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raditionally in the UK, flight plans
for private flights have been filed by
completing the ICAO flight plan form.
They were then either handed it in at the
departure aerodrome tower, or by finding a
fax machine and faxing it to a flight briefing
units. Eventually it would be picked up by
a human operator who manually addressed
it and re-typed it into an aeronautical fixed
telecommunication network (AFTN)
terminal. This flight plan filing procedure
could involve a lengthy wait at the airport
- usually the last thing one wishes to do
on the day of departure. At some foreign
airports one can spend an hour first locating
an English speaker, then locating the right
office, and then queuing up. Often one has
to be escorted by security staff.

The AFTN network
The AFTN is an international aviation
messaging network with every subscriber
having an 8-character address. It was
developed in the 1950s and originally used
the ancient Telex network; this heritage
shows in the huge range of abbreviations
developed for practically everything to

do with aviation. In the developed world
the AFTN gradually moved to higher
speed transmission links - and Telex itself
disappeared as a real physical network - but
the messages have remained unchanged.
The AFTN is used for many different
kinds of messages; not just flight plans
but whether an aircraft has departed,
arrived, failed to depart, etc. It also carries
aviation weather data. As with Telex,
almost everything is in upper case.
As the Internet became popular, the
main pre-flight functions moved de facto
wholly to the Internet: weather, Notams,
airport information etc and private pilots
started looking for a means of filing a
flight plan electronically. Since 2002 the
UK has had a website for Notams which
appeared to be very close to having a flight
plan filing function and many pilots have
asked why this was missing, but it was never
introduced. Eventually, several countries
implemented web-based flight plan filing
facilities but these did not - officially,
anyway - support flight plans for flights
wholly outside the country in question. For
example the French Olivia website P 17 ►
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The profile of PPL/IR Europe in general
aviation
We now have a voice in almost every relevant
forum and several years of effort has earned us a
place for the first time in the EASA rulemaking
process. I will return to the importance of EASA
committee FCL.008, the group formulating
the proposals for the future shape of instrument
flying in Europe. We have achieved this through
careful work on a whole raft of committees
showing that we are expert and constructive
participants. Personally, I have always felt that
the combative and negative approach so often
presented by individual pilots and, sometimes,
by their representative organisations is counter
productive. Working from the inside is slow.
Often this may give the impression that
nothing is being done when in fact considerable
work is going on out of the public gaze. I
am hopeful that on this occasion there will
be some very obvious positive outcomes.
Thanks to our participation in Aero Expo
2008 and the publication of our book European
Instrument Pilot we now have a far higher profile
in the wider UK GA community. Significantly
increasing our membership beyond the UK has
always been a goal but so far this has eluded us.
Our European credentials are important in an
EASA led world and I know that pursuing this
aim will be one of Anthony’s priorities.
While there are unnecessary barriers to
obtaining an IR, I sometimes feel we ourselves
have been rather complicit in talking up the
difficulties whilst reticent about talking up
the sense of achievement an IR brings. I am
optimistic that this will change, and perhaps
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change dramatically, in the future. Pilots
have undoubtedly been discouraged from
getting an IR by the bloated theoretical
knowledge requirement; the lack of any
natural progression from the PPL; and the
focus of the limited number of approved
schools on the needs of commercial IR
candidates. The IMC has been a popular
and useful qualification in the UK but
has carried no credit towards the IR and
no validity elsewhere in Europe. The
attitudes of the flying schools have been
understandable given the limited numbers
of PPL IR candidates but of course that is a
chicken and egg situation.

The way forward
The IMC rating posed a real problem. It
was very difficult to see how it was going
to work in practice in Europe where there
is little or no Class A airspace. Elsewhere
in Europe even the pilot community saw
little need for a sub-ICAO instrument
qualification. It became clear that it was
up to PPL/IR Europe to draft credible
proposals as a basis for discussion of a
possible coherent Europe wide structure
for PPL instrument flying. A consensus
has been reached by the FCL.008 group,
which I am very happy indeed to support;
let me be absolutely clear, however, that
we are only at the first stage of a long
process by which proposals become
European law. There are many hurdles
to overcome and it is possible - although
hopefully unlikely - that the proposals
could disappear completely for political
reasons unconnected with aviation. But
worrying about this is for the future.
Our immediate objective is to help EASA
produce - for consultation - detailed
proposals for instrument flying which are
well thought out and have the potential
to revitalise the purposeful use of light
aircraft as a practical means of transport.
I have been hugely impressed by the
openness and constructiveness of EASA
staff and the representatives of national
aviation authorities and pilot unions
notwithstanding considerable initial
concerns. This is not to say that there
have not been some forceful debates
and compromises along the way. An
initial problem was a genuine lack of
understanding across Europe of how
an IMC like qualification might work.
Neither was it obvious to all how a
number of individual problems, some
relatively minor, together created real
and unnecessary hurdles for aspiring IR
holders. My main initial task was one of
explanation. EASA took it as given that
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there was an issue which needed to be
addressed so there was no need to argue
at this level. The prior work done by
PPL/IR Europe members in assessing how
proposals might work in countries with
very different airspace and IR practices was
of great help and really the FCL.008 group
soon came to accept that the proposals
were workable in broad terms.
I don’t want to go into too much detail
at this stage and must emphasise that this
is a personal - not an EASA - view of the
future. Firstly, it is proposed that training
and qualification will become based on
competence rather than instructional hours
flown. Some limited hours based training
requirements will remain, not least to
ensure ICAO compliance; however, the
aim was to keep these to a minimum and
place trust in qualified instructors and
approved training organisations (ATO)
to decide when a candidate was ready to
demonstrate competence through a skills
test.

Emerging instrument
qualifications for the future
What has emerged is an enroute
instrument rating (EIR) which will give
holders the privilege of flying in IMC en
route, in any class of airspace, anywhere
in Europe. It will be limited to flight
conditions giving a very high probability
of enabling departure and arrival to
take place in VMC. The expectation is
that it will reduce controlled air space
infringements, make long journeys
safer and more practical, and enable
instructors to instruct VFR on top.
Turning to the ICAO compliant IR, its
minimum requirements will mirror the
ICAO model quite closely. These include
instrument time, time with a qualified
instructor and time in an ATO. Some of
these will be met by the EIR training and
subsequent experience flying as pilot in
command in IMC using the EIR; however,
before the short, compulsory course at
the ATO there would be a pre-entry
assessment flight and the actual training
requirement would be based on individual
flying competence.
With regard to the theoretical knowledge
requirement, we have been involved in a
complete review of the syllabus looking
at every one of the many hundreds of
learning objectives. Here we built on
some earlier work of the JAA and it is my
belief that the proposed syllabus is now
eminently reasonable and very comparable
with that of the FAA. There was about
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100 years of combined IR and instructing
experience round the table. When anyone
suggested some obscure topic was needed
in the syllabus, I admitted I had no idea
what it was all about and asked if anyone
else could explain it. That lead to some
rather furtive looks and speedy acceptance
that perhaps the topic was not quite so
essential.
The vexed question of grandfather rights
for holders of the FAA IR and the IMC
will be of special concern to members.
This is still under discussion; however, it is
likely that the IMC will be dealt with by
the CAA since it is a national qualification.
With the needs of the FAA IR holder or
a military pilot in mind we have worked
hard to restrict the compulsory minimum
training for the full IR. The fall back
position for such an experienced pilot
is that they could acquire an EASA IR
by fulfilling these basic requirements. I
would suggest that a pilot who is current
could do this with relatively little wasted
effort; however, as I say, this is a fall back
position and more favourable transitional
arrangements may well emerge.
Overall the likely outcome from EASA
FCL.008 will be a proposal of huge
potential. It should provide a progressive
modular approach which would encourage
many more pilots to obtain a useful
instrument qualification. The amount
of effort they need to put in will be more
relevant, more enjoyable and more closely
reflect their needs. The end point of the
ICAO IR will be a qualification entirely
equivalent to that obtained by commercial
pilots. It is not suggested that this modular
approach will be cheaper and it is likely
that most young pilots with commercial
ambitions will still follow the traditional
route with hours based courses at ATOs;
however this new route will enable pilots
to match their ambitions with financial
and time constraints. It should be more
flexible in terms of aircraft types and
locations where training can take place.
And it should present a huge opportunity
for flying schools across Europe both to
generate new business and to win back
business that presently heads for the USA.

And finally ‘Thank you’
All that remains for me is to thank the
many members who have helped and
supported me. PPL/IR Europe is a
great group of people and I hope we can
maintain the current level of expertise and
helpfulness while growing significantly
over the coming years.
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Non-precision approach CFIT
By Chris Cook
Part 3 of 3, Focus on the “Gotchas”

Y

ou have our Chairman to blame for this rather weighty and
arguably dull tome in three parts! His repeated requests for
an article on step-down fix (SDF) approach chart issues have been
met by a broader look into the influence of chart presentation
on the relatively high risk of CFIT in non-precision instrument
approaches. If you’re finding it somewhat heavy going, I apologise,
but it’s truly difficult to make the minutiae of approach charts and
their regulatory basis anything like as captivating as the subject
deserves.
In the earlier parts of the article, we first studied the new-style
profile presentation that ICAO incorporated into PANS-OPS
in November 2004 in their attempt to reduce the incidence of
CFIT accidents, and then went on to look at whether or not
this initiative was succeeding in reducing the scope for chart
misinterpretation. Since I’m a recent convert to the new charting
standard, it was particularly disappointing to establish exactly
how slowly, and often how badly, it is being introduced; further,
how ‘confusion possibilities’ abound as a result of a proliferation
of differing presentation styles across the various types of SDF
approach charts in use. These shortcomings led me to recommend
strongly that: ‘if you’re likely to need a step-down fix instrument
approach, be sure to have a very clear understanding of its profile
before you take-off.’ We will see shortly why I believe this advice
to be as valid for flying a constant descent final approach (CDFA)
as it is for dive and drive (DnD).
Readers may recall that, prior to putting pen to paper, I
reviewed the accident investigation reports on a number of SDF
approach CFIT accidents and also looked at the available CFIT
studies. In this final part of the article, my aim is to discern
from that information some regularly occurring features, and to
highlight examples of instrument approach chart ambiguity that
could result in similar outcomes. An awareness of the pitfalls may
surely help us to avoid them.
A useful starting point is the material produced by the Flight
Safety Foundation’s Approach and landing Accident Reduction
Task Force, especially their ‘Pilot Guide to Preventing CFIT’
(Flight Safety Foundation, 2001). A look at Figures 14 and 15,
taken from that source, will highlight the reason why I’ve focused
this article on the profile view of the instrument approach chart
(IAC) rather than its plan. In the large majority of approach CFIT
accidents, the aeroplane is reasonably aligned to the final approach
track and within 8nm of the threshold when it impacts short of
the runway because of a lack of vertical situational awareness.
Vociferous advocates of CDFA may like to ponder on the Task
Force observation that: ‘many of these approaches appear to be
stabilized and near a three-degree profile – right into the ground’;
apparently neither method for flying a non-precision approach is
immune to a loss of situational awareness.

As I worked through the available material on SDF-approach CFIT
accidents, I was struck by just how often they were the result not of
high rate of descent dives, but of steady, stabilised descents that were
simply commenced too early i.e. prior to the final descent point or the
passage of an SDF. In a surprising number of cases, the instrument
procedure appears to have been flown without sufficient, or sometimes
any, reference to an appropriate chart. Accident investigators left
puzzling on this invariably conclude the pilot was either relying on
memory at a familiar airfield, or the weather conditions were such that
he/she never really committed to an instrument approach and flew
instead on a mixed visual/instrument basis.
One such accident was G-LENY at Oxford (see IP70). Another,
made prominent by the co-pilot’s query of: ‘what the hell did we hit,
man?’ (shortly before crashing), was a Citation on the VOR/DME
RWY 17 approach to Marco Island, Florida in December 1995 when
it turned out to be the guy wire of a 700ft antenna, which sheared off
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Fig 14, Lateral Position in Approach CFIT Accidents/Incidents

Fig 15, Vertical Profile in Approach CFIT Accidents/Incidents
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…that could lead you to descend too early

8.5ft of the port wing1. In each of these cases, the cause was said
to be the pilot’s disregard of minimum descent altitude on a nonprecision, step-down approach. From one perspective, that’s true
enough. But these pilots also flew the approaches apparently without
reference to an IAC and commenced their final descents ahead of
the final approach fix (FAF); had they not done so, both would have
cleared the obstacles despite a disregard of SDF altitudes. To me, at
least, that’s the more significant factor and it’s obviously not one that
can be addressed by better chart clarity!
The moral of these two accidents, and many others like them, is
very clear: use an instrument approach chart, fly the promulgated
procedure and don’t be tempted into a quasi-visual mindset – it’s an
instrument approach or a visual approach, never a halfway house.
Where chart clarity becomes a matter of life or death is the time
when, as a result of pressure or workload, the pilot is paying less
attention to the IAC than is desirable. In these circumstances,
misinterpreting the profile and commencing the descent ahead of the
FAF is all too easy. The same can be said of the other regular killer:
ignoring or misunderstanding the step-down altitude. I have come
to the conclusion that the improved level of situational awareness
you get when terrain profile is shown on the chart just might make
the difference. Although it’s not yet called for by ICAO (remember,
Annex 4 recommends either shaded-block minimum OCAs or
terrain profile), it is used by the UK CAA and for this and other
reasons of clarity I feel their charts have the edge.

The Bonanza I fly had its undercarriage inadvertently raised by the
previous owner on taxying in after a landing. It’s no coincidence
this happened after he’d upgraded from long-term ownership of
an earlier model, where the flap and undercarriage controls were in
exactly opposite locations. Prior to 1984, Beech hadn’t conformed
to the de facto industry standard for layout of these controls, with
predictable consequences; an NTSB review in 1980 found that
Barons accounted for 54% of such occurrences in light twins
even though they made up only 16% of the fleet. It is a classic
example of what we have come to understand from our human
factors studies as the wrong result from a motor programme.
If, like me, you’ve been a long-term Aerad user, you need to be very
aware of this phenomenon when flying a non-precision approach
that uses an off-airfield DME to provide distance guidance. Aerad
charts have always followed the UK CAA practice of showing DME
fix positions below the profile; in their Navtech-led reincarnation as
‘aerocharts’, however, they now display this information above the
profile (Jeppesen-style) with distance-to-threshold shown where the
DME distances used to be.
Figure 17, Shannon VOR/DME Rwy 24

Figure 16, Gloucestershire NDB/DME Rwy 27
New Navtech aerochart

Old Aerad style
CAA profile

Take a look at the old - and new -presentations for the Shannon
VOR/DME RWY 24 IAP in Figure 17. Under pressure, and with
years of motor programme reinforcement from Aerad usage, it’s a
given that some pilots will now misread the D8.3 FAP as D9.4 and
commence the descent prematurely. Fortunately, the SDF on this
approach is defined by a locator. On others where it isn’t, especially
where the DME is sited at a larger distance from the threshold,
this change has all the trademarks of a killer masquerading as a
respectable citizen!
Let’s move on now to the ‘RNAV issue’. It’s a fair bet that many
Instrument Pilot readers make use of a panel-mounted GPS receiver
when flying conventional non-precision approaches … except, of
course, if they’re on an IR/IMC revalidation test! You’ll be aware
of the significant difference in distance display between an RNAV
(GNSS) approach and a conventional procedure, especially where
it involves multiple SDF waypoints: the GPS presentation gives
distance information to the next waypoint instead of to a DME
station, which means the distance to the runway is not always
immediately apparent. The UK CAA has long expressed its concern
over the potential this has for premature descent in RNAV (GNSS)
procedures and, I learn, has recently asked the RNAV database
providers to remove any waypoints between the FAF and the missed
approach point (MAPt) from their RNAV procedure coding. When
implemented, this would mean that GPS displayed 'distance-togo' after passage of the FAF will always be to the MAPt (or runway

Jeppesen profile

Look in Figure 16 at the profiles published by the CAA and
Jeppesen for the NDB/DME RWY 27 IAP at Gloucestershire. If
you’re fatigued or stressed, do you think the inclusion of terrain
profile on the CAA chart might cause you to take more care over the
flight profile, which in turn might even stop you from misreading
the FAF and commencing a potentially-fatal descent from 2,000ft at
D8? I think it possibly could, but you decide.
Turning now to some specific ‘gotchas’ to look out for…
1

NTSB Accident Report MIA96FA051: Cessna 550, N91MJ
and Accident Prevention Bulletin, October 1997, Flight Safety
Foundation (www.ntsb.gov/NTSB/GenPDF.asp?id=MIA96FA
051&rpt=fi)
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threshold if prior to the MAPt) when flying RNAV (GNSS)
procedures in the UK.
My interest is not in stand-alone RNAV (GNSS) approaches,
though; they’re still as rare as rocking-horse excreta in this part of
the world. It’s the widely-used GPS unofficial-overlay technique that
deserves mention here i.e. where we fly an NDB or VOR approach
from the GPS database. For lateral guidance, there’s no doubt this
is vastly superior and safer. But do remember the approach CFIT
statistics; premature descent due to a lack of vertical situation
awareness features a whole lot more often than poor lateral guidance.
With the distance-to-run gotcha applying to the GPS overlay
approach just as much as to a full-blown RNAV procedure, yet
possibly worsened by the absence of an RNAV approach mindset,
it seems likely it will be an important contributor to those statistics.
CFIT is a killer, and dead pilots generally don’t leave sufficient clues
for this type of cause to emerge from the accident reports. But it does
feature in ‘near misses’, where the pilot remains available to confess.
Here’s an extract from Canada’s Transport Safety Board (TSB)
report on the difficulties a King Air experienced on a LOC/DME
approach in September 20042: ‘On the second approach at Edmonton,
the crew focused on the GPS distance reading from the FAF, instead
of the DME display. This led to a premature descent, and the aircraft
was operated below the minimum published step-down altitudes for the
approach.’
Whilst I’m not intent on addressing chart issues in RNAV
(GNSS) approaches, I suggest that anyone inclined to see these
as a whole lot safer (even without vertical guidance) should read
the Australian Transport Safety Bureau’s (ATSB) review of pilot
workload and safety in this type of approach3. Their report is
based on questionnaire responses from some 750 pilots holding
Australian RNAV (GNSS) approach endorsements, around 20%
being operators of Cat A aircraft and 35% Cat B – it was compiled
following eight years use of stand-alone RNAV (GNSS) approaches
in Australia, with over 400 such procedures published. Here are
some of its findings to ponder upon: ‘Pilot workload was perceived
as being higher, and reported losses of situational awareness were more
common … than for all other approaches except NDB. The concern that
most respondents had about the design of RNAV (GNSS) approaches
was that they did not use a reference for distance to the missed approach
point throughout the approach on the GPS or FMS display, and
limited distance references on the approach charts were inadequate.’
‘Approach chart interpretability was assessed as more difficult (than for
all other types of approach) by respondents from all aircraft performance
categories. Unlike NDB and ILS approach charts, ease of interpretation
did not increase with the number of approaches conducted each year.’
‘There were 49 respondents (1 in 15) who reported that they had been
involved in an incident involving RNAV (GNSS) approaches. The
most common incident was commencing the descent too early due to a
misinterpretation of their position.’

else. For this reason, I won’t be looking at chart adequacy in respect
of timing information. In any case, it shouldn’t be necessary these
days – used with due regard to the RNAV issue (discussed above),
GPS provides a perfectly adequate distance-to-run alternative
for those occasions when the DME or radar falls over. But in the
era before widespread adoption of GPS in IFR flying, the timed
approach had established itself as a common contributor to CFIT
statistics. Here’s what one report4 had to say following the pilot’s
less-than-successful attempt to fly a Mooney down the LOC/
DME RWY 17 approach into Leesburg, Virginia in June 1994
with the DME out of service: ‘the pilot stated that after passing
the middle marker he went down too fast through the MDA after
missing a step-down fix…and the right wing and right landing gear
contacted the trees.’ Since he was able to pull up, execute a missed
approach and carry out an otherwise uneventful landing, I guess
it wasn’t too bad a day! In most cases, others weren’t so lucky.
In Part 2 of this article, I touched on the potentially-misleading
left or right justification of minimum OCA data that features on
some commercially available charts.
Figure 18, Seychelles VOR/DME Rwy 13 Break-cloud

Aerad

Jeppesen

Looking at Figure 18, you see two alternative profile depictions
of the VOR/DME RWY 13 circling approach for Seychelles
International. Since the Jeppesen version is readily comprehensible,
I urge you to ignore it initially. Instead, concentrate on the Aerad
offering, which must be a gold-medal winner for chart obfuscation!
With the minimum OCA altitude information positioned furthest
from the point where it forms an SDF, this chart unquestionably has
a head start for misinterpretation. Now throw in, wrongly, a final
descent point at D11 (which is actually the commencement of base
turn), an FAF with no altitude data, a bold line which looks like an
advisory procedure altitude but without its corresponding distanceversus-altitude table and a level section which looks like an MDA
starting at D6.5. In combination, these chart features provide you
with ample opportunity to experience seriously compromised terrain
clearance or worse; an outcome which will doubtless be put down
to ‘pilot error’ (see inset). It is all too easy to interpret the profile as
a 3º gradient between the final descent point at 2,500ft/D11 and
the MDA at 1,120ft/D6.5, and the FAF as a not-below altitude of
1,760ft at D10. But if you do, you’ll be wrong; and dangerously so!
According to unverified information in a PPRuNe forum post, the

…or lead you to descend too low
Let’s get one thing clear; if you need to time a non-precision
approach in lieu of distance information and there’s a step-down
fix or two, my strongly-held view is you go and land somewhere
2

3

TSB Final Report A04W0200 – Navigation Deviation:
Beech King Air C90A (www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/rapports-reports/
aviation/2004/a04w0200/a04w0200.pdf)
Dr Stuart Godley, Perceived Pilot Workload and Perceived
Safety of RNAV (GNSS) Approaches, Aviation Safety and
Analysis Report 20050342, ATSB, December 2006 (www.atsb.
gov.au/publications/2006/pdf/20050342_RNAV_12.06.pdf)
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6

NTSB Accident Report BFO94LA106: Mooney M20C,
N6679U (www.ntsb.gov/NTSB/brief2.asp?ev_id=20001206X
01466&ntsbno=BFO94LA106&akey=1)
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Figure 19, Bournemouth LOC/DME Rwy 26 CAA AIP

crew of a Boeing 767 allegedly filed an Air Safety Report after flying
this approach and getting a GPWS warning on passing 1,600ft at
D8.5, quite possibly having made just the same misinterpretation. To
see how the approach is actually designed, do take a look now at the
much-clearer Jeppesen profile.
Finally, I want to highlight a gotcha that many may find
surprising:

…beware the localiser-only SDF approach
I was astonished to see exactly how often these feature in the
CFIT accident statistics (although, to be fair, the data come
largely from surveys relating to CAT, and I presume airline use
of hardcore non-precision approaches such as NDB and VOR is
proportionately less than general aviation’s). Even before we get to
chart issues, the localiser-only SDF approach is inherently highrisk. The problems start with ‘ILS mindset’; in other words, the
association with a precision approach (which, of course, it isn’t),
and where you aren’t programmed to think step-down fixes.
This is compounded by ‘glideslope distraction’, of which perhaps
the best-known CFIT example was the Korean Air Boeing 747
on the localiser-only approach to RWY 6L at Guam in August
19975. The ILS glideslope had been Notamed as inoperative due
to maintenance; the captain had included this information in his
approach brief; and ATC had provided the crew with a timely
reminder when issuing the approach clearance. Despite all of that,
flight-deck confusion as to the status of the glideslope was evident
throughout the approach, including an ‘isn’t glideslope working?’
query from the captain as they descended through 1,100ft amsl.
The aircraft crashed into hilly terrain killing all but 26 of the 254
passengers and crew on board. In one review of the accident6, the
glideslope-distracter phenomenon was neatly summarised thus:
‘On my way home from the hearing, I spoke with a senior pilot
for a major airline. He made the astute comment that localizer
approaches are unique among non-precision IAPs; they often have a
useless, but wiggling glideslope deviation indicator – which is like a
flame to the moth in the mind of a pilot who flies 98 percent of his
approaches over the years with an electronic glideslope.’
To that heady cocktail of danger, we now add a killer ingredient
that is especially pertinent to this article: the ‘amalgamated approach
chart’. Whilst the UK CAA and other national aviation authorities
issue separate plates for ILS approaches and their localiser-only
variants, the commercial producers tend to combine them into a
single chart. That is a recipe for confusion, especially when changing
to a localiser-only approach after self-briefing for the ILS (alright,
I know we should brief for both, but how many of us can honestly
say we always do?). Where the profile for the non-precision variant
includes one or more step-down fixes, the chart becomes too
cluttered; furthermore, correct interpretation necessitates reference to
various notes and, in extreme cases, multiple distance/altitude tables
provide an additional opportunity for fatal error.
Figure 19 shows the UK CAA profile for the LOC/DME/NDB
approach to Bournemouth’s RWY 26; as usual, it’s clear and easy
to interpret. Contrast that with the mixed-approach chart offerings
from Navtech and Jeppesen for the same approach, as shown in
Figure 20. By comparison, these amalgamated charts are a potential
nightmare if you haven’t anticipated glideslope inoperability. In one

Figure 20, Bournemouth ILS/DME Rwy 26

Navtech aerochart

Jeppesen

example taken from a review7 of six non-precision approach incidents
in which TAWS intervention averted possible CFIT disasters), where
the crew had planned and briefed for the ILS and then experienced
ground-equipment failure just before the IAF, misinterpretation of
an amalgamated approach chart resulted in initiation of the final
descent 3.9nm too early. The author concluded that:
‘The mistake of using the wrong table could have been avoided with
separate charts or improved format.’

In conclusion
By its length, this article might appear to be a comprehensive
review of the approach chart issues in step-down fix

5
6

The Wrong Approach, Flight Safety Australia, July-August
2000 (www.casa.gov.au/fsa/2000/jul/page22-29.pdf)
Wally Roberts, TERPS, CFIT And Me, IFR Refresher, June
1998 (www.terps.com/ifrr/jun98.pdf)
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Dan Gurney, Celebrating TAWS ‘Saves’: but lessons still to
be learnt; undated but post- September 2005 (www.icao.int/
FSIX/_Library%5CTAWS%20Saves%20plus%20add.pdf)
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One year
on – an
Editor’s
perspective

approaches; in reality, I suspect it merely scratches the
surface. I embarked on the research knowing we should take
particular care when flying this type of approach, but have
emerged with an altogether new respect for the dangers.
Here are the ten most important things I’ve taken away:
1. Non-precision approaches featuring SDFs are inherently
high risk.
2. CFIT during an SDF approach is usually the result of
descent-too-early or descent-too-low, rather than lateralnavigation error.
3. Chart misinterpretation is frequently a factor, as is (surprisingly) either the absence of chart use or quasi-visual instrument flight.
4. ICAO standards for the profile depiction on charts have
changed; full implementation will take many years, so it’s
necessary to understand both old and new styles and their
potentially-conflicting differences.
5. Chart clarity varies significantly, both from one approach
to the next and between different producers; those in the
UK AIP have several superior features.
6. For any SDF approach likely to be used, including the
localiser-only variant of a planned ILS, gaining a clear
understanding of its profile is a vital task for pre-flight
planning rather than one to be left to in-flight briefing; on
occasion, this may necessitate reference to more than one
producer’s chart.
7. Supreme care needs to be taken to initiate the final descent
(or each step-down descent if DnD) at the correct distance
from the threshold. Its astonishing how many non-precision approach CFIT accidents occur simply from starting
the descent ahead of the FAF.
8. Equally, supreme care needs to be taken to interpret correctly, and conform to, each step-down fix MDA (regardless of CDFA or DnD).
9. If at any time a DnD approach requires a rate of descent
greater than 1,000ft/min, abandon it.
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our Editor took on Instrument
Pilot just over a year ago,
with edition 66. To say it has
been interesting is a major
understatement; it has been a lot
of fun although occasionally a bit
P
stressful, perhaps not surprisingly
given that I have never done
anything like it before.
I don’t get a lot of feedback
from readers - which I
generally take to be a positive
sign; but I did have an email from a
member after the last issue suggesting that there was too
much on US matters and that the focus should be clearly on flying
in Europe. That gave me pause for thought as I hadn’t intended the
main focus to be other than on Europe.
But I do try to achieve a spread of topics in each issue, to meet the
expectations of the quite wide ranging membership that we have, so
there is something for everybody. I am conscious that you may have
strong views about what is, and isn’t, appropriate content for the
magazine of PPL/IR Europe. Pleasing everyone is challenging and
perhaps impossible! But feedback is always appreciated and taken
seriously. So, a year on, how has Instrument Pilot been for you?
I am very grateful for the continuing support of the regular
contributors. And thank you to those who responded to my plea in
IP69 for new authors, some published already, some I have yet to
use. If you have a story to tell that just might interest other members,
please let me know. You don’t need to be an accomplished author, if
you can provide material I can help you to produce something fit for
publication.
And, finally on a personal note, your Editor finally completed his
own instrument rating at the end of 2008, leaving him with a huge
smile that refuses to go away.
David Earle
Editor
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By Vasa Bab
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Pilot error through chart misinterpretation … cause or effect?
‘Errors are shaped and provoked by upstream workplace and
organizational factors. Identifying an error is merely the
beginning of the search for causes, not the end.’
James Reason, ‘Managing the Risks of Organizational
Accidents’, Ashgate 1997
And conclusion number ten? Oh, very simple… should our
Chairman ever ask for another article on an insomnia-curing
topic, make yourself scarce!
Chris Cook, a JAA CPL/IR with circa 1,700 hours, has
flown a G-reg Beech A36 Bonanza since 1992 and been a
member of PPL/IR Europe for the past ten years. He is an
engineering industry adviser to several private equity firms
and executive chairman of a technology spin-out from the
University of Oxford developing novel, radio-frequency
sensors for, amongst others, the aircraft industry.

Instrument Pilot

Instrume
nt Pilot

PS A reminder: if you don’t want the paper version of Instrument
Pilot you can opt out. Either complete a database update form
online, confirming your preferred email address and making it clear
in the comment field that ‘no postal copy required’ or just send an
email to memsec@pplir.org with the same information.
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IFR FlightPlanPro
By Mike Flynn

F

ast, painless, automatic – words not
normally associated with planning a
long distance IFR flight in Europe. With
the introduction of FlightPlanPro, a full
featured IFR route planning tool, moving
from thinking about a destination to a fully
planned flight is now just a few minutes
work.
FlightPlanPro covers the area from
Greenland to Luxor and supports planning
in FIRs and UIRs. The information
includes:
I
Airway structure including MEA, MAA
and conditional route designation
I
Waypoints/nav aids that support the
enroute airway structure (including
frequencies)
I
All aerodromes known to Eurocontrol
(CFMU)
I
Location data on 10,000 towns within
Europe
I
The Route Availability Document
(RAD), accessible as a reference
I
The UK Standard Route Document
I
An elevation model showing terrain
elevation in 3 mile grids - note the
elevation is for general planning NOT
terrain separation
FlightPlanPro also allows you to define
your own airports (and files them as ZZZZ
with an appropriate remark), additional
waypoints, your favourite DCT shortcuts
and preferred routes into and out of key
airports.
For flight planning you can define
multiple aircraft with flight plan information
and performance data. The performance
data can be defined for any number of
different situations e.g. standard cruise, long
range, etc, in various units of measure and as
true or indicated air speed.
FlightPlanPro also uses forecast winds aloft
information for each leg of the flight when
computing the plog. Within the chart view
you can overlay:
I
Winds aloft
I
mean sea level pressure
I
zero degree isotherm
I
Cloud tops
I
Cloud density and freezing cloud density at planned level
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IFR FlightPlanPro screen shot showing the planned route from Goodwood to Wels, Austria
I
I

Relative humidity at planned level
Accumulated precipitation
Finally, using a UK AIS login,
FlightPlanPro will request a narrow route
briefing for the planned route, filter it
according to your preferences and display
the result overlaid onto the route.

FlightPlanPro in action
Recently I needed to visit a site near
Wels in Austria. I wanted to fly myself
but had not previously visited anywhere
nearby. Planning this provides an excellent
demonstration of FlightPlanPro’s capability.
Searching for Wels using the Location
lookup option in the Utility menu shows
the Lat/Lon and sunrise/sunset and zooms
the airways chart to an area near Linz. I
see, using the ruler (click dragging on the
chart), that LOLW 1.7 miles and LOWL 6.5
miles, are the closest airports. Looking up
the details of the fields (using the Location
option in the Utilities section) shows LOWL
(9,793ft runway) is the main airport and
LOLW at 4,532 ft. should be sufficient if the
weather is OK for a VFR approach.
I have oxygen so set a target altitude of

9

FL100, and a range of FL050-FL150, to
allow for altitude changes to comply with
RAD restrictions.
I enter EGTF (my home base), GWC
as the exit point (it is a compulsory
point), LOLW as destination and LOWL
as alternate. 10 seconds after pressing
AutoRoute, I have a route that tells me it is
657 miles (10% more than great circle) and,
with forecast winds, is going to need 64
gallons of fuel and take 3:47 hours.
DCT GWC DCT SFD R803 DVR
L9 KONAN L607 NEKIR/N0175F120
RUDUS L984 ASKIK Z74 KOSEK L603
RENLO/N0179F140 L603 TEGBA EGG
Q118 MOPIP DCT
This route uses altitude changes to avoid
the Frankfurt RAD restrictions. Had I
limited the maximum altitude to FL100 the
resulting route would be 20 miles longer,
using the RAD recommended low level
route around Frankfurt.
DCT GWC DCT SFD R803 DVR L9
KONAN L607 ULMEN DCT NASBO
DCT OLIVI Q762 FRANK Z12 RINEX
W718 DKB G5 AKANU L603 ROTIN
L856 SBG DCT

Instrument Pilot

Making full
use of GPS –
PRNAV approval

Pressing the NOTAM button brings a display of relevant
NOTAMS. These can be reviewed on chart by mousing over
the area, in summary form on the NOTAM tab of the main
screen, or in detail by double clicking on one of the entries in
the NOTAM table. The filtering rules can be defined in the
NOTAM panel of the preference window.
Finally, I check the weather using the various weather chart
overlays. These show the 0˚C isotherm is FL060 at EGTF, with
tops around FL45. For most of the route it looks likely to be nice
weather; however, over the channel, the tops go to more than
FL120. A look at Cloud Density @ Level shows these are likely
to be solid clouds so I am probably not going to want to do this
without de-ice. A further look shows cloud density of only 30%
down lower at FL050 and up higher at FL170. I confirm this
with the OWS Flight Hazards website which indicates light
mixed icing over the channel from 050-160.
Pressing the METAR button retrieves the three most recent
METARs and the TAF for the departure, destination and
alternate.
Finally, I confirm fuel load, check the reserve is sufficient (it
will be amber if less than 45 minutes and red if less than 0),
the passenger count is correct, hit Copy ICAO, open the flight
plan import page on Homebriefing and paste the FPL message
in (Ed. for more information about using Homebriefing, see Peter
Holy’s article on Online flight plan filing, starting on Page 1 of this
issue). I have now filed my validated flight plan and can print the
paperwork for the trip.
The standard reports FlightPlanPro produces are:
I
A plog, printed in double column A4, so folded in half it fits
an A5 flight board.
I
A standard flight plan form.
I
Chart strips – showing the route in A4 sections with a
selectable scale.
I
An ‘Operational Report’ showings the three most recent
METARs for departure, destination, alternate (or the closest reporting station), the TAFs, JAR-OPS fuel reserve and
NOTAMS printed in a compact two column format.

By Gordon Moir

I

n November 2006 I had the avionics on my Piper Comanche
upgraded. This was towards the end of the GPS approach trials,
which were being conducted by the CAA. Included in my upgrade
was the installation of a Garmin GNS430 and GI106 course
deviation indicator. Not being very familiar with the requirements
at the time I forwarded to my avionics company extracts from the
guidelines that the CAA had issued with respect to the trials being
conducted. I also included for good measure the comment that I
intended to use the GNS430 in real IFR conditions and wished the
installation to be compliant with all the requirements!
At the time I requested an amendment to the aircraft flight
manual (AFM) but was advised that my avionics company had
contacted the CAA, and that would not be required. The work all
completed, I managed to complete a GPS approach at Blackpool on
9th December 2006 as part of the trial.

AFM amendment required after all
In April 2008 I attended the PPL/IR Europe meeting at Liverpool
Airport and listened to Vasa Babic’s presentation on GPS. My
enthusiasm reinvigorated, and my knowledge increased, I recognised
that if in the future I was to be able to utilise fully my GNS430
then I would need to obtain an amendment to the AFM.
I have to confess that when I started this process I was of
the opinion that modifying the AFM was, at best, a necessary
bureaucratic evil. My Comanche is not fitted with an autopilot and
therefore reading the AFM whilst in flight is not really a safe option.
Having now however gone through the process and obtained the
amendment, my knowledge of the use of GPS has improved and the
relevance of my AFM as a reference document has been enhanced.
I decided fairly early on that if I was going to go to the trouble
and expense of obtaining an amendment then it should cover all
the options that were possible. Initially GPS was approved as a
means of providing en-route navigation (B-RNAV) and then later
it was used for making non-precision approaches (RNAV). More
recently the authorities have decided that it can be used for terminal
procedures (P-RNAV). In terms of the required accuracy this latter
category falls not unsurprisingly in between the enroute and the
approach requirements; however, with the passing of time, when
it came to specifying the requirements for P-RNAV the JAA took
the opportunity to amend the requirements significantly. These are
detailed in Temporary Guidance Leaflet 10 (TGL 10, see www.
ecacnav.com/content.asp?CatID=209).
If, today, I were having a GNS430 fitted to my aircraft I would
have the AFM amendment done at the same time as the minor

Conclusion
FlightPlanPro has now evolved to the point where I find
it an exceptionally useful tool for undertaking the bulk
of my flight planning. It doesn’t, and never will, replace
commercial or government publications for use in navigation.
But it does provide much more than its core function of
generating a valid and sensible IFR route within Europe.
I am very interested in feedback on what people like,
don’t like and wish FlightPlanPro could accomplish. This
can be provided directly via email (mike@mmflynn.com),
on the PPL/IR Europe forums (I announce upgrades on the
forum) or via the feedback and comment link on www.
flightplanpro.eu. Versions of FlightPlanPro for Windows
(XP is supported but it should run on Vista), Max OSX and
32bit Linux can be downloaded from the website. While
FlightPlanPro remains in beta, it will have an expiry date.
A new version is made available for download about one
month prior to expiry.
A more complete version of this article with a number of screen
shots is also available from the website www.flightplanpro.eu.
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mod for the installation. EASA treats this as just one
minor mod rather than two, and charge just one fee,
currently 256 euros. If, like myself, your installation was
done some time ago then a separate fee for the AFM
amendment is also required. What follows is information
on how I compiled my application for an amendment to
the AFM for my aircraft to permit the use of a Garmin
GNS430 for B-RNAV, P-RNAV and non-precision
GNSS approaches.

EASA Form 36
The application is made to EASA using their Form 36
Application for Approval of Stand-Alone or Minor Change
related Revision of Flight Manual (FM), available at
www.easa.europa.eu/ws_prod/c/c_app_forms.php.
This form contains the applicant’s personal details
including bank details as EASA want to get paid!
Garmin GNS430 - PRNAV approved
The airworthiness code (section 3) can be found at
G-INFO – the EASA Category - on the CAA’s website. For US
I
EASA Form 36
manufactured aircraft the type certificate number (section 4.1) can
I
Section 4.5 of Form 36
either be found in the Flight Manual (or at the FAA’s website, under
TCDS).
I
The AFM Supplement
For section 4.5 (Description), I attached a separate document, a
I
Log book entry sheet (the installation)
copy of which is on the website. Here I referred to the minor mod for
I
Modification application (the installation)
the installation which was in accordance with TGL 3. This guidance
I
CAA approval of Minor Modification (the installation)
leaflet had been out for many years and my installation was actually
I
Garmin GNS430 specification
cleared on the basis of a minor mod issued for another aircraft,
several years earlier; however as mentioned earlier, for P-RNAV, the
I
Garmin GI 106 specification
document that currently defines the required standard is now TGL
I
Letter from Garmin to the FAA dated 25 January 1999
10. So I also covered how the installation meets sections 7.1 and 7.2
I
Letter from the FAA to Garmin dated 25 January 1999
of TGL 10, which essentially deal with the functionality of the unit
I
Letter from the FAA to Garmin dated 9 September 2002
and how the pilot interfaces with it. To satisfy the rest, I supplied
copies of the Garmin specifications for the GNS430 and GI106
indicator (see website). For the GNS430W/530W, Garmin have
The following week I received a call from the CAA advising that
lodged a compliance statement with Eurocontrol (see www.ecacnav.
they had received my application from EASA. Three changes were
com/content.asp?CatID=208). To help me, I used this document
requested:
together with Garmin’s documents, explaining the differences
I
delete the ‘B’ from PA24-260B because it needs to be as recogbetween the 430/530 series and the 430W/530W series (see website).
nised by the CAA,
Item 7.1.1 is essentially about how track error is displayed to the
I
give my supplement a name (this would normally be a company
pilot. I do not have an HSI but simply the Garmin GI106 indicator
name but can be anything) and, lastly,
which in GPS mode behaves as it does for an ILS i.e. the required
I
add to the bottom of each page a space for the approval number
course is not required to be set against the lubber line. If your
and the date
primary display is a HSI then the situation maybe different. TGL10
does however state that an acceptable alternative is a navigation map
display. The key point is, I believe, that as the pilot turns the aircraft
onto successive legs he should have, without having to change any
settings, a clear indication of where he is relative to the desired track.
The map display could therefore be considered the primary display,
rather than the HSI.

Approval 12 days later…
These changes were emailed to the CAA and I was advised
by return that they would issue a Technical Visa to EASA
recommending approval. My approval was issued 12 days later
by EASA. I have to say, I was really quite pleased how responsive
the CAA and EASA were in handling my application.
If you wish to give it a go, could I suggest that - if you have not
already done so - you have a look at the excellent RNAV Training
Manual produced by Vasa Babic (on the website). It is covered in the
manual, but with respect to P-RNAV, the AFM amendment is a first
step as you also require a letter of authority issued by the CAA.
Please feel free to use any of my material, but do remember that it
will require to be amended to match your installation.

Pulling all the paperwork together
The actual Flight Manual Supplement was based on the FAA
sample supplied with the unit (see website). I deleted text that
I did not believe was relevant to my installation and added text
believed applicable to the P-RNAV requirement. To obtain the
latter I consulted CAA FODCOM 04/2008 see www.caa.co.uk/
docs/33/FOD200804.pdf and UK AIP section GEN 1.5.1.
Being unable to fly in January due to a heavy cold I spent the
weekend pulling all the paperwork together and sent it off to EASA
in Germany. My submission included the following documents:
I
Covering letter
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Copies of all the paperwork - except the log book entry
sheet, the minor mod for the installation and the Form
36 - can be accessed by members on the PPL/IR
Europe web site at www.pplir.org/index.php.
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EUROSTUFF

By John Pickett

EASA, EU & ECAC

Conversion of flight crew licences

N

EASA has advised that flight crew licences and ratings issued
under the Joint Aviation Authorities JARs will be considered
to have been issued under the EU rules; however, national
licences and ratings will have to be converted to EASA licences
and ratings once an analysis report has been completed by each
country’s regulatory authority. This will need to demonstrate
that each licence and/or rating is in accord with EASA rules.
The anomaly of course is that in the case of the UK there is no
EASA equivalent to either the BCPL or IMC rating; however,
the UK issued basic commercial pilot’s licence could perhaps be
converted to an EASA PPL with flight instructor privileges.

o apologies are given or intended for the amount of space
devoted to the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA),
the EU and the European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC). The
changes to aviation that will occur in the 27 countries of the EU, the
three new member countries to join shortly and the 41 countries of
ECAC are immense and wide ranging. The changes are significantly
greater than those introduced by the JAA - JARs and will effect
every one of us in a population in excess of 500 million people. It is
estimated that there are in excess of 340,000 ‘leisure’ pilots within
the regulation of EASA! The European Commission has totally
failed to appreciate the complexity in changing aviation regulation
in Europe. EASA is tasked with producing ‘Rules’ for numerous
aviation activities that hitherto were unregulated. Whilst the
expertise in EASA is not in doubt, the impact assessment does not
appear to establish whether there are sufficient numbers of trained
auditors, flight, simulator, and ground instructors to cope with all
the changes. If the trend in the UK is mirrored throughout Europe
there will, certainly, not be enough flight and simulator instructors.

Safety management system required?
SMS? When EASA introduces the rules concerning approved
training organisations (ATO) it is implicit that an ATO will
need to have a safety management system (SMS). This is based
upon the ICAO Safety Management Manual, a document of
some 19 chapters. The part of the EASA NPA covering the SMS
is 22 pages. It appears that similar systems are to be applied to
all, whether a large airline, a small gliding club in the south of
France, or a one person helicopter training facility in Wales.
EASA has indicated that a small ATO can have a simplified
SMS. One wonders how much simplification is possible.

European aviation – a heavyweight
picture
On the 30th January 2009 EASA published the long awaited
NPA 2009-2 Operations. Taken together with NPA 200817 Flight Crew Licensing and NPA 2008-22 Authority and
Organisation Requirements the overall picture proposed for
aviation in the EU countries becomes clearer. Whilst the
brief by the EU to EASA to regenerate general aviation is
admirable, the sheer volume of documentation apparently
required is daunting. So far the writer has ‘waded’ through
nine weighty tomes some with more than 700 pages.
Ironically a recent statement from EASA ‘We have to make
the rules more user friendly’ coincided with the publication
of yet another, difficult to read, weighty tome…

Confusion over the role of EASA
From discussions with other pilots and flight instructors it is
apparent that there is some confusion over the role of EASA. There
is confusion over ‘law making’ relating to flight crew licensing
and training not least because EASA refers to ‘law making’ as
‘rulemaking’! The majority of this is the responsibility of EASA
whereas administration, in most cases, falls on each individual
country’s regulatory authority. For example, the Civil Aviation
Authority in the United Kingdom; the Direction Generale de
L’Aviation Civiler in France; and similar organisations in the
rest of the EU, are required to administer these legally binding
rules. An individual country can neither vary the rules in any
way nor impose additional requirements. However, EASA does
not actually make the law itself as this is done by the European
Parliament with the guidance and recommendations of EASA.

NPA response dates delayed again for
EASA 2008-17 and 2008-22
The response date concerning NPA 2008-17 has been delayed again
until 15th April 2009; but the deadline for the implementation of
all EASA rules remains the 8th April 2012. Each member state
must comply by this date; however it is anticipated that the new
rules proposed in these NPAs will come into effect well before
that date. May 2010 appears to be a target date for publication
in the official journal. This was confirmed in the recently
published first edition of EASA News. If anybody disagrees with
a proposed amendment to the rules they must comment. Once
an NPA has passed into EU law it is too late to complain.
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Non-compliant Mode S transponders
EASA is receiving reports concerning the performance
of some Mode S transponders in particular Funkwerk
Avionics Gmbh TRT800A SSR Transponders. Some result
in an intermittent loss of detection. EASA has determined
that, because of these faults, these transponders do not
comply with current airworthiness requirements.
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New ground-based augmentation
system operational

Idiosyncratic glass cockpits

Relevant to Eurostuff is the announcement that Newark
Liberty International, one of New York’s airports, has installed
a GPS instrument approach procedure. But it is different from
other GPS approaches in the world in that it is augmented.
The NY Port Authority has installed a pseudolite that is a ground
based transmitter which pretends to be a GPS satellite transmitter.
This enables the provision of a precision approach procedure
equivalent to a Category 1 ILS with minima of 200ft above runway
threshold. The Authority is working on gaining minima of ILS
Cat 3c - zero cloud base and low visibility - using the augmentation
system. It is hoped in due course that the use of the pseudolite
technology will become widespread throughout the EU with the cost
being significantly less than the installation of an ILS system.

European licence issues still in decline

Very light jets (VLJ)

The National Geomagnetic Service (www.geomag.bgs.ac.uk)
recently published its space weather report and forecast. The
present period of prolonged quiet activity in the earth’s magnetic
field cycle is set to end later this year. Thereafter there will be a
rapid rise in solar activity with the number of sunspots forecast to
peak in 2011/2012. The report highlights the difference between
quiet solar conditions and peak activity. In quiet conditions, on
7th November 2008, compass variation, changed by half of a
degree within an hour. Activity in the last peak solar conditions
caused a change of variation of seven degrees in six minutes!

The writer recently tested a glass cockpit light aircraft, manufactured
in Europe, with a wonderful series of displays. The machine
was fitted with a primary flight display (PFD), a multifunction
display (MFD) and a composite GPS, COM and NAV display.
Parts of the displays were not intuitive and it seemed very easy to
transpose the MFD onto the PFD with the net result that it was
possible to have the engine control unit display superimposed on
the top of the PFD, totally obliterating the attitude display!
Further investigation into other manufacturers systems revealed
some fascinating anomalies. In one manufacturer’s system, if the
PFD is lost then the COM/NAV 1 and autopilot system is lost also.
In another, if you lose a PFD or MFD then the autopilot is lost as
well as the manual electric elevator trim. Many flight instructors and
pilots agree that ground and flight training is essential due to the
idiosyncrasies of the glass cockpit manufactures systems. If in doubt
read the instructions carefully!

Previously in Eurostuff, the growth of the number of VLJ
aeroplanes has been discussed. Recently published global forecasts
predict that by the year 2020 there will be between 5,500 and
13,000 VLJs supplied. Approximately 90% of these aeroplanes are
destined for North America and Europe where it is reported that
three operators have placed orders, collectively, for 393 VLJs.
The VLJ brings with it significant changes in general aviation
operations. The concept of a single crew aeroplane carrying three to
five passengers, operating at altitudes up to 41,000 feet, and with a
range approaching 2,000nm, is completely new to many GA pilots.
There are two major revolutions in such operations, purchase/
operating cost and instrumentation. The entry level Diamond DJet
has an estimated cost of $1.38 million. Instrumentation will be
highly automated with flight management systems, multifunction
displays, real-time weather displays, electronic flight bags etc.

The number of flight crew licences and ratings issued
continues to fall. In particular the number of new instrument
ratings issued to PPL holders is at an all time low. With
the introduction of the Instrument Rating (Helicopter) the
number of Airline Transport Pilot Licences (Helicopters) has
increased significantly. This is primarily because it is mandatory
to hold an IR (H) before an ATPL (H) can be issued.

Geomagnetic storms and compass
variation

The future of the Robin secure
It is reported that the future of Robin aircraft is secure. The
holding company behind Robin has been bought by a Dijon based
businessman. The company plans to start distribution of spares
quickly.

Mobile R22/R44 simulator
In anticipation of the changes in flight crew licensing intended
by EASA the Veritair Aviation Academy at Cardiff heliport
in South Wales has commissioned the manufacture of a
Robinson R22/R44 flight simulator. It is built into a genuine
R44 cockpit and has a very sophisticated visual system and
comprehensive radio aid database. It will be used for BLPL,
LPL, PPL, CPL and Instrument Rating training. It will be
unique in that the simulator is built into a purpose made trailer
so that it can be used at various venues throughout Europe.
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Pilots’ talk
Dates for your diary
11th April 2009. Bonus
Safety Day, Duxford Airfield
(EGSU)

D

uxford Airfield has been running
special Bonus Days for the last three
years. On 11th April, to kick-off the flying
season, there is an informal Safety Bonus
Day – Fly-in or Drive-in - for a mixture of
informal presentations and opportunities to
chat to the professionals (see http://duxford.
iwm.org.uk/server/show/ConWebDoc.3759
and on the PPL/IR Europe forum).

25th April 2009. PPL/IR
Europe One-day meeting and
AGM at Shoreham Airport
(EGKA)
The Spring meeting and AGM of PPL/IR
Europe will be held at Shoreham Airport
on Saturday 25th April 2009 between 10:30
and 16:00, in Exhibition meeting rooms 1
and 2.
Agenda
10:30 Arrivals and coffee;
11:00 John Page (TAA UK, Denham)
- Glass cockpits, Handle with care;
12:15 Jim Thorpe (Chairman) - Regulatory update;
13:00 Buffet lunch;
14:00 Mark Samson (Bournemouth)
- Commercial operating principles:
Lessons for GA
15:15 Tea/Coffee;
15:30 AGM;
16:00 End of meeting and departures.
Cost: £20 per head (collected at the
meeting) to cover, buffet lunch, speakers
travel, room bookings etc. Shoreham Airport
has agreed a discount on landing fees for all
aircraft arrivals for the meeting.
Aircraft arrivals: Dedicated parking area;
shuttle bus; reduction in landing fees agreed
- flat £10 for <1,500kg, 50% off at heavier
weights. Ask for refuelling on landing,
bowser to aircraft, pilots to check in and
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out at Control and pilot briefing room, by
fire station (next building to west of main
terminal).
International arrivals: Contact Steve
Dunnett (dunnett@cf.ac.uk) for Shoreham
briefing notes on GA reports and fax
numbers for UK Immigration/HMC/Sussex
police on EU/non EU/CTA arrivals.
Car arrivals: Park anywhere in front of
terminal. Parking free if attending meeting
in the Exec centre, but drivers must notify
Reception desk of car registration number at
reception desk.
Booking form (one per member): at www.
pplir.org/index.php?option=com_content&
task=view&id=406.

22 – 24th May 2009. Fly-in to
Aero Expo at Letnany airport
(LKLT), Prague

chairman does not have to be the same
person for each of the three days. There
are several other presenters beyond those
from PPL/IR Europe. Sunday has very
much an LAA focus at present.
I
an announcer to inform visitors by PA
of seminar start times.
I
volunteers to man the stand – the commitment is only for a two-hour slot on
one of the days.
All offers of help to memsec@pplir.org.
The Aero Expo web site for 2009 is up and
running at www.expo.aero.

4th - 5th July 2009. PPL/IR
Europe weekend meeting,
Angoulême/Cognac, France
(LFBU)

You are cordially invited to participate in
a fly-in by European GA pilot members of
AOPA, IFFR, PPL/IR Europe, JAC and
GAC to the venue of the Aero Expo 2009
exhibition in Prague, more details on our
website (see Events). For full details of the
exhibition see www.expo.aero/prague.

12 - 14th June 2009. Aero
Expo, Wycombe Air Park
(EGTB)
Following our success in 2008, PPL/IR
Europe will be returning to Aero Expo
in June. Once again, we will have a stand
and will be running the full seminar
programme. The event is at its best with
support from our membership, and those
who volunteered last time enjoyed the
sense of involvement with PPL/IR Europe
and the wider aviation community. This
year we are looking for the following:
I
speakers to prepare and present a seminar on behalf of PPL/IR Europe. Most
slots are filled, so please let us know
soon if there is a topic you would like to
talk about
I
a chairman for the seminars to keep
things on track and on topic. The
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Combining gastronomy, tour of vineyards
and a major cognac house (Hennessy)
on Saturday afternoon, and tours of the
ancient cities of Cognac and Angoulême
on the Sunday morning. We will be
staying at the Chateau de l’Yeuse (special
discount rates apply). We propose
Angoulême as the airfield for arrivals for
lunch on Saturday as it is a designated
customs/immigration port of entry with
full IFR procedures, whereas Cognac
is military and does not have customs
facilities Full details of the programme
on the website. Organised by local
member Willem van Rijk. Please address
visit queries to Willem (vanrijkwillem@
orange.fr) and expressions of interest and
website booking forms to Steve Dunnett
(meetings@pplir.org). NB the number
of rooms is limited, so book now!
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September 2009. PPL/IR
Europe Autumn Tour
The trip is likely to combine a regional
meeting in Prague, then on into Hungary
- Lake Balaton, Slovenia - Ljubljana,
and North Italy - Parma or Genoa, from
about 14th September 2009 for about
9 days, aiming for two night stops.
Nothing is fixed and suggestions from
potential participants are welcome.
Contact Stephen Niechal sjniechcial@
hotmail.com if you are interested.

16th October 2009. PPL/IR
Europe guided visit to AAIB,
Farnborough

will celebrate their centenary whilst 9th
June marks the 80th anniversary of the
opening of the first Cambridge airfield.
At Dunsfold, Surrey the Waverley District
Council rejected plans to build 2,600 houses
on Dunsfold airfield.
The Imperial War Museum at Duxford,
Cambridgeshire announced that it was
in the final stages of negotiation with
Cambridgeshire County Council to
purchase the Duxford runways (grass and
paved) and the remaining land which
surrounds them (the area `airside’ of the
public fence line). By gaining ownership of
the land the Museum stated that it could
ensure the preservation of the historic
airfield, its heritage and landmark buildings
and the landscape they are set in.

The AAIB have only allowed us one visit
for a maximum of 20 participants during
2009. Unfortunately, even before opening
to explicit bookings, these have all been
allocated to members who responded to
earlier notifications in the magazine and
website. We will be trying to organise a
further visit for members in 2010. The
meetings secretary is maintaining a reserves
list for those wishing to accept cancellations
and/or attend a future visit - contact
Steve Dunnett meetings@pplir.org.

UK key airshow dates 2009
www.aeroflight.co.uk/shows/showdate.
htm including, in the next couple of
months, fly-ins at Henstridge, Popham
and Kemble and air shows at Abingdon,
Duxford and Southend-on-Sea.

JAA FNPT simulator discount for PPL/IR Europe
members at Exeter (EGTE)
Simulator Flight Training Limited offers
a 10% discount off of the standard
training and IR renewal test fees subject
to production of a current membership
card when settling the invoice. Enquiries
or bookings via Airways Flight Training
at Exeter Airport on 01392 364216.

Airfield updates
At Cambridge Airport, Cambridge in
early October 2008 Marshall Aerospace
announced that the airport formerly known
as Cambridge City Airport had changed its
name and would now be known as Marshall
Airport Cambridge UK. This development
was announced to coincide with the opening
of the Marshall Business Aviation Centre, a
£4.7m investment in business and corporate
aircraft handling and maintenance. During
2009, the Marshall Group of Companies
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New runway at Duxford
The Snowdonia Society raised legal
objections to the decision by the Welsh
Assembly Government to let Llanbedr
airfield to Kemble Air Services on a 125year lease. The Assembly Government
announced that it was seeking legal advice
regarding its compliance with certain
provisions of the Environment Act following
the Snowdonia Society’s objections.
Following consideration of this advice, the
Deputy First Minister will make a decision
on the future of Llanbedr.
The MOD has announced that
Machrihanish was surplus to defence
requirements and was to be sold, leading to
the loss of 20 jobs. It was stated that the part
of the site used as Campbeltown Airport
would not be threatened. The site is also
the manufacturing base for Vestas-Celtic
Wind Technology, which employs up to 100
people.
Oxford Airport, Oxfordshire has
upgraded its runway and instrument landing
aids and inaugurated Oxfordjet, the airport’s
new business aviation centre. A new high
bearing strength apron has been constructed
and the fire and rescue capability has been
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upgraded to allow the airport to handle
aircraft up to the size of the Airbus A318
Elite business jet. A new hangar able to
handle aircraft the size of the Airbus A318
is also being built, with construction
expected to be complete by February 2009.
The former CSE hangar has also been
refurbished to house a fixed-wing business
aircraft maintenance organisation.

Commission regulation (EC)
1033/2006 - initial flight plan
EC Regulation 1003/2006 - initial flight
plan - came into force on 1st January 2009.
This regulation lays down the requirements
on procedures for flight plans in the preflight phase. There doesn’t seem to be much
change from before but it does emphasise
that if the requirements aren’t followed to
the letter, delays will be inevitable. As all
of our readers are pretty perfect anyway in
their procedures I thought I’d just detail
the contents of the regulation as an aide
memoir. The term ‘initial flight plan’ is
defined as the flight plan submitted by the
originator including any changes initiated
and accepted by pilots, operators, an ATS
unit or CFMU/IFPS during the pre-flight
phase. The aim of the regulation is to
ensure the consistency of flight plans by all
parties at the time of the first delivery of an
ATC clearance. ICAO procedures for the
submission, acceptance and distribution of
flight plans are complemented by provisions
obliging operators, pilots, air traffic service
units and other originators of flight plans to
ensure that the key items of flight plans are
kept updated to ensure accurate information
and the true intentions of the flight.
The key items of a flight plan are defined
as follows:
I
Aircraft identification
I
Departure aerodrome
I
Estimated off-block date (where
required)
I
Estimated off-block time (EOBT)
I
Destination aerodrome
I
Route, excluding terminal area procedures
I
Cruising speed(s) and requested flight
level(s)
I
Aircraft type and wake turbulence
category
I
Flight rules and type of flight
I
Aircraft equipment and related capabilities
For pilots/operators, particular note
should be made of the requirement to
maintain an accurate EOBT. Changes to
EOBT of more than 15 minutes shall be
reflected by a suitable update message to
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IFPS (UKAIP ENR 1-9-5). For Air Traffic
Service Providers, particular note should be
made of the requirement for any changes of
route, excluding terminal procedures e.g.
due to the non-availability/acceptability of a
filed flight plan route, to be communicated
to IFPS for update and acceptance by the
operator. Regulation 1033/2006 applies to
all flights operating as general air traffic in
accordance with the instrument flight rules
within UK airspace and its requirements are
legally binding.
Editor: Two UK AIP supplements on
amendments post the introduction of AFPEx
(S5/2009 and S6/2009) were published on
26th February 2009, entirely replacing ENR
1-10 and 1-11 (www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/
public/index.php.html).

What do you need in your
fuel?
We have been informed via the UK CAA
that some fuel installations at aerodromes
may no longer be able to provide JETA1 with the fuel system icing inhibitor
(FSII) often called AL48. This inhibitor
is primarily intended to prevent any
water which may be dissolved in jet fuel
freezing, because if such freezing occurs,
the resulting ice crystals can block filters
and affect fuel controls resulting in flameout. A secondary benefit is some protection
against microbiological contamination.
FSII performs a vital safety function, and
this note is intended to provide guidance to
enable pilots and operators to achieve the
necessary protection, particularly in the cold
winter period. Any turbine or diesel powered
aircraft which does not have a fuel heater
or other means to prevent adverse effects of
ice crystals (typically smaller aeroplanes and
helicopters), would require the use of FSII
under certain conditions. Any requirement
to use fuel containing FSII will be stated in
the Limitations section of the aircraft’s Flight
Manual, and should also be in the operating
instructions. There may be additional
advice about mixing and handling FSII
in the Normal Procedures section of the
AFM or RFM and again in the Operating
Instructions. There are likely to be time
and/or temperature limitations, for example
an ambient temperature below which FSII
must be used. It is of course important
that correct mixing procedures are used
to achieve the specified concentration and
the FSII must be evenly and thoroughly
mixed throughout the whole fuel volume. If
there is any doubt about using FSII, advice
should be sought, the primary source being
the aircraft or rotorcraft manufacturer. It
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is important that pilots are aware of what
specification of fuel they require in the
conditions they intend flying, and ensure
that the correct fuel specification will be
available wherever they intend refuelling.
Note that jet fuel labelled ‘JET A-1’ may
or may not contain FSII. If you need to
use FSII in your aircraft, always check the
aerodrome fuel supply before fuelling.

406 MHz ELT requirement
starts in March
The FAA Safety Team has issued a notice
to remind aircraft operators that satellite
monitoring of 121.5 MHz emergency locator
transmitters (ELTs) ended on February 1st.
On that date, the International CospasSarsat Organisation ceased monitoring
121.5 MHz ELTs and concentrated
exclusively on 406 MHz, which ‘transmit
a much stronger signal, are more accurate,
verifiable and traceable to the registered
beacon owner.’ According to the FAA, only
about 15 percent of the registered aircraft
in the U.S. are currently flying with 406
MHz ELTs. Those flying aircraft equipped
with 121.5 MHz ELTs after February 1st
will have to depend on pilots of overflying
aircraft or ground stations monitoring
this frequency to hear and report distress
alert signals transmitted from a possible
crash site, the FAA warned. ‘When you fly,
look out for your fellow pilots and when
possible monitor 121.5 MHz. If a 121.5
MHz ELT is heard on guard, report to
the nearest air traffic control tower,’ the
agency added. As a reminder, the FAA noted
that owners must register their 406 MHz
ELTs. The search- and rescue community
is encouraging aircraft owners to install
406 MHz ELTs or, at minimum, carry a
handheld 406 MHz personal locator beacon.

Eurocontrol statistics and
forecasts
European traffic almost stagnated in 2008
changing +0.1% vs. 2007. In December,
traffic overall fell by 7% and three-quarters
of States saw declines. After 6 years when
growth averaged +3%, Eurocontrol forecasts
predict a decrease of 3% in the number
of flights in 2009 and further downward
revisions are expected. In 2008 the 3 top
airports in number of flights were Paris
Charles de Gaulle, Frankfurt and LondonHeathrow. The 10 top airports’ share of
the total traffic remained unchanged at
20% from 2007 to 2008. Air traffic flow
management delays increased by 10%,
to 2.3 minutes in 2008 compared to 2.1
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in 2007. Preliminary data shows that
delay from all causes per delayed flight
in December was 31 minutes practically
the same as in December 2007.

Europe to mandate ADS-B
five years ahead of FAA
Europe’s regulatory body, the European
Commission, has issued a Eurocontrol
notice of proposed rulemaking (ENPRM)
mandating ADS-B after 5th February
2015. At that time, all aircraft operating
in European airspace must transmit ADSB Out signals and meet Eurocontrol’s
enhanced mode-S surveillance standards.
Currently in the public comment stage until
April 8th, the final rule is expected in late
2010. While broadly similar to the earlier
FAA NPRM, there are several differences.
Neither WAAS nor Europe’s equivalent
EGNOS is required; less demanding GPS
performance criteria are specified; ADSB Out is clearly described as an interim
stepping stone to ADS-B In; and aircraft
with an MTOW of less than 12,500 pounds
and with a cruise speed of less than 250
knots are exempt. But user community
rejection of the NPRM, as happened with
the FAA, is unlikely, since the document
has been developed from the outset
with extensive user and service provider
participation. Earlier this week, the FAA
issued an updated NextGen implementation
plan that includes a goal of full ADS-B
ground station coverage in the U.S. by 2013,
though the agency isn’t targeting mandated
aircraft equipage until 2020 at the earliest.

FAA warns of lithium battery
fire hazard in EFBs
An FAA policy memo issued in February
highlights the potential safety hazards
associated with the rechargeable lithium
batteries in electronic flight bag (EFB)
portable computers. Noting that lithium
batteries can pose a particular danger
during recharging, the memo requires class
1 and 2 EFB users to test onboard battery
charging to RTCA/DO-311 standards or
add placards stating that no equipment
containing rechargeable lithium batteries
may be connected to aircraft electrical
power. During overcharging, lithium
batteries can heat and ignite, resulting in fire
or explosion, the policy document warns.
The results of the battery charge testing do
not need to be included in the STC package
for EFB installations, nor are they required
to be shown to the operator’s
aircraft certification office.
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◄ Online flight plan filing
continued from page 1
might, or might not, accept a flight plan
from the UK to Germany. There was some
ambiguity around this, with some users
claiming it sometimes worked.
Specialist flight management services e.g.
Jeppesen, who offer this and much more
have been around for years but their prices
start at three figures per month and are not
suited to most private pilots.
Eventually, two Internet services suitable
for private pilots appeared: Homebriefing
and AFPEx. Both allow flight plans to be
filed for flights from anywhere to anywhere,
with no geographical limitations.

Homebriefing.com
The first online filing service was
Homebriefing www.homebriefing.com.
This is a little-known business which was
set up by AIM (Aeronautical Information
Management) of Austro Control at Vienna
(LOWW) several years ago. They charge 36
euros per year and for this you can file an
unlimited number of flight plans for flights
departing or arriving Austria or Switzerland,
or ten flight plans during the year for
flights from/to anywhere else in the world.
Homebriefing offers flight plan filing, a
Notams ‘narrow route briefing’ and weather
information, all in the same website. The
flight plan entry is via a very obvious online
form and it can be re-opened and edited
anytime prior to departure (Figure 1).
After the ten flight plans are exhausted

you can purchase additional packs which
work out around four euros per flight plan.
It is possible to retrieve an old flight plan,
up to three months back, edit it and re-file it.
Homebriefing is a relatively efficiently
designed website which works well on most
Internet browsers but not on the Pocket/PC
browser on PDAs though, when you have
to use Opera. It works well over mobile data
connections (GPRS/3G). A typical flight
plan filing session transfers a few hundred
kilobytes of data.
There is a human presence behind the
website which interacts with the filed flight
plan on its way to the AFTN. One normally
waits until a status indicator on the website
shows the flight plan has been accepted and
IFR flight plans are normally processed in a
minute or so. VFR ones take a bit longer to
show the status but the apparent acceptance
merely means the flight plan has been
transmitted on the AFTN.
With Homebriefing an IFR flight plan
is addressed to the two standard IFPS
(Eurocontrol) addresses; a VFR flight plan is
addressed simply to the airport of departure!
Homebriefing will notify the pilot
of flight plan status, together with any
amended route, IFR flight slots, etc. with
both an SMS text message and an email. I
have on occasions found the text to arrive
very late but the email always arrives within
seconds of the event. Many modern mobile
phones can receive emails.
Vienna ATC also provide a 24/7 telephone
number to deal with any issues which

Figure 1: Part of the Homebriefing online flight plan form at www.homebriefing.com
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cannot be sorted out online or when the
pilot has no Internet access. I have found
this works well - most of the time!

AFPEx
Around 2003, NATS started a project
which in 2008 resulted in the release of a
new Internet based flight plan filing service
called Assisted Flight Plan Exchange or
AFPEx www.flightplanningonline.co.uk/.
AFPEx is not a ‘normal’ website. While it
is usually started from within a web browser,
it is wholly implemented as a Java application
and in essence you are running a standalone
piece of software on the PC. The look
and feel thus differs from the traditional
web forms but the implementation is slick,
mostly obvious to navigate and, because
the entire application is running locally,
everything happens immediately. One
might ask why conventional secure (https)
website technology was not used. The Java
implementation was apparently chosen to
support client devices that exist elsewhere in
the ATC apparatus and which do not run a
web browser. Other reasons for Java include
reduced NATS server workload because the
local application performs syntax and other
checks on the flight plans being filed and on
other messages.
Since AFPEx is primarily an interface
to the AFTN, most of the user interface
is dedicated to the transmission of a huge
array of different message types and the
flight plan message is just one of many. This
is the vital thing to get one's head around:
a flight plan is no more than just another
AFTN message! Homebriefing insulates the
user from the messaging, AFPEx does not
but delivers much more control. There is
no human involvement or checking behind
AFPEx messages - they go straight into the
AFTN, immediately.
It takes a little while to work out how to
use this tool but since private pilots will only
ever use a small subset of the features it is
straightforward. The flight plan is entered
into an ICAO-like flight plan form (Figure
2).
The fields are self-explanatory. The
Full Addresses List merely opens up more
addressing boxes. The Extended Header
field is not used by private pilots.
Like all AFTN messages, the flight
plan message needs to be addressed to the
appropriate recipients. This is the major
difference between AFPEx and all other
flight plan filing facilities. Most pilots,
have been used to ‘the system’ doing the
addressing for them and have been totally
unaware of the need for addressing, but in
reality there is nothing to it.
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IFR flight plan addressing is trivial and
simply checking the IFPS box inserts the
two Eurocontrol addresses EUCHZMFP
and EUCBZMFP. These work for all flights
within the Eurocontrol region; basically
Europe and some other nearby countries.
With VFR flight plans however, only
the departure, destination and alternate
addresses are automatically inserted. The
flight plan also needs to be addressed to
each of the FIS areas which one is passing
through. AFPEx provides a handy pull down
menu of countries and simply selecting each
one picks off the correct address.
A simple VFR example is below: a
flight from Blackbushe (EGLK) to Rouen
in France (LFOP). This is addressed to
departure, destination, the London FIR and
the French FIR. In addition, it is addressed
to Farnborough (EGLF) as this requirement
is evident from the pull down menu
which - within the list of countries - shows
Blackbushe as a special case (Figure 3).
There are some gotchas with VFR flight
plan addressing: the Blackbushe example
above is one and see the recent AIP
supplements referenced below. Whether this
matters in reality is anybody's guess. Most
UK VFR flights take place in Class G and
the flight plan is not normally distributed
to any Class D units along the filed route
anyway. The process is evidently different
elsewhere and in France I have found VFR
flight plans to be distributed very efficiently
indeed.
The acceptance or rejection of an IFR
flight plan is virtually instant, just the few
seconds it takes for the AFTN message to
get to IFPS (Eurocontrol), be processed
and acknowledged. Regardless of the filing
method, an accepted IFR flight plan is
rapidly distributed - in seconds - to all
airports and IFR ATC units along the filed
route and an immediate departure is usually
possible.
VFR flight plans are not acknowledged
and this is normal. A simple way to check
if it was sent is to look in one's Outbox
(under View/Message Folders) and it should
be there. Sending the flight plan to one's
own address is not advised as such circular
addressing activates an alarm at AFPEx.
VFR flight plans have often been a bit
haphazard and AFPEx does not change that.
The many AFPEx functions available
include delaying a flight plan using the DLA
message. This is addressed identically to
the original flight plan and only the fields
marked with the X need to be completed
(Figure 4).
The above message can be generated from
scratch but is done more conveniently by
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Figure 2: The AFPEx online flight plan form at www.flightplanningonline.co.uk
opening up the flight plan in one's Outbox
and selecting File/Operate FLP as… and
then selecting DLA: this auto fills most of
the fields.
One can even transmit a departure (DEP)
message (an identical form to the above).
This should be transmitted only when one
gets airborne so someone other than the
pilot will have to do this. Normally, a DEP is
generated by the airport tower or by the first
area FIS service one calls up e.g. London
Information. AFPEx is an excellent facility
to have in a flying school or club.
The Validation Only option sends an
IFR flight plan to IFPS (Eurocontrol) for
validation only; usually you get an ACK
or REJ within seconds and this should do
the same job as the Eurocontrol validation
website www.cfmu.eurocontrol.int/j_cia_
public/cia_public/pages/ifpuv-structured.
jsf. Beware: this feature cannot be used for
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flight plans which are partly or wholly VFR
(Y, Z, V) as those flight plans will still be
delivered to the non-IFPS addresses and the
recipients may wonder where you are!
Flight plans can be saved for later re-use.
AFPEx provides three kinds of storage
space: User, Group and All. The User option
should always be used.
There is a facility for free text
messaging which allows practically instant
communication with any other AFTN
addressee worldwide. All you need to
know is the recipient's 8-character AFTN
address. This could have one hugely useful
application, namely PPR requests. With
non-English-speaking airports this area
is fraught with problems especially if the
phone or fax number for ATC (who may
be the only English speakers around) is not
available. At an international airport - the
very sort likely to get difficult over alleged
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Figure 3: Entering AFTN destination addresses is simplified for VFR flights using a drop down box on the AFPEx site
lack of PPR - the AFTN message is sure to
get through to somebody. This might work a
lot better than sending faxes.
The AFPEx application has various
AFTN ‘query’ functions but - in the version
available to private pilots at least - these
return data only relating to messages sent
from that user's account.
AFPEx does not currently offer SMS text
or email notification of significant events e.g.
IFR departure slots. Slots are normally not
an issue because they tend to be themselves
amended prior to the original EOBT, often
almost disappearing, so one needs to be in
or near the aircraft and ready to go at the
originally filed EOBT; and one can be in
communication with the tower which will
be receiving AFTN messages anyway.
There is a very small risk of a late reroute but these are very rare when IFR
and I have never had one. VFR re-routes
resulting from a late-notified refusal
somewhere along the route are extremely
unusual in Europe. I recall getting one on a
flight from Italy (Trieste) to Greece, where
Montenegro demanded the transit through
its (uncontrolled) airspace to be along a
specific route, which they sent to Trieste
tower via the AFTN. In such situations the
tower staff would normally notify the pilot
prior to departure. With the huge majority
of VFR flight plans the filed route is never
looked at by anybody unless the aircraft is
reported missing.
The AFPEx system downloads the whole
Java application, encrypted over HTTPS
Port 443, at every access into the system
and this is likely to be an issue for mobile
(GPRS/3G) users. I have measured the
download size at 3.6MB. The cost to a
mobile user varies, from zero if on an
inclusive-data contract, to around £40 if
abroad on roaming Vodafone PAYG; on the
plus side, however, post-login operations
seem to involve very little data. While
public-access computers e.g. Internet cafes,
rarely firewall Port 443 - such a restriction
would make the computer practically useless
for web browsing - many such computers are
locked down to not run Java applications, so
the only option for a travelling pilot is to use
his own laptop. Currently, the only sure way
to avoid the large Java application download
at every start-up is to leave it running i.e. if
switching off the PC, use the hibernation
feature in Windows. NATS are working on
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this issue. The system was purchased from
Comsoft in Germany who in conjunction
with NATS continue to develop it.
Like Homebriefing, AFPEx also provides
a 24/7 helpdesk telephone number whose
personnel I have found to be very good and
helpful.
Access to AFPEx is available only to UK
resident pilots and the identity verification
process can take several weeks. AFPEx has
been deployed to most UK airfields so if a
flight plan is handed in or faxed to a UK
tower, or even if Homebriefing were used to
file a VFR flight plan departing in the UK,
the ATCO will most likely type it in via
AFPEx.
More information on how to use AFPEx
can be found in Clued Up magazine
(produced by the Civil Aviation Authority
and Seager Publishing see www.peter2000.
co.uk/aviation/online-flight-plan-filing/
File_online.pdf).

UK AIP supplements
Two UK AIP supplements on amendments
post the introduction of AFPEx (S5/2009
and S6/2009) have also been published
recently www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/aip/
current/sup/EG_SUP_2009_05_en.pdf
and www.nats-uk.ead-it.com/aip/current/
sup/EG_SUP_2009_06_en.pdf.
These deal with the changeover to
AFPEx and contain information on
how to address less than obvious cases,
especially VFR, but also state that foreign
pilots (and others with no access to
AFPEx) are still able to fax flight plans
to Swanwick on 00 44 1489 612793.

Common features
With both systems, the flight plan can
be entered either by completing the
ICAO-like flight plan form or by pastingin the abbreviated text version e.g.
FPL-NXXXXX-IG
-PA46/L-SDR/S
-EGMD0900
-N0148F120
LYD DCT KONAN L607 RUDUS
L984 ASKIK Z74 KOSEK L603
CHIEM/N0139F150 P995 ARNOS/
N0148F120 P735 DOL P173 KOMAR
L187 DBK R45 RODON N732 PITAS
-LGKR0802
-DOF/090222
-E/0800 R/V S/M J/LF D/01 004 C
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ORANGE
A/BLUE WHITE
C/
This can be obtained from either of the
two recently developed IFR route generation
tools: Autoplan IFR and IFR FlightPlanPro
(see pages 9 of this issue for a description of
IFR FlightPlanPro). With AFPEx this feature
(found under >ATS>Free Text ATS Message)
is slightly more useful for IFR flight plans
because there are no pull down menus for
the FIR addressing.

Changing between the two systems
If you try to access a flight plan filed
with one system using the other system,
you will find they cannot see each other's
flight plans. The reason for this is simply
the transient nature of the messages on
the AFTN. Like an email, a flight plan
vanishes from the AFTN as soon as it is
delivered to the specified addresses. And
like an email, the flight plan is not stored
anywhere except perhaps at the destination.
IFR flight plans are delivered to the two
IFPS (Eurocontrol) addresses, disappearing
into the IFPS computer. After filing and
prior to departure, only Eurocontrol can
access them and, in fact, it is possible to
telephone the IFPS helpdesk (the numbers
are 0032 2 745 1950 and 0033 16 988
1750). During the flight the flight plan is
distributed along the filed route.
VFR flight plans vanish into whatever
private database (if any) exists at each address
it was sent to. Most likely it ends up as just a
printout, stuck on a nail in the wall.
In reality, most countries do store flight
plans elsewhere, for ATC coordination,
search & rescue and national security
reasons, but those databases are not officially
accessible to pilots or to the two filing
services in this article.
However, both Homebriefing and AFPEx
store flight plans in their own local webconnected databases and this enables the
flight plan to be manipulated by the pilot,
or by the helpdesk staff, prior to the flight.
It also enables an old flight plan to be
retrieved, edited and re-used.
This also means that the ability of both
Homebriefing and AFPEx to access flight
plans filed using neither facility is going to
be limited. AFPEx can of course be used
to generate a flight plan related message
P 20 ►
e.g. a delay or a cancel, no matter
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◄ Online flight plan filing
continued from page 19

where the flight plan was originally filed.
These messages are just standalone AFTN
messages and such an action is no different
to an ATCO using his AFPEx terminal
to generate a DEP message following a
departure or any aircraft. Homebriefing has
no AFTN message generation functions
although online amendments of flight
plans filed on it clearly result in appropriate
messages being generated at their end. My
guess is that - informally - the team behind
either facility will try to help even if the
flight plan was filed elsewhere.
With VFR flight plans, Homebriefing
implements the delayed date (DOF/)
specification interestingly. It retains the
flight plan in its database and transmits it
to the various addresses shortly before the
actual flight time. This gets around the ‘nail
in the wall’ storage system typically used for
delayed date VFR flight plans, which often
results in the flight plan being ‘missing’
when one tries to depart.

Flight plan status after filing
IFR flight plans in Europe go to IFPS
(Eurocontrol) and you get a rapid acceptance
or rejection and the IFPS computer has
checked the filed route and some other
details. The IFPS reroute accepted feature
involves a human operator at Eurocontrol
in Brussels so the resulting rerouted
message might take a few minutes.
VFR flight plans are much ‘looser’. There
is no automated mechanism for rejecting a
VFR flight plan and indeed the filed route is
almost never even looked at. The ‘Accepted’
status appearing on the Homebriefing
website merely means the operator has
checked it for obvious errors and sent it over
the AFTN to the departure aerodrome. It’s
possible (although rare in the civilised world)
one of the flight plan recipients could raise
an objection. Nowadays I rarely fly VFR on
long trips outside the UK but I have had this
happen only once under VFR (referred to
above re Montenegro). With both IFR and
VFR flight plans, the proposed flight can
still hit the rocks if the destination airport
decides that PPR requirements have not been
complied with. An airport may have separate
PPR requirements for landing, for Customs,
for Avgas, for an IFR procedure, for a foreign
registered aircraft etc. This is much less of
an issue in northern Europe than elsewhere.
I've had a filed and IFPS-accepted flight
plan chucked out by Zaragoza (LEZG) who
simply cancelled the flight plan. Fortunately
this happened just before departure. On
another occasion Padova (LIPU) in Italy
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Figure 4: AFPEx doesn’t have to be used just for filing flight plans; it provides a full AFTN
service and can also can be used for sending any AFTN message such as this delay message
did nothing until I was on final approach
when they forced a missed approach and
a diversion. Sorting out PPR is a whole
different subject but I mention this to make
the point that flight plan ‘acceptance’ does
not necessarily mean you are good to depart.

Which system is better?
Each system has its advantages but
individual pilots will attach different
importance to each aspect.
Homebriefing offers SMS text/email
notifications of messages, which is pretty
important since very few pilots can access
AFPEx when on their way to the airport or
when in/around the aircraft. Regardless of
how the flight plan was filed, a quick phone
call to the tower can be used to check for
slots etc., but one doesn't always want to
be doing that, especially in a non English
speaking country which doesn't publish
the numbers for ATC! It can be staggering
how few people at an ‘international’ airport
might speak English.
The relative efficiency of the
Homebriefing website makes it usable over
mobile Internet and this is becoming a
standard operating mode for well organised
travelling pilots. It is entirely usable even
over slow GPRS connections. AFPEx is
usable over 3G speed-wise but the data
might work out expensive especially if one is
on a PAYG tariff.
Running over a reasonably fast Internet
connection, AFPEx is completely usable and
completely free which will appeal to great
many pilots. If it offered SMS text/email
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message forwarding, and did away with the
huge initial application download, it would
be an excellent product. SMS would imply
a prepaid account system like Homebriefing
but forwarding AFTN messages to a
preconfigured email would be trivial to
implement, and many pilots have mobile
phones capable of receiving simple text-only
emails. The ideal easy solution would be a
couple of preconfigured email addresses.
Homebriefing offers Notams and weather
but the UK NATS Notams website covers
- for practical GA purposes - the whole
world anyway. The old www.ais.org.uk
Notams site could not be used for flights
within France because the French D series
airfield Notams (affecting French Schengenonly-traffic airfields) were not distributed to
the UK, but now that NATS gets Notams
from Eurocontrol this shortcoming has
been eliminated (this has been confirmed
by NATS). And most pilots know plenty of
weather websites. I find the weather services
provided by Homebriefing to be too basic
for IFR flight planning.

Bottom line
I suspect most UK GA pilots, preferring a
free service, will end up using AFPEx when
still at home or at the flying club, and hand
flight plans in at the tower the rest of the
time. Meanwhile, travelling pilots with less
than good mobile Internet connections
will use Homebriefing. But if AFPEx fixes
the two main issues mentioned above, the
advantages of Homebriefing
will largely disappear.
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