development, as well as air traffic
management systems and operation. He holds an Australian PPL
with both CIR and PIFR multiengine instrument and night flying
ratings and regularly flies a Beechcraft Baron for business and
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Aeronautical Knowledge Requirements
Probably the most significant difference between the CIR and the
PIFR rating lies in the options available for gaining and testing
aeronautical knowledge. To obtain a CIR, the holder must pass the
Instrument Rating Theory Exam (IREX) which is set and managed
by CASA. The IREX covers the theory requirements and standards
relating to all aspects of enroute and terminal instrument flight,
which is examined in one exam sitting. As indicated previously,
the IREX is primarily aimed at the professional pilot environment
and includes in its syllabus a number of knowledge items that
are not directly relevant to private flight operations. A pass in the
CASA IREX examination meets all the aeronautical knowledge
requirements for the issue of both the enroute PIFR rating and
all FPAs. The theory examination for the issue of a PIFR rating,
however, has been developed specifically for the private pilot and
is set and supervised by the approved PIFR training organisation
itself (rather than CASA). The PIFR theory exam is based on an
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The DME/GPS Arrival is a published non precision instrument
approach procedure for use only in Australian airspace. The
DME/GPS Arrival procedures provides step down descent guidance along a specified track or sector to the visual circling area
of an aerodrome using either an NDB or VOR facility located at
the aerodrome for azimuth guidance.
Possibly arising from the abolition of the compulsory requirement in 1991 for VFR pilots to flight plan or report flight
progress to ATC (when operating beyond 50nm of their departure aerodrome) unless they intended to operate in controlled
airspace.
Generally known and pronounced as the “pie-fer” rating.
Private pilots in Australia are limited to flying in non controlled airspace unless authorised by an appropriate entry in their
licence and log book permitting flight in controlled airspaces.
CAAP 5.13-1(0)
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Chairman’s corner
Anthony Bowles

I

write these lines in the dog days of
summer and by the time you read them,
we shall be well into the autumn with the
potential aviation perils of mist and fog
becoming more frequent. For those of us
living north of the 55º parallel, summer was
a fleeting moment and indeed at Corsock, it
was the coldest summer overall since 1994
– so much for global warning here. The
majority of our members are more southern
based and enjoyed more in the way of fine
and warm weather.
Tempus fugit and I hope many of our
members did likewise. It was good to
hear that a number visited Oshkosh with
their own wings; less good was the general
observation that the most difficult part
of the trip was trying to input their flight
details into the USA’s computerised customs
clearance system EAPIS. At least the
members I know were flying N registration
aircraft and did not have to provide a
detailed itinerary fourteen days in advance
as all privately owned foreign (to the US)
aircraft are supposed to do. Imagine the
furore that would ensue if Europe adopted a
similar requirement.
At the beginning of the summer, we had
Iceland’s volcanic ash to contend with and
no fly zones grounding commercial aircraft
and limiting light aircraft operations to
VFR outside controlled airspace. Was it
coincidence that Willy Walsh despatched
his BA armada from across the globe to
converge on the UK just as miraculously
the NFZ restrictions were eased? In a paper
that has recently crossed my desk, GAPAN
challenge why the 20 year old operators’
practice of simply avoiding visual ash clouds
should be replaced by a complete ban on
flight within controlled airspace. Is this just
another example of health and safety gone
mad? I believe that the odd bit of volcanic
dust was observed at occasional places in
the UK but no more so than when Saharian
dust is advected northwards on a southerly
sub-tropical airflow, which happens on a
rather more regular basis.

Aero Expo
Towards the end of June, Aero Expo once
again took place at Wycombe Air Park and
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it was good to meet and chat to a number
of members at our stand. Thanks are
due to Alan South and Andrew Lambert
for organising the stand and lecture
presentations and particularly to Sali Gray
our membership administrator who kept
the stand and its volunteer manning in good
order and managed to recruit a few more
members. Undoubtedly overall numbers
to the event were down this year; whether
this was due to the recession or the World
Cup who can say but for those people
who were there, it was great to be able to
wander round, meet friends and look at the
latest gadgetry without crowds of people
everywhere.
It is interesting that home built aircraft
often lead the way in innovative design
particularly in relation to glass cockpit use
and the time must surely come when such
comprehensively equipped aircraft should
be signed off and permitted to fly in class
A airspace (ed- see Pilots’ Talk for an update
on FAA thinking on IMC flight for LSAs).
Steve Noujaim’s RV7 is just such an aircraft
decked out with the latest Garmin avionics;
it was at Wycombe and since then as we all
know Steve has set a new London to Cape
Town to London record in the aircraft. For
details of next year’s Aero Expo events, see
www.expo.aero.

Europe and EASA
Europe and EASA is a subject which
continues to generate much heat and
passion. Like many if not most people,
I view Europe in the abstract as rather a
good thing. Of course it must be sensible to
adopt a common form of licence, airspace
and maintenance rules. EASA was set up
to achieve this purpose and do away with
many of the complexities that the JAA
brought us. What has happened so far
and looks likely to continue to evolve in
the future is very different. At one level,
there is a view that the different national
regulations evolved over many years cannot
be melded into a single uniform format in
just one operation. At another level, there is
often fierce resistance to any changes that
modify in any significant manner current
individual national rules. Added to these
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constraints is the gold plating that individual
country’s airworthiness authorities often
require in addition to any general consensus
reached. The likely result looks like being a
dogs dinner of which none can be proud or
benefit.
There are a number of examples, some
of which are new and others well aired.
Of the later is the IMCr and EIR debate.
This essentially comes down to a difference
in airspace classification between the UK
and Europe which as far as I am aware
has never been directly addressed. Until it
is, we cannot have a uniform sub ICAO
instrument qualification throughout
Europe. Our European members believe
the proposed EIR would be a helpful half
way house qualification while there is a
strong view in the UK to retain by national
derogation or otherwise the IMCr. Both
can and should be accommodated in an
interim solution until airspace classification
differences can be addressed.
An example of a newer problem concerns
medical standards for the UK NPPL.
Hitherto, the requisite medical declaration
is signed off by one’s GP but it is now
being suggested that only GPs with aero
medical experience should be allowed to
counter sign the medical declaration and
this effectively limits counter signatories to
AMEs and hey presto we are back to where
we were before the introduction of the
NPPL. The conspirators’ theory is that this
is old fashioned trade unionism by AMEs
while others say that it is because Europeans
do not have GPs in the UK sense who can
sufficiently vouch for their patents health.
Whatever the reason, if it isn’t broke, there
is no cause to fix it and so why shouldn’t the
UK keep to its present system for assessing
medical standards for the NPPL?
Why you ask does this concern us, as all
IR and IMCr holders need a class 1 or 2
medical certificate anyway to exercise the
privileges of these ratings? There are two
reasons. First we all grow older and the time
may come when while unable to satisfy the
medics on class 1 or 2 certification, we can
still satisfy our GP that we are sufficiently
fit to bimble around UK airspace and enjoy
flight on a somewhat different level. P 14 ►
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Jim Thorpe, PPL/IR Europe’s representative on FCL008, gives an update of progress on the simplified IR for PPLs in Europe

t now seems very likely that the proposals
of the EASA FCL008 group will find
their way into a Notice of Proposed
Amendment (NPA) early in the New Year.
This is a very positive step, and while there
are hurdles still to overcome, I take a very
positive view of the potential for private
instrument flying post April 2012.
On the basis of a theoretical knowledge
exam (TK), and with 15 hours flight
training 10 of which must be in an approved
training organization (ATO), a PPL
holder will be able to obtain an En route
Instrument Rating (EIR). This will allow
him/her to fly in all classes of airspace across
the whole of Europe under IFR providing he
can depart and arrive in visual conditions.
He will need to have applied himself to some
largely relevant theory and passed a single
readily accessible exam. He could study by
distance learning or might have chosen a full
time course of about a week’s duration. He
will have found the syllabus to be roughly
half that of the current JAA IR TK, perhaps
slightly more than the FAA equivalent.
The EIR holder can then build experience
towards a full IR. For this he will need
40 hours instrument hours total time
including 25 dual training hours (15 with
a qualified instrument instructor and 10 in
an ATO). The 15 hours dual training for
the initial EIR count towards this, meaning
that a further minimum of 10 hours dual
training would be necessary plus 15 hours of
instrument experience/training to reach the
40 hours. It is likely that this 15 hours may
be reduced further if assessment and skill
test flights plus the basic instrument training
included in the initial PPL are allowed
to count towards the total. He needs no
additional TK. The exam he passed for the
EIR has seven year validity.

Non-CAA Examiners

◄ P 13

concern members, it is now becoming
clear from the recent draft EASA FCL
publication that members holding FAA IR
licences will need to acquire an EASA IR
licence to continue to operate their N reg
aircraft in Europe beyond 2012 and the
only issue is how complicated or expensive
the conversion route may be. Vasa Babic,
one of our Executive Committee members
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Secondly and more important,
we should not allow without protest what
has proven to be a safe and useful licence
recognised as such by the CAA to be
undermined merely because it does not fit
into the grand European plan.

N-reg operations
On matters which do more immediately
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Of course no one has changed the real world
demands of instrument flying. Our pilot
still has to pass the existing skill test to the
same standard as aspiring commercial pilots
following the established ATPL training
route. However the skill test in the UK will
no longer be the sole preserve of CAA staff
examiners. View limitation devices other
than screens will be acceptable so it might
be slightly more available and convenient.
All the hours quoted are minimums and
need stating in order for the rating to be
ICAO compliant. It is quite possible that
our candidate, especially if he has spread
the course over an extended period will take
significantly longer to reach test standard.
However this is a competence based
approach. All participants in the IFR system
must perform to a common standard and if
a candidate takes more time to achieve this
then that is entirely appropriate.
Those with a current IMCr will simply
be given a limited EIR which is essential as
privileges can only exist on the basis of an
EASA rating. This will confer current IMC
privileges (not EIR privileges) within the UK
on a grandfather basis. If the pilot wishes
to have en route privileges throughout
Europe then they are likely to need to sit
the TK exam and have training on an ‘as
required’ basis to pass the EIR skill test.
The exact detail will be up the CAA when
they produce their conversion proposal for
EASA. The more experienced IMCR holders
will see that a full IR is very attainable and
for them EIR step might be unnecessary.
An extremely competent pilot might only
require the same TK exam, an assessment
flight with an ATO and the minimum 10
hours dual training in the ATO. Someone
flying with an FAA IR is also going to
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require a conversion process. Here the
situation is still fluid but our hope is that
something along the lines of an abridged
assessment of TK, training as required and
a flight test will emerge as the conversion
mechanism for them to place their ICAO IR
on an EASA licence.
The holders of the EIR or an EASA IR
obtained by the traditional method, the
flexible route or by conversion will need to
maintain their medical and pass an annual
proficiency check. This represents no change
for a current JAA IR holder but a change for
an ICAO IR or IMC holder.

Favourable outlook
We are really hopeful that the post 2012
situation for the IFR pilot will be much
more favourable and we can look forward
to a significant increase in the number of
instrument rated private pilots. It is true
that the NPA is still to be published early
next year then there will be the consultation
period, the comment response and the final
opinion. This is followed by the process of
turning that opinion into law. Things could
go wrong but if you care to look back to the
long article that has been on our website
for several months you will see that so far
we have not done badly in our predictions.
Nevertheless I would not advise making
costly decisions about training or aircraft
ownership just yet but I hope that the
early in 2011 the NPA will be out and the
transition arrangements for FAA IR holders
will be clear. PPL/IR Europe continues
to work on this and other outstanding
issues. Look on the website for the latest
details or engage in debate on the forum.
If I can help with anything that cannot be
covered in these ways email me
deputychairman@pplir.org.

who monitors this matter advises on the
Forum to do your conversion training now if
possible and do not wait for a brighter future
as this may never arrive.
And now you understand why I say that
Europe in the abstract is a marvellous ideal
but the practicalities are somewhat different.
Anthony Bowles
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Pilots’ talk
Compiled By Sahib Bleher
Dates for your diary

PPL/IR Europe AGM 2011,

FAA mandates re-registration

9th April, Coventry, EGBE

The FAA will now require re-registration of
all civil aircraft over the next three years and
renewal every three years after that. A fee of
$5 will be collected for each registration and
each renewal. The FAA will cancel the Nnumbers of aircraft that are not re-registered
or renewed. ‘These improvements will give us
more up-to-date registration data and better
information about the state of the aviation
industry,’ said FAA Administrator Randy
Babbitt. Current regulations require owners
to report the sale of an aircraft, the scrapping
or destruction of an aircraft, or a change in
mailing address, but many owners have not
complied with those requirements, the FAA
said, and there are estimated to be several
tens of thousands of ‘phantom’ aircraft on
the register.

he next PPL/IR Europe AGM and
spring meeting will be held at Coventry
Airport (EGBE). We have so far invited
presentations from Avidyne (in-cockpit
weather) and Jeppesen (aviation databases
and flight planning software).

T

Aero Expo 2011
The venues for Aero Expo in 2011 have been
changed. The European event will be held
at Bitburg airport in Germany from 27th
to 29th May and the UK event will be held
at Sywell from 17th to 19th June. Further
details can be found at www.expo.aero.

Shape-shifting aircraft
Researchers in Cyprus have developed an
unmanned aircraft able to withstand severe
weather conditions by changing shape,
filling a safety void in rescue operations
frequently hampered by extreme weather.
The project aims to build a small, affordable
unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) which can
be deployed with minimal risk to remote
locations, guided from the ground. ‘In
severe weather this UAV can stay airborne
whereas many other UAVs cannot’ said Dr
Michael Amprikidis, coordinator of the
project developed by Cyprus’s GG Dedalos
Technologies and the Israel Computational
Fluid Dynamics Centre, their Israeli
partner and partly funded by the European
Union. The amphibious aircraft, which
can be deployed for search and rescue,
forest fire monitoring and border control,
is expected to be commercially available in
2011. It can adjust its shape according to
wind gusts, with an advanced version of
the prototype also allowing for its wings to
morph, or twist, based on flight phase and
weather patterns. The aircraft, which can
be transported in boxes and assembled in
30 minutes, has a wingspan of five meters, a
fuselage length of around four meters, and a
full payload of 70-75 kg with fuel.
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The King saga
Those of us who studied for an FAA IR
will forever remember John and Martha
King and their useful but most unexciting
training videos. Of late, the monotony of the
King video delivery was suddenly changed
to high drama when they were arrested by
force and with drawn guns at Santa Barbara
airport as their aircraft had been flagged up
as stolen. In fact, the leased Cessna 172 they
were flying had a tail number which had
been re-issued by the FAA after previously
having been allocated to a Cessna 150 which
had been stolen. The FAA has now taken
the N-number off their list of stolen aircraft.
Maybe the FAA should also mandate a
revision of their own records every three
years!

Jeppesen on iPad

Jeppesen promises mobile access to airway
manuals, approach plates, terminal
procedures, and airport diagrams for current
JeppView or NavSuite subscribers with a
download application for iPad or via the
Jeppesen Mobile TC (Terminal Chart)
page in the iTunes store to allow searching
and viewing terminal charts through the
popular Apple iPad ® touch screen tablet
computer. A bug causing problems when
viewing European VFR coverage has also
been fixed. Jeppesen Mobile TC is still with
no options to set up departure or arrival
airports and no quick access to terminal
procedures found in Jeppesen’s Flight Deck
software. Search functionality is also limited
to airport name or airport identifier. One of
the biggest drawbacks is a lack of brightness
controls in the application. Functionality of
the Jeppesen iPad app also would increase
significantly with the addition of core Flight
Deck features and the capability to view en
route charts in future promised updates. The
application is intended for planning and not
for navigational use.

Single crew airliners
Who said that single pilot IFR wasn’t feasible
and crew management was the only way
forward? Ryanair, the world’s only airline
which counts your duty free shopping as
part of your hand luggage allowance and
which publishes scheduled arrival times with
a generous built-in margin above the actual
flight time in order to boast the industry’s
‘best on-time arrival record’, wants to save
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money by getting rid of first officers. CEO
Michael O’Leary is quoted as saying: ‘Really,
you only need one pilot. Let’s take out the
second pilot. Let the bloody computer fly it.’
Should the pilot be incapacitated and thus
unable to control the computer controlling
the plane, O’Leary thinks flight attendants
could step in after having been taught how
to land a plane. The British Airline Pilots
Association responded that the ‘suggestion
is unwise, unsafe and the public will be
horrified.’ On that latter point I’m not sure:
the public might approve if they’re given a
larger hand luggage allowance in exchange.

Hypoxia recognition system
Cirrus Aircraft announced that ’planes
might ‘never fly single pilot again’ with
two new features for Perspective-equipped
aircraft where the autopilot system can act
of its own accord. The Hypoxia Recognition
and Recovery system listens to the com radio
whenever the pilot is above 15,000 feet. A
long period without you talking on the radio
will trigger an alert. If you don’t respond,
the plane will descend on its own to 14,000
feet while continuing to try and alert the
pilot. Whilst this single pilot back-up system
even does away with the semi-trained flight
attendant, air traffic control might not be
so enthusiastic about the unannounced and
unauthorised descent.

Wind turbines and radar

Digital Airport Surveillance Radar, the radar
system used for airport terminals. ‘It’s a very
real problem.’ Not only can wind farms cause
interference by cluttering the radar system
with false ‘targets’, but legitimate targets
such as aircraft above the wind farm can be
perceived as suddenly jumping position.
Amongst the techniques to screen out
stationary turbines from moving objects
are ‘beam processing’, which helps radar
systems to discriminate between objects in
the air and on the ground, and the use of a
more accurate multi-directional terrain map.
Implementing these technical fixes requires
upgrading the electronics in radar systems so
they can process more data and changes to
the software that handles the information.
Meanwhile, turbine manufacturers are
working on ‘stealth turbines’ that have a
material on the blades that cuts down on
their reflectivity and cuts the amount of
noise on radar systems.

Child seat belts
A fatal accident of a ten-seat plane in
Montana last year has prompted the NTSB
to ask for a regulation that would require
all passengers, including small children,
to have their own seat belts. The NTSB
made the recommendation in August. ‘We
strongly believe one seat, one person,’ said Nora
Marshall, chief of the survival factors unit
at the safety board. Meanwhile, an FAA
spokeswoman said the agency will consider
the regulation but has no plans to change its
current rules.

No IMC flight for LSAs?

Wind farms have long been a problem
for air traffic control systems due to the
difficulty to distinguish between aircraft
and the spinning blades of wind turbines.
Since 2006, radar maker Raytheon and
the UK’s National Air Traffic Service have
been working on a project to upgrade air
traffic radar for this task. In a test, due
for completion next spring, Raytheon and
NATS are seeking to certify a combination
of wind turbine mitigation techniques,
including upgrading radar hardware and
changing signal-processing algorithms.
‘When you start putting a set of turbines across
an area, what it looks like to the radar is a
whole great field of moving objects,’ said Peter
Drake, Raytheon’s technical director for
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Proposals under consideration by ASTM
committees for light sport aircraft (LSAs)
in the USA could ban flight in instrument
meteorological conditions (IMC) for future
special light sport aircraft (S-LSAs) until
such time as ASTM reaches a consensus on
standards for IFR aircraft. The prohibition
could come by the end of the year. However,
the aircraft could still be used in VMC
for IFR flight training, nor is night flying
affected. The ASTM committee for LSA
will require consumer notification that the
aircraft does not comply with any design
standards for operation in IMC since
ASTM’s IFR subcommittee members have
been unable to agree on design standards
for LSAs used in actual instrument weather.
The IMC change is driven more by
committee members’ concerns about liability
than about safety.
The change is not retroactive, and
any LSA now approved for IFR flight
will continue to be capable of entering
instrument conditions, as long as the
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pilot is also instrument rated and the
airplane is suitably equipped, including
instrumentation and power plant.
Additionally, any manufacturer can
ban IMC flight regardless of the ASTM
standards. If the manufacturer wants to sell
an IFR-capable airplane that uses a Rotax
engine, then a certified Rotax engine must
be used, increasing the cost substantially. At
the current time, there is a lack of agreement
within both the FAA and ASTM as to
whether LSAs should be allowed into IMC
weather. Although ASTM sets standards for
LSAs, the FAA must still accept them.

The future of Avgas
A coalition industry groups submitted
formal comments to the US Environmental
Protection Agency stating that the current
data available did not justify classifying
Avgas as dangerous under the Clean Air Act
and that more studies are required before
reaching a decision about alternatives to
leaded fuel.
The comments, written in response to
an advance notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPR) asking about GA lead emissions,
reiterated the EPA’s point from the ANPR
that more study is needed on the impacts of
the GA’s existing use of leaded fuel before
the EPA can make an informed decision
on the issue. The groups asked the EPA to
continue to work with the industry and
increase the FAA’s involvement to gather the
best possible data.
The EPA’s ANPR was published in
response to a Friends of the Earth petition
that asked for either an endangerment
finding under the Clean Air Act or further
study into the effects of emissions from
leaded avgas on health and the environment.
In the ANPR, the EPA requests data that
could inform a decision on whether or not
to issue the finding, which would be an
early step in a regulatory process that could
result in lead emissions standards for avgas.
Responding to this request, the coalition’s
comments highlight the point that the EPA
does not currently have enough data to make
a determination and should proceed with
further study.
The avgas coalition came together to
address the twin challenges of reducing
GA lead emissions in the short term
and developing a plan for the transition
to an unleaded alternative. Members
include AOPA, the Experimental Aircraft
Association (EAA), the General Aviation
Manufacturers Association (GAMA), the
National Air Transportation Association
(NATA), the National Business Aviation
Association (NBAA), the American
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Petroleum Institute (API), and the National
Petrochemical and Refiners Association
(NPRA).
‘Unlike the transition away from leaded gas
in automobiles, performance issues in aircraft
have life-and-death consequences for pilots,
passengers, and the communities surrounding
airports,’ the group wrote. In addition to
addressing general health concerns related
to lead, the safe operation of 163,000 GA
aircraft must be ensured, they added.
The Environmental Protection Agency in
turn confirmed that it has not set a deadline
for the removal of lead from avgas and that
it will coordinate closely with industry
stakeholders in the development of a solution
to the issue. ‘EPA has not established or
proposed any date by which lead emissions from
aircraft operating on leaded avgas would need
to be reduced,’ wrote Margo Oge, director of
the office of transportation and air quality
for the EPA.

demonstrated that the new line-up can
burn the 94 octane unleaded fuel currently
available by reducing the compression ratio
from 8.5:1 to 7.5:1 to reduce the propensity
for detonation or ‘knocking’. The fuel filler
cap already has the green 100 for unleaded
100 octane fuel imprinted and the engine
is undergoing FAA tests to determine its
suitability for the lower octane fuel at the
performance parameters required. Cirrus
wants to be the first to market to make sure
business and customers are protected when
the tap stops for leaded fuel.

Fuel from thin air

FAA rules on Diamond doors

FAA Tests 100LL Alternative
Meanwhile, the FAA has conducted another
round of tests on an alternative fuel to leaded
avgas, a new fuel which the developers said
today is not only cleaner, but delivers more
energy.
The fuel, produced by Swift Enterprises
Ltd., is made of pure hydrocarbons and can
be derived from biomass, natural gas or even
oil, according to Swift co-founder MaryLouise Rusek, and is thus both renewable
and sustainable.
She said the FAA testing in a Lycoming
IO-540 and other piston engines had
demonstrated the fuel has an octane
equivalent of 102.
General aviation engine and airframe
manufacturers have expressed a keen interest
in the new Swift fuel, among others, since
it promises to obviate the need for the
tetra-ethyl-lead added to avgas to prevent
knocking in high-performance piston
engines. The general aviation fleet of light
aircraft is now the nation’s largest consumer
of leaded fuel, an unwelcome distinction.
Swift is in discussion with outside firms
about the possibility of producing the new
fuel commercially.

In Massachusetts, the secretive Joule
Unlimited (then known as Joule
Biotechnologies) emerged late last year
from ‘stealth mode’ with the startling
announcement that their technology could
produce up to 15,000 gallons per acre (per
year) of drop-in hydrocarbon fuels, using
only sunlight, CO2 and (fresh, brackish or
saline) water as inputs. The Solar Converter
– including radical new micro-organism and
a technology known as helioculture – is the
heart of Joule’s IP.
A year on, Joule has constructed and is
now operating a pilot plant in Leander,
Texas; they say they have demonstrated
proof of concept on ten renewable chemicals
back in the lab they describe as ‘blendstock
for end products’. The company changed
its name to Joule Unlimited, and has placed
itself on a path towards what it terms initial
phase one commercialisation in late 2011.

Garmin Nuvi recall

Cirrus unleaded
With the debate about
leaded Avgas heating
up, Cirrus is meeting
the unleaded fuel
challenge with the
SR22-T and its Teledyne Continental
Motors TCM TSIO-550-K turbocharged
engine, which is not to be confused with the
existing turbocharged SR22. The company
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users can see if their unit is affected lists the
200W, 250W, 260W, and 7xx (where xx is
a two-digit number) as the models under
recall. About 796,000 of the GPS units were
sold in the U.S.
Garmin said that certain batteries
provided by a separate company have
overheated in some Nuvi models. The
company said it has identified fewer than
ten cases of overheating, none of which
produced any property damage or injury.
Garmin said the battery supplier has agreed
to share the cost of replacing the battery
packs and that the recall will not have
a material effect on its financial results.
Garmin says owners should not attempt to
remove or service the battery on their own,
and asked that any affected unit be taken to
a Garmin-authorized facility.

Garmin Ltd. has recalled roughly 1.3
million Nuvi GPS devices worldwide
because their batteries have the potential to
overheat and create a fire hazard.
A website Garmin has set up so Nuvi
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Responding
to ‘several
reports of the
rear passenger
door departing
the airplane in
flight’ the FAA
has published
proposed rules
for owners of certain Diamond aircraft
models.
According to the FAA there were a total
of 31 DA40 and DA40F aeroplanes which
lost a door in flight. The FAA is proposing
to change the models’ ‘emergency open
doors procedure’ via temporary revision to
the aircrafts’ flight manual and apply an
‘improved design’ to an open door retention
mechanism on some aircraft. The physical
change required for door retaining brackets
would affect 428 airplanes in the U.S.
registry at an estimated cost of $245 per
aircraft. But that change does not affect
the door locking mechanism, itself, which
Diamond says appears to be fine ... so long
as pilots actually close the door.
The FAA says Diamond has already tested
the locking mechanism and has concluded
that it provides adequate strength to react
to flight loads. Diamond has determined
that the real problem of losing doors in
flight is related to a safety-latch design
feature currently on the aircraft. The latch
is meant to hold the doors in a ‘near closed’
position while the aircraft is on the ground.
According to the FAA, it ‘might not’ hold
the door in that ‘near closed’ position in
flight. Diamond’s understanding is that
pilots who have lost doors in flight failed to
properly secure the rear passenger door prior
to flight.
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Fewer parts for aircraft
Changes to the FAR Part 21 manufacturing
rule published last October 16 are slated
to go into effect on April 16 next year,
including a modification to the standards
for manufacturing. Currently, only parts
specifically manufactured for installation
in type-certified aircraft are regulated by
the FAA, but the changes would expand
the parts covered. At issue are commercial
parts, those parts that are made for other
industries that are not regulated by the FAA
at the point of manufacture but find their
way legally into aircraft, such as small light
bulbs and non-structural fasteners. The new
regulation expands the scope of parts that
will be subject to the FAA’s PMA rules. For
example, if a light-bulb manufacturer sells
its light bulbs to aviation-industry customers
[or knows that its distributors make such
sales], then the manufacturer should know
that such articles are reasonably likely to be
installed on aircraft. Under this situation,
the manufacturer must obtain a PMA in
order to continue making those articles. The
fear is that increasingly manufacturers of
commercial parts will start labelling them as
‘not for use in aircraft.’

Inmarsat in-flight broadband

capability. The promised small size of the
Ka antennas, meanwhile, is sure to pique the
interest of business jet OEMs.
Under a separate agreement, Boeing will
become a distribution partner for Inmarsat’s
Ka- and L-band mobile satellite services and
has agreed to buy capacity representing more
than 10 percent of Inmarsat’s target Ka-band
revenues in the first five years after launch.
Inmarsat is targeting $500 million in annual
revenue for the service by 2020.

Policy change on C/B practice
The FAA has issued a draft policy
memorandum that seeks to change attitudes
about circuit breaker use in electrical
systems and how pilots deal with popped
circuit breakers. The policy would affect
aircraft manufacturers and modification
providers. Principal changes would be
for manufacturers to group and identify
essential and non-essential circuit breakers
in Part 23 aircraft and to publish flight
manual guidance about when to reset
circuit breakers. According to the FAA, it
has allowed resetting of circuit breakers or
replacement of fuses while in flight, but
current Part 25 advisory information ‘is
to recommend that no pilot should reset any
circuit breaker more than once. Crew members
may create a potentially hazardous situation if
they reset a C/B without knowing what caused
it to trip. A tripped C/B should not be reset in
flight unless doing so is consistent with explicit
procedures specified in the approved operating
manual used by the flight crew or unless, in the
judgment of the pilot-in-command, resetting
the C/B is necessary for the safe completion of
the flight.’

Cessna’s electric Skyhawk
Mobile satellite communication services
provider Inmarsat has announced plans to
introduce a Ka-band satellite broadband
service that would provide faster Internet
connections in flight, cost less per megabit
and require smaller antennas than
competing Ku-band satellites services.
Offering a blistering 50 megabit-per-second
maximum data rate, Inmarsat’s Global
Xpress service is sure to give pause to anyone
who had been thinking about equipping
with a Ku-band satellite data system.
The Inmarsat I-5 network will consist of
three Boeing-built satellites, each with 89
fixed spot beams covering most of the world
and capable of satiating the bandwidth
demands of even the most Web-addicted
passengers. Word that the Global Xpress
service will be available in a mere four years
will certainly play into airline executives’
plans to equip with broadband Internet
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The first flight of the electric version of the
Skyhawk could take place by the end of
the year. Cessna Aircraft Company, part
of Textron, Inc., is working with aerospace
technology firm Bye Energy to design and
develop an electric propulsion system for the
popular Cessna 172 Skyhawk aircraft.
Cessna Chairman, President and CEO
Jack J Pelton said: ‘As we look at the landscape
of alternative fuels for general aviation aircraft,
the electric power plant offers significant
benefits, but there are significant challenges to
get there.’
Bye Energy, which is based at Centennial
Airport in Englewood, Colorado, has been
working to develop clean energy systems for
aircraft since 2008. It is working to develop
electric and electric-hybrid propulsion
systems, and is also looking into biomassbased alternatives to conventional aviation
fuels.
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Cessna water in fuel warning
The FAA says pilots of Cessna 100-, 200-,
and 300-series airplanes should intensify
their efforts to check for water in the fuel
before every flight. ‘All pilots, owners,
operators, maintenance, and service personnel
of these type airplanes should assume some
water exists in the fuel tank system,’ the FAA
said in a Special Airworthiness Information
Bulletin posted last week. Water may enter
the fuel system via any penetration in the
tank, or it may come out of solution in the
fuel and settle or adhere to the inside of the
tank walls. The bulletin recommends that
owners should ensure the airplanes have
plenty of drains at a variety of locations,
and check them prior to every flight,
taking at least one cup of fuel from each
location. The FAA also suggests that fuel
filler caps should be the raised umbrellastyle type that shed water, and aeroplanes
should be stored indoors when possible.
Pilots should keep the tanks full, know
their fuel suppliers and monitor the fuelling
procedures. The bulletin provides guidance
and education but compliance is not
mandatory.

Fibre optics in avionics
The total market for fibre optics in military
and commercial aircraft, estimated at $306
million in 2009, is expected to reach $703
million in 2013, according to a report from
Information Gatekeepers Inc. (IGI) of
Boston. Titled Market for Fibre Optics in
Military and Aerospace Avionic Systems,
the document covers fighter and transport
aircraft as well as unmanned aircraft
systems.
One of the reasons for the now greater
acceptance of fibre optic components,
systems and subsystems in the two markets
is that the technology has met with overall
approval in the telecommunications
field, the company said. The natural
characteristics of fibre optics may also meet
the continuing need on aircraft for more
bandwidth and for wiring infrastructure
with smaller size, lower weight and lower
power consumption.
Fibre optic cable has many advantages
over copper cable, according to the Web site
of Timbercon Inc., a manufacturer of fibre
optic products. It transmits data over long
distances much faster than copper does,
and it has a smaller diameter and weighs
less. Fibre optics are immune to radio
frequency and electromagnetic interference,
which makes them suitable for applications
where proximity to electronic devices can
cause these disruptions.
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The Liberty XL2, continued from Page 1

Notes for Members

Continental IOF-240-B, 125 horsepower engine is completely
managed by FADEC (Full Authority Digital Engine Control) –
by computers in other words. There are two of them in fact, with
the second one acting as a complete back-up to the first in case
of failure. The advantages of this are that the fuel injected engine
has air and fuel flows set by controls on each of the four cylinders
responding to sensors that tell the computers whether the aircraft
is in full climb, at cruise, or at lower revs in descent. The mixture
is set accordingly and automatically for best efficiency and
economy. This results, simply put, in an aircraft in which one
does not need to worry either about mixture control changes with
altitude, or about introducing carb heat periodically as there is no
chance for carburettor icing. Indeed, flying the Liberty is as easy
as driving your car.
As well as being one of the most attractive small planes to come
onto the scene in recent years, and one of the most enjoyable to
fly, the XL2 is also arguably equipped to be one of the safest in
an IMC environment. In addition to FADEC engine control, its
gyroscopic instruments are entirely electrically driven. As there
are two completely independent electrical systems, each backed
up with two separate high capacity batteries, you are unlikely to
face the limited panel situation which results when a conventional
sole vacuum pump fails.
Liberty relies largely on Garmin avionics products. As from
January, 2010, the bottom line IFR avionics package for the
Liberty XL2 consists of a GMA 340 Audio Panel, a GNS
430 GPS, one GI 106A Course Deviation Indicator, an SL40
Transceiver, and a GTX 327 Transponder/Alt Encoder. Of
course, if a man has the readies he doesn’t have to stick with the
basic IFR avionics fit. In these days of glass cockpit displays,
Liberty has been quick off the mark to incorporate as add-on
purchase options several different levels of state-of-the-art IFR
avionics packages (including the Aspen EDF 1000 Pro PDF).
These are available at prices that bring the total cost of the
aircraft (in the US), even with the most expensive fit, only up
to something close to $250,000. This is still much less than one
will pay for a similar avionics package in any other new light IFR
aircraft. If one can swing it, there is even an S Tec Dual Axis
Autopilot as an option for an additional cost of $28,000. I was
lucky enough at the time of purchase to have had the benefit of
an inherited legacy and a windfall of other monies which allowed
me to fit my aircraft with something above the minimal: a GMA
340 Audio Panel, GNS 530 GPS (so much more forgiving to
aging eyes than the smaller-screened 430), a Garmin SL30 second
NAV/COM, a GTX 330 Mode S Transponder, and two GI 106A
Course Deviation Indicators. Later I added a second altimeter
(to make the CAA happier) and a DME. An ADF is not part of
the standard fit. Apart from my dream of one day winning the
premium bond jackpot and installing the autopilot, my needs as
an IFR touring pilot are completely met with the package I have
put together. All in all, I am very will kitted out indeed for the
kind of flying I do.
Maintenance costs are also attractive. As a result of the
simplicity of the Liberty’s design, once the mechanics are used to
the plane and the maintenance schedule, costs are much less than
one normally encounters with Cessnas, Pipers, or any of the other
common GA aircraft. In fact, they are something close to a third
less, in general, and sometimes more. This is because with the
pushrod connections being easily checked via screwed inspection

Membership Renewals
PPL/IR Europe Annual Membership runs from 1st January
to 31st December. To avoid our Membership Administrator
being overwhelmed with renewal requests over the Christmas
period, it would be most helpful if you could please renew
your membership as soon as possible.
The easiest way to renew is on-line, via the ‘Joining &
member services’ page of the website (www.pplir.org) where
you can pay the renewal fee of £60 securely, via secpay.
If you are viewing the IP electronically, you should be
able to click on the link below, or cut and paste it into
your browser www.pplir.org/index.php?option=com_
facileforms&Itemid=49.
Alternatively you can send a cheque for £60, together with
your name, address and membership number, to PPL/IR
Europe, The Business Centre, Llangarron, Ross-on-Wye,
Herefordshire, HR9 6PG.
We regret that we are unable to process renewals by
Standing Order, or Direct Debit.
If you currently hold a Membership Card (without
photo) but would prefer an AirCrew Card (with photo), or
if your current photograph needs updating, please email a
‘passport style’ photo, saved as a .jpeg to the Membership
Administrator. Again, if this could be done as soon as possible,
it would help us enormously.
Your 2011 Membership/AirCrew Card will arrive by the
end of January, which is when your current card expires.
If you have any questions regarding your renewal, please
contact the Membership Administrator, Sali Gray at:
memsec@pplir.org.

Advertisement
New N-registered TB20GT group forming at Biggin Hill.
Ten year old aircraft in superb condition. Equipment includes
TCAS, EHSI and Stormscope. One quarter share at £43,000.
Monthly £400 and hourly dry £43. Contact: Archie Garden,
N20AG@me.com.

Foreign Registered Aircraft, continued from Page 1

members and the GA community as a whole and this is a task we are
well placed to achieve. Meanwhile there is something that members
affected by these proposals can also do – write to your MEP; explain
in simple terms what aircraft you fly and how you will be affected by
EASA’s FRA proposals and why you will be disadvantaged by them.
By all means copy these to me so that we may refer to them in our
dealings with EASA. If enough people do this, notice will be taken.
Anthony Bowles
Chairman
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The Liberty XL2,
continued from Page 19

ports, the wings being quickly
removable, and the belly panel below
the cockpit demountable within a few
minutes, virtually every moving part of
the aircraft is visible and accessible in a
very short time. This is also true of the
engine cowlings, which can be removed
in minutes. Having owned my Liberty,
and overseen its maintenance, for the last
four years, I have seen my maintenance costs
drop, while the reverse has been happening
with the maintenance costs of my friends’
aircraft. At only just under 800 kilos (for the
new Vanguard), the aircraft also usually falls
in the lowest weight category for landing
fees and hangar pricing. As a slightly smaller
aircraft which can be fitted into hangar
corners where larger Cessnas and Pipers
would not go, hangar managers also find it
attractive. Here, too, a potential saving can
be made.

cumulatively make the aircraft very
attractive as a training machine which
will serve well from PPL ab initio
training up to full IR attainment.

Cruise speed

Modern composite lines
create a very stylish aircraft

Cost savings

Easily accessible
I have mentioned the relatively low initial purchase
state of the art engine
cost as a plus factor for the Liberty XL2. Even
with full FADEC control
though in the four years since I bought my plane
the base price has climbed by almost eightyfive percent (a new Vanguard Liberty XL2
with a basic IFR avionics package currently
sells in the US for close to $210,000),
when one compares that with the price
of, say, a new Cirrus SR22 equipped with
a basic IFR package, the difference is
considerable. The Cirrus would cost around
twice as much. Now, whilst many IFR
pilots come from an income bracket that
will make the stretch to purchasing brand
new Cirrus not too swingeing an expense,
Hybrid glass/gyros or full
there is also the lower income end of the
glass are available as panel
GA instrument pilot community. There are a fair
options on the XL2
number of these among the membership of PPL/IR
Europe. For them, it is much more difficult to
take on the expense that an IFR-fitted Cirrus
represents. Often such pilots belong to clubs
or flying groups, and usually those groups
fly the ubiquitous Pipers or Grummans or
Cessnas – almost always older aircraft with
avionics fits that all too often show their
age and wear. It would obviously be a great
advantage for such clubs to have at least one
Liberty XL2 in their stable of group aircraft
to enable their members to train, and to
fly long distance IFR trips, at rates far
below those usually encountered with the
other, slightly larger aircraft. The average
fuel flow of the Liberty XL2 at 65% cruise power
Leather trim and
is something between 19 and 22 litres of avgas per
a spacious cockpit make
hour (with a tank that holds 111 litres), a fuel burn
for a comfortable flight
that is undeniably very economical. All these features
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The only negatives in an assessment
of the Liberty as an IFR aircraft are
that, with a true airspeed of 110 to
115 kias, its cruise speed is less than
that afforded by its larger competitors,
and that with only two seats it is obviously not
suitable for pilots who usually fly with their
families or with more than one passenger.
But, as we all know, most of our flights
involve two people or less. So as long
as the club or the pilot has access to a
larger IFR aircraft for the few occasions
when he or she needs to pack in more
people, the regular use of the Liberty
for all other flights would obviously save
money, while providing a truly enjoyable
flying experience for both pilot and
passenger. My aircraft, an early version
(S/N 0013), has a maximum takeoff
weight of only 750 kilos, which limits the
payload that can be carried when two hefty
people are parked on its leather seats. But in
the last year or two, with the release of the new
Vanguard version of the XL2, Liberty
Aerospace has improved this situation
by adding an additional 44 kilos of
payload, so that issue is no longer a
serious drawback.
In spite of all of its previously
mentioned laudable attributes, to date
(to my knowledge) there are still only
half a dozen privately-owned Libertys
spread around the whole of Europe. To
one who knows and loves the aircraft
well and flies it regularly that is not
only a great surprise but also an enormous pity.
It is interesting to take a look at the aircraft,
its pricing and specs at www.libertyaircraft.
com and to compare those with any other US
and European IFR certified light aircraft. You
will see that Liberty truly does stand
alone. Many of you will have seen my
Liberty at various aerodromes and flyins around the country. If you wish to
know more about the aircraft, or would
like a demo flight, please get in touch
and I or one of my four non-owning
partner/pilots will be happy to arrange
to take you up. I am not a salesman for
Liberty, nor do I represent the company
in any way, but I do believe strongly in
the airplane and so am always happy to
show off my Liberty belle to interested
pilots. Enquiries can be directed to me at:
williameroberts2@aol.co.uk.
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