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e are all doubtless aware of
the recent and forthcoming
consultations on new controlled
airspace changes in the UK:
I
London City – established
13/04/06
I
Luton – operative 11/05/06
I
Farnborough - for the airshow
10-24 July
I
Bristol/Cardiff – environmental issues remain to be resolved.
Likely approval July 2006
I
Newcastle – likely approval
August 2006. SIDs to be
revised
I
Doncaster/Sheffield en route
– mid to late 2006 for mid2007
I
Southend – Class D/CTR/
CTA & en route connection
– mid-2006 for mid-2007
I
Exeter – Class D/CTR/CTA
– mid-2006 for mid-2007
I
Norwich – Class D/CTR/CTA
– Timing unknown
I
London TMA – North East
sector – CAS/SIDS/STARS
– pre-consultation material;
timing under consideration
I
Daventry – Extension to western en route – completed
I
Class C above F195 intended
March 2007
Southampton is also a most likely
candidate in the near future and
doubtless there are others.
But, does this worry us as IR
pilots? Some might argue the more

controlled space only accessible to
“us” the better while others take
the view that we also fly VFR in
uncontrolled airspace quite a lot of
the time and whilst we can ask for
clearances through the CTRs the
reality is we don’t always get them.
While we are “assured” we will be
able to access such areas for crossing
purposes, that is always qualified by
“controller workload” and “arriving
and departing aircraft constraints”,
so nothing is certain. If we have
to funnel our movements around
such areas into ever more narrow
corridors without any assurance
of a radar service then safety is
inevitably compromised. Just think
of the changes to controlled airspace
in the last 10 years; comparing a
map of 10 years ago shows a vast
change!

SESAR
The UK Government’s White
Paper on Air Transport forecasts
a doubling of commercial traffic
by 2020, with GA getting hardly
a mention. Now the European
SESAR (Single European Sky
ATM Research) project, formally
launched in March, signals a
huge European wide increase in
controlled airspace. This is all about
ensuring a new unified system is
in place to cope with the forecast
growth of commercial air traffic in
Europe over the next 15 years.
P 17 ►
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to controlled
airspace
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workload”
and
“aircraft
constraints”
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By Jim Thorpe

The Process

“

We
cannot
expect
that 30
year old
aircraft
with 30
year old
systems
to be
acceptable in
the
changing IFR
environment
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PRNAV
implementation
timetable
as set out by
Eurocontrol
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PL/IR Europe is represented
on the UK’s CAA Terminal
RNAV Airspace and Procedures
Team Committee (TRAPT) which
is co-ordinating the introduction of
PRNAV into UK airspace. The CAA
is not the instigator of this process.
It is part of the European Single Sky
Initiative and in the UK is driven by
the UK’s air traffic provider NATS.
Their objective is to reduce delays and
make better use of available airspace.
The CAA role is as the regulator and
to a degree they act in support of
non-airline interests. As a European
process UK rules must take account
of procedures elsewhere but there is
some scope for local variation.

Background
If traffic delivers a track keeping
accuracy of +/- 1 NM using area
navigation capabilities more complex
approach and departure procedures
can be implemented. ATC then
take on more of a monitoring rather
than a controlling role. The airlines
have agreed special procedures to
qualify for operation in PRNAV
airspace. This involves qualifying
the equipment, the aircraft and the
crews. PPL/IR Europe has taken
the view that we are more likely to
get satisfactory outcomes for GA
if we also accept that we will have
to qualify in some way. It defies
logic to argue that a single crew GA
aircraft, generally with a less current/
experienced pilot and a less well
equipped aircraft should require none
of the training considered essential for
a two crew commercial aircraft. It is
likely that there will for a limited time
be exemptions for GA and military

aircraft on economic and other
grounds perhaps with criteria similar
to those applied to Mode S. I suggest
that while this may be useful for a few
aircraft in the short term the reality
will be that controllers will simply not
welcome non-compliant aircraft into
their airspace. Whatever the legalities
at a tactical level the exemptions may
be unworkable. Secondly if a serious
incident should hit the national
press where it can be suggested that
‘unqualified amateur’ pilots are a
danger we put at risk all our hard won
instrument privileges.
PPL/IR Europe’s position therefore
is that we will make every effort
to argue for a process of PRNAV
approval which will be achievable
for the largest proportion of the
membership. Unfortunately we must
accept that this means that some
members or rather some aircraft may
be excluded from PRNAV airspace
in the longer term. My personal view
is that this reflects a broader reality
in that we cannot for ever expect
thirty year old aircraft with many
30 year old systems to be acceptable
participants in the changing IFR
environment.
As usual the devil will be in the
detail. It is likely that the London
TMA will be designated PRNAV
airspace later this year. This will
mostly benefit those landing at major
London area airports and so will offer
little advantage to GA. The rules will
apply equally to transit traffic and
this is not unreasonable since the
interaction of low level transit traffic
with holding and approach traffic has
always been a problem in the TMA.
The only possible benefit for GA is if
we were able to get published transit

routes at low and medium altitudes.
This is not part of the current NATS
thinking but it does seem in line with
the idea of monitoring rather than
controlling via multiple radar vectors.
I have no idea of the likelihood of
success but I will be arguing for this
as a quid pro quo for our cooperation.
The PRNAV implementation rules
are derived from a JAA document
TGL10 but the FAA has published
an advisory circular AC 90-96A
which sets out the FAA requirements
for N registered aircraft operating
in PRNAV European airspace. This
latter document is available on the
web and is a useful background
document with cross references to
other sources.

GPS
From a GA perspective RNAV
approaches are likely to mean GPS
approaches. We need not therefore
consider the various issues related
to multi sensor navigation and
flight management systems. In the
short term it is unlikely that GA
involvement in PRNAV will mean
that a PRNAV initial approach
will terminate in an RNAV final
approach. This is because airfields
likely to be early adopters of GPS
are less likely to be under PRNAV
airspace. On the other hand the first
GPS approaches in the UK are now
under trial and some user training is
likely to be mandated before they go
public. It therefore seems sensible to
include the flying of GPS approaches
within any PRNAV requirements or
at least try to ensure that any PRNAV
qualification is consistent with
whatever GPS approach qualification
might emerge.
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The Pilot
It is generally accepted that a pilot will
need some training both theoretical
and practical in order to fly PRNAV
but so far no one appears to have
published a syllabus or qualification.
In the airlines the company operations
manuals, approved by the CAA, set
out a process which presumably is
then monitored via internal airline
procedures. The FAA AC sets out
some quite sensible ground school
topics: Definition of RP1 BRNAV
and PRNAV, Charting, Required
Equipment, Flight planning,
Contingency procedures etc. Another
set of topics relate more to flying and
the final approach covering RAIM,
Path terminators, Charting, Minima,
Tactical modification of plans, System
malfunction, Automatic Pilot/Flight
Director, Familiarity with specific
GPS equipment etc.
While the AC avoids setting our
how this training might be delivered
it would seem reasonable for there
to be a published approved syllabus.
This could be covered by specific
courses to be offered by FTOs, pilot
groups or possibly self study. Practical
competency might be assured by
some initial differences style training
with a QFI and this might include
some theoretical questioning to
‘validate’ those who had not followed
a recognised study course. PRNAV
procedures could then be included in
the annual renewal processes either
as part of a flight test or by logging
experience of specific procedures.
Dealt with in a pragmatic manner
there seems no reason why this
training process should be unduly
onerous or extend beyond what any
prudent pilot would accept as the
minimum necessary to assure real
world competence.

The Aircraft / Equipment
The basic TGL10 requirement is
that the aircraft has an approved
panel mount GPS with a current
data base containing the required
approach. The installation should also
be approved. Approval of the GPS
box is easy to establish. I only refer
to ‘Garmin’ for simplicity however
approved equipment of other brands is
equally applicable. Although there is
no ‘requirement’ for a moving map I
suggest that the minimum should be a
Garmin 430. This is because in order
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to counter
the argument
that two crew
are required
it is necessary
to argue that
a reasonable
sized map
showing
the aircrafts
position is the
functional
equivalent
of a second crew member checking
position by means of cross cuts or
some other calculation.
The question of approval of the
installation might be complex. In
theory if an installation was BRNAV
approved it should have been flight
tested and have an approved Flight
Manual Supplement. I think it
possible that many aircraft have
perfectly safe GPS installations which
are not actually IFR legal. The FAA
provide for an alternative method of
establishing approval by means of
submitting a compliance dossier to the
local Flight Standards Office (FSDO).
If common sense prevails it should
be possible to certify the installation
either by existing flight manual
supplements or via checking by an
approved maintenance organisation
and the submission of a dossier.
Commercial aircraft have a MEL
(Minimum Equipment List). GA
aircraft have never had a MEL
as such and although the aircraft
type certificate specifies required
equipment for IFR or night flight
these requirements are pretty minimal
and uncontroversial. TGL 10 was
written from the perspective of a
two crew commercial aircraft. It is
assumed that there is a FMS and
that an autopilot is the prime means
of flying the aircraft. A required
output of the FMS is a self slewing
course indicator. What this means
is that your HSI or CDI would
automatically change course each
time the aircraft starts a new leg of
the approach or flight plan. In effect a
whole procedure could be flown with
minimal pilot intervention. This auto
slew function is available to GA with
a retrofit digital HSI at a generally
uneconomic cost of about 15k euros.
My suggestion is that we look behind
the technical specifics and consider
the objective which was to reduce
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pilot workload as an aid to accurate
track keeping and position awareness.
I therefore argue that some mix of
equipment should be included on a
mandatory MEL on the basis that any
of these combinations achieve this
safety objective.
I think that it is hard to argue
that a single pilot can consistently
fly accurately under cockpit work
pressures without an autopilot.
The autopilot does not need to be
especially complex but should at least
hold altitude and be able to follow
a course according to a manual bug
selection. I also think it is hard to
argue that a manually set DI is really
up to modern needs and this argues
for an HSI or a remote compass of
some sort. In the context of the slower
speeds of light aircraft I then think it
is practical to argue that an auto slew
heading pointer is not necessary and
that a single pilot of reasonable skill
can reliably maintain the required
accuracy level.

Conclusions
There is nothing definitive. We
are working towards some mix of a
GPS with map, HSI and autopilot
functionality which we can credibly
claim will deliver +/- 1 NM accuracy,
a high level of situational awareness
and a manageable single pilot
workload. We are working towards
some training regime which the CAA
will find acceptable. This is very
much an ongoing process. Also I must
emphasise that this article is only a
quick outline of a quite complex topic.
The ideas for dealing with potential
problems are our own and are not
endorsed by the CAA. However initial
discussions with the CAA have been
very constructive. Watch the journal
and the website for more definitive
detail as it emerges.
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auto
slew
function
is available to
GA
aircraft
with a
retrofit
digital
HSI...at
a cost of
about
15K
euros
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INTELLIGENCE REPORTS
Italian semicircular quirk
AOPA Italy would like to draw to the attention of all European pilots
a peculiarity of Italian airspace, which might so far have escaped
the attention of visitors. The ubiquitous definition of the so-called
“semicircular” flight rule for VFR flights in fact does not apply to
Italy, where it has been modified as follows:
All VFR flights above 3,000 ft, or above 1,000 ft AGL, whichever
is greatest, must fly at the following flight levels:

By Alain Toogood

Airfield news

S

meatharpe, also known as Upottery, a WWII airfield, is on the
market. For around £500,000 you can own your own airfield
in 208 acres and for an extra £500,000 get an original ATC control
tower and a further 181 acres. The airfield is on the Devon/Somerset
border and situated between Dunkeswell and the now defunct
Culmhead (Trickey Warren) airfield just 10 minutes flight time
from Exeter.

For headings between 270° and 089°:
even tens plus 5
(i.e. FL 45, 65, 85, etc.)
For headings between 090° and 269°:
odd tens plus 5
(i.e. FL 35, 55, 75, etc.)

269˚

90˚

Odd FL
plus 500’

This differs from the universal practice of splitting the levels in a
north-south line used in other European countries and is a source of
potential problems. Italian geography is such that the great majority
of flights are in NW and SE directions – ATC cites the country’s
shape as the reason for the semicircular anomaly – and in these
quadrants there is no difference in the Italian and international
requirements.
AOPA Italy’s Massimo Levi says: “How many French, German
or British pilots are aware of this difference? We believe not many,
which explains our concern. The situation poses difficulties not only
for foreign pilots in Italy, but for Italian pilots leaving the country,
who must be aware that the rest of the world does things differently.”
(IAOPA e-newsletter)

Luton’s controlled airspace has been extended to the northwest
between 3,500 and 5,500 ft, roughly centred on Wing disused
airfield. Advance details of the changes will be published in
Aeronautical Information Circular 47/2006 (Yellow 203) dated 30
March 2006. The 1:500,000 Aeronautical Chart Southern England
and 1:250,000 England South (Sheet 8) will not be updated to
incorporate these changes until February 2007 at the earliest.

Pilot shortage concern
An ad hoc survey conducted
by AOPA Netherlands and
highlighted in a IAOPA
newsletter shows that GA
activity in the country fell by
around ten percent during
2005, and was down by
30 percent compared with
2000. Main reasons were cites as high fuel prices and economic
uncertainty, but AOPA fears that airfields will close unless traffic
picks up.
While the survey is Dutch, the concern is pan-European. IAOPAEurope has received support for the first time from the Association of
European Regions Airlines, whose Director General Mike Ambrose
is urging regulators to lay off general aviation. Mr Ambrose says:
“Europe cannot afford unreasonable restrictions on general aviation.
It is too valuable in helping European air transport to meet future
pilot needs.”

Rule changes ease operation of non-US owned
aircraft
Operation of US registered
aircraft owned by a company
not considered a US citizen
will be eased. Effective April
27, a new DOT Part 375 rule
provides that certain types
of operation by operators
using US registered foreign
civil business aircraft (such as
carrying the company’s own
officials and guests, or aircraft
time-sharing, interchange or
joint ownership arrangements)
do not constitute operations
“for remuneration or hire
and, therefore, do not require
a DOT permit.” The rule is in response to a petition by NBAA
(National Business Aviation Association). Under existing rules, if a
company that does not meet the definition of a citizen of the US (for
example, if its president is not a US citizen) owns a corporate aircraft,
that aircraft is considered to be a “foreign civil aircraft under Part
375, even if it is US registered.” As such, many US registered foreignowned aircraft have been required to obtain a “foreign aircraft
permit” to use the joint-ownership, interchange and charge-back
provisions of FAR 91.501. (AINalerts)
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Even FL
plus 500’

DFS airfield data
IAOPA advises that the German
DFS has made a very useful
publication, the Airfield Guide
Europe, available for download
from its website. The Airfield
Guide Europe provides visual
operation charts for airfields in Germany and elsewhere, and the
DFS says: “Irrespective of whether you are a pilot in Belgium
looking for VFR charts of Austria or a Polish pilot wanting to fly
in Denmark, the most important part of your preparation is having
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access to the charts and all flight-relevant information in a quick and
easy manner.”
The online editions are offered at the following prices: Package
(currently 10 countries) €99. Germany, Denmark, Poland €29 each.
Austria, Belgium/Luxembourg, Norway, Slovak Republic, Czech
Republic €19 each. Slovenia €14. Channel Islands €9. All prices
include VAT. For further information, go to www.dfs.de, select the
English version if necessary, click on ‘products’ then ‘aviation shop’.

before third quarter 2006. “Unfortunately and regrettably we
have had to alter the time schedule for this important project,” he
said. The spokesman added that the cost of the upgrade remains
$1,500 as announced previously. When the WAAS modification
package is ready, owners will need to send their units to Garmin
for the hardware changes and the WAAS software. The wide-area
augmentation system is an FAA-run satellite and ground station
network designed to improve the accuracy of GPS satellite signals.
(www.garmin.com via Paul Hopff )

Runway incursions - us and them

Signature expands presence at Le Bourget

Paul Wilson is the Chair
of Eurocontrol’s European
Runway Safety Group. He has
drawn attention to one of the
main causal factors that lead to
runway incursions is the use of
non ICAO phraseology. Non
standard phraseology leads to ambiguity and confusion for aircrew,
with an increased risk as they fly between different regions where
non standard practices are in use. With many of our members flying
regularly in the United States, this could affect us.
“Probably the biggest risk to Europe is the FAA usage of the
phraseology “UNITED 123 taxi into position and hold runway 22”
which is frequently shortened by FAA controllers to “UNITED 123
position and hold runway 22”. Until recently there existed ICAO
phraseology “taxi to holding position runway 22” - the obvious
problem being that in both instructions the same key words were
used. However in the USA the controllers meant the aircraft could
go onto the runway, whilst European controllers were instructing
pilots to keep clear of the runway. This ambiguity - a typical human
factors trap, has led to many occasions in Europe where mainly
American pilots, used to FAA phraseology, have misunderstood the
instruction and entered a runway without clearance. Some of these
runway incursions have been very serious. It must be pointed out also
that this is a particular problem outside of North America because it
fails dangerous. If a European pilot misunderstands the phraseology
when he is flying into the US, it fails safe.
ICAO has changed the phraseology recently to “taxi to holding
point etc”. While this has reduced some of the risk, the hazard clearly
remains and will only be removed totally when everyone everywhere
uses standard ICAO phraseology.
The FAA is very aware of this issue and is now investigating just
how serious a problem this is. What the FAA has requested as part of
this investigation are actual RTF tapes of incidents where a runway
incursion was the result of this particular non ICAO phraseology. If
tape recordings are not available then actual incident report forms
(de-identified if necessary) could also be used as part of their analysis.
This FAA initiative is an excellent opportunity for the ATM
community to achieve absolute harmonisation and remove what I
believe to be a very serious risk to safe runway operations. To this
end I urge you to submit any information you have available to
tzvetomir.blajev@eurocontrol.int. The information is obviously
highly sensitive and will obviously be treated by all involved in total
confidence.

Signature Flight
Support has
purchased Le
Terminal at Paris
Le Bourget Airport.
Le Terminal was
formerly a private
aviation facility
and consists of
a six-story office
building, two
adjoining hangars
and about three
acres of ramp space.
Together with the
acquisition of the
former PrivatAir
FBO at Le Bourget late last year, Signature now operates three
facilities at the airport, including the company’s original FBO,
which began operations in 1998. The former PrivatAir FBO has
been renamed Signature Flight Support Terminal One and serves
transient traffic. Following renovations scheduled to be completed
this summer, the former Le Terminal facility will be designated as
Signature Flight Support Terminal Two and will function primarily
as a base of operations for tenant aircraft. Upon completion of
Terminal Two renovations, Signature’s original FBO will serve based
tenants exclusively. (AINalerts)

Farnborough traffic increase phase-in
proposed
In a bid to overcome
local opposition to
its application to
increase operations
at London
Farnborough
Airport to 5,000
movements
annually, TAG
Aviation has offered
to phase in the
increase over the
next three years
from the current limit of 2,500 to 3,800 by year-end to 4,500 in
2007. The company, which operates Farnborough under a 99-year
lease from Britain’s Ministry of Defence, has also offered to limit
the number of movements by ‘bizliners’ to an annual total of 270
on weekends and on public holidays. TAG plans to hold the official
opening of its new terminal building at Farnborough on May 2nd.
There are currently some 32 aircraft based at the airport.
(AINalerts)

Garmin delays GNS 430/530 WAAS upgrades
Lingering technical issues are forcing Garmin to delay plans for
upgraded WAAS capability in the company’s GNS 430/530 and
GPS 400/500 panel-mount avionics, according to a spokesman.
Explaining that the upgrades will require “a major software
rewrite” in addition to minor hardware changes, the spokesman
indicated that the capability is now not expected to be available
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Single Pilot IFR
review
By Dirk de Jonghe

T

“

The
chapter
on the
approach
is well
worth
the cost
of the
entire
program
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his web-based program is
illustrated talk with clear and
good quality graphics. The host
speaker is Doug Stewart.
This is not a ‘pass-your-writtenquickly’ type of program but a
‘sitting-around-the-campfire’
swapping of experiences and good
advice.
It is solely directed at single pilot
IFR flying. It is US-FAA based but
there is very little content that is not
applicable to good IFR practices
anywhere in the world.

Format and hardware
It can be supplied in three different
packages: the Silver Edition which
you view directly on your web browser
but with no way of downloading or
storing the information except for
the Workbook (32 pages) in PDF
format; the Gold Edition that lets
you download the full audio program
as MP3 files for playback on your
computer, Ipod etc, as well as a full 51
page transcript of the entire spoken
text; the Platinum Edition where you
get additionally the entire presentation
printed out in a binder as well as two
audio CD’s for repeating the course at
your convenience.
Obviously your computer needs to
be connected to the Internet and you
need to have audio. I run SUSE 10
Linux with Firefox and absolutely no
problems were encountered running
the program.
To the left of the screen is an
outline with chapters. You can
instantly jump from one chapter to
any other, but it makes sense for the

first round trip just to follow the
chronological order. The program
runs for almost two hours, but it is so
full of information that I took sessions
of about 30 minutes. At the end of a
chapter there will be a small quiz to
see if you got it. The questions are
sometimes a bit too easy according to
my taste.
There is a slider at the bottom
where you can easily go back or
forward a few sentences while you see
the text on the screen scroll back or
forwards as well. The duration of each
chapter is indicated at the bottom so
you know how much time it will take.

activating the approach, something I
did not quite understand after reading
the Garmin manual several times.
Loading the approach will append the
approach waypoints at the bottom of
your current flight plan in the GPS,
activating it will take you direct to
the first waypoint of that particular
approach and then sequence down
to the missed approach point. Lots
of “gotcha’s” there and he explains
several, like getting out of the
approach back into the flight plan,
hitting the activate button too soon
etc. Not to be missed.

Briefing the approach
Know your avionics systems
A nugget is the discussion of the
difference between the use of radar
and stormscope. Radar is most
effective in the mature stage of the
thunderstorm when precipitation is
falling, a stormscope is most useful
in the growing stage where up and
downdrafts create electrical energy.
A stormscope may not see a very
mature thunderstorm with lots of rain
and hail while a radar may not see
a developing thunderstorm because
of no precipitation yet. Doug is the
first to admit it takes special training
to ‘read’ radar. After 15 years use of
airborne radar in aircraft and one
year in the military met service using
ground-based radar, I can only agree
this is very wise advice.
The chapter on the approach is
well worth the cost of the entire
program. In about two minutes Doug
explains very clearly the differences
between loading the approach and
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In this most important chapter.
Doug walks us through the Jeppesen
briefing strip format, explaining step
by step how to read the chart and ‘fly’
the chart. In his words, it is the most
important thing you do in IFR flying.

Conclusion
Count about two or three days of one
or two 30 minute sessions a day to
complete this program. I did not find
it boring at any time, every couple of
minutes there was a tip that I could
use on the next flight. Instead of just
memorizing check lists, it is much
better if someone like Doug explains
why it is best to do it this particular
way.
For the price of 12.5 litres of
AVGAS you can get the silver
edition, either this program is very
reasonably priced or AVGAS is way
too expensive.
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ADS-B Conference , Toulouse
By Jim Thorpe

O

n behalf of PPL/IR Europe I recently attended a
Eurocontrol conference in Toulouse on the subject
of the adoption of ADS-B in Europe (ADS-B stands for
Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast, see http://
www.adsb.gov/ for full details Ed). A quick reminder of
what ADS-B involves is probably in order. The aircraft
automatically broadcasts a signal containing identification
data, location, altitude and speed data. This data (ADS-B
out) is received by ground stations and rebroadcast. The
process enables the location of all participating aircraft to
be displayed on equipment on the ground and/or in the
aircraft. ADS-B equipment in the aircraft may be stand
alone or can be combined with transponder functions. A
separate technology, but one that is often considered as part
of the ADS-B implementation package is some form of data
link to enable control instructions or other information
such as ATIS, NOTAMS and weather to be displayed in
the cockpit. This is known as CPDLC, Controller Pilot
Data Link Communication.
An instinctive reaction might be that another useless
technology like Mode S is about to be foisted on us but
I suggest this is not the case. From the ATC providers
perspective the ground stations cost as little as 5% to 10%
of the cost of radar installation. The airlines see this huge
capital saving being reflected in lower route charges so
naturally they are strongly in favour. For the system to
work all aircraft need to participate and even at this early
stage subsidies for the equipage of GA aircraft are proposed.
This technology is probably 10 years away in the UK where
ADS-B’s ability to completely replace radar in high density
traffic environments is open to question but in more remote
areas it is already being adopted. I was amazed to learn that
Australia has mandated ADS-B for the whole country and
is going operational in the next few months. The FAA in
the follow up to the successful Capstone project in Alaska is
planning some 400 ground stations in the USA to replace
about 200 radars. Rather more modestly in Europe about
20 GA aircraft have been suitably equipped at Eurocontrol’s
expense in order to enable them to participate in various
trials.
ADS-B can also combine with rather than replace radar.
Aircraft can monitor their own spacing on the approach in
busy terminal areas with potential improvements in landing
rates over controller directed spacing. This is a potential use
in Africa and the North Atlantic airspace for self separation
where procedural separation is currently used. ADS-B is
also an effective tool for monitoring ground movements
at major airports when all surface traffic on the airfield
including vehicles are suitably equipped.
A welcome surprise for me at the conference was the
frequency with which GA was considered. Partly this
was because there were presentations by the FAA and
ASA, the Australian ATC operator. The FAA speaker
actually mentioned the political clout of US AOPA as a
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consideration in their consultation and planning process.
To be fair to Eurocontrol they also appeared quite GA
friendly with specific information describing the potential
role for and impact on GA. There were even hints at
a utopian world in which GA aircraft would control
themselves with the aid of panel mount and hand held
ADS-B displays receiving weather and other information
via data links concluding their flights with GPS approaches
to little used airfields.
At the moment there are various trials in process
throughout Europe. There is a significant chain of stations
with the potential to cover a large part of the Med with
ground stations in France, Italy, Greece Malta and Cyprus.
Sweden has adopted the technology at Kiruna airport where
it is actually going operational. Other projects which focus
more on the combination of ADS-B with traditional radar
are underway in the UK, Portugal and Austria. Various
other trails involve North Sea helicopters and ground radar
replacement at major airports.
In my opinion we are involved at the right stage in this
particular process. Conferences with 300 participants from
across Europe and the world really bring into focus the
reducing role of NATS and the CAA. This is not to knock
either of these organisations. We must interact positively
with NATS and the CAA in order to do the best we can
for members on local and short term issues. However, it is
much more productive to be part, albeit a very small part,
of setting the agenda. It is not as the popular GA press
seems to suppose that Europe is anti-GA rather that GA
is pathetically ineffective at being part of the long term
planning process. It is hardly surprising that last minute
efforts to change plans which are the outcomes of years of
difficult negotiations and consultation are not welcomed
with open arms. I hope as a group we continue to have the
motivation and resources to stick with the ADS-B
development process to encourage the best possible
outcomes for the membership.
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The
FAA is
planning
400
ground
stations
to replace
200
radars
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Approximate high altitude coverage provided by four
operational ADSB ground stations in Australia
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Pilots’ Talk

Dates for your diary

14° East, Salzburg – Cape Town
– Salzburg, 14th July – 27th August

spot landing, Concours D’Élegance, most
aircraft from one base etc. For full details,
see http://www.guernseyaeroclub.com/rally/

I

am committed to two of the three legs
of this trip with fellow members Dave
Massey and Bill Tollett using my B36TC
Bonanza. We are short of one pilot for the
return leg from Nairobi to Salzburg. This
will take about 16 days in August. An IR
is not essential. –Dave is an instructor so it
might be a great opportunity for someone
with an IMC to build experience and skills.
See the organisation website at 14east.org
or contact me - jim@tredunnock.com (Jim
Thorpe).

Belgium fly-in - August 11th to
13th
The 22nd international vintage aircraft
fly-in at Schaffen-Diest runs from August
11th to 13th and features this year a special
gathering of aircraft designed by Stelio Frati,
including the Falco, Picchio, Nibbio and
SF260. Crews from ten countries flew in
last year, and as well as vintage displays the
weekend includes a variety of social events.
Diest Aero Club’s website, www.dac.be, has
some details, but you can get more via email
from valvekens.stampe@portima.be.

Guernsey Aero Club 35th
International Air Rally - Friday 8th
to Sunday 10th September 2006
There is a choice of ways to join in the fun:
Full participation. The flying
competitions commence at Cherbourg
Airport on Friday 10th September 2006
with a Navigational exercise. Aircrew will
have to plan a mystery route of about 100
nautical miles ending with a spot landing
at a French Airfield. Finally there is a
short transit to Guernsey for another spot
landing. There will be two categories of
entry:-‘Open’ for experienced competitors.
‘Sportsman’ for others.
Alternatively, if the Navigational Exercise
is not your scene, take the direct route to
Guernsey. You will still be eligible for many
prizes, including furthest distance flown,

Instrument Pilot

Guernsey Airport’s new terminal

September 22nd to 24th - lunatic
aviation festival week
Although we have had, and continue to
have, success with formal trips, they do
require a bit of effort to lay on, and require
commitment well in advance by a number
of pilots to make them viable. It has been
suggested that a more informal short trip
requiring minimal organisational effort
and a lesser need for advance commitment
might encourage more people to participate
either on a planned basis or at the last
minute.
There would be no commitment to
a particular program but the general
expectation that participants would like to
share an informal group meal and spend
some social time together.
To kick this off I am proposing a
destination for September. All I will do is
get a commitment from a couple of other
members to ensure that there is some
demand. I will research a couple of hotels
and publish their contact details and rates.
It is up to individual pilots to book direct.
I will also make sure that the airport does
not pose any unusual problems but again
individuals will file their own flight plans
etc. Once on site informal decision can be
made on the degree of sharing of taxis or
hire cars, the location for meals or whatever
else seems most appropriate. In no sense will
the initiator be an organiser or take specific
responsibility as is the case with more
formal trips.
Every September the French have a
lunatic aviation festival week in the village
of St Hillaire. This involves them throwing
themselves off a plateau in every form of
lightweight flying machine known to man
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in reality or nightmare. In the evenings
there is entertainment in the streets and in
general it appears to be an extended party
with an aviation theme. See the website
www.coupe-icare.org. I have no personal
knowledge of this and would welcome input
from anyone who has actually attended.
Chambery is the nearest IFR field though
there is also a closer VFR possibility. Put
22/23/24 September in your diary. If one or
two people who really like this idea would
care to commit in principal now please
drop me an E mail. Expect more details in a
month or two when I have had a chance to
look round the area. If you have favourite or
potential destinations ideas you would like
to organise on this minimal work basis drop
me or the meetings secretary (page 19) an
email. jim@tredunnock.com (Jim Thorpe).

Lunatic aviation festival, St Hillaire

Mooney familiarization class with
Jerry Manthey - September 8th
– 11th at Schönhagen Airfield
(EDAZ)
This is out of chronological sequence
because it’s not a PPL/IR Europe organised
item. The class includes:
· Familiarization with maintenance and
service of airframe, flight controls, flaps,
speedbrakes, landing gear, brakes,
engine, engine accessories and propeller, fuel systems, electrical instruments,
oxygen and documentation of Mooney
M20 Aircraft.
· Tutor: Jerry Manthey, ATPL pilot and
A&P mechanic from Sacramento CA,
USA. Author of the “Ask Jerry” column
in MAPA LOG, magazine of the
Mooney Aircraft Pilots Association, San
Antonio TX, USA) www.mooneypilots.
com. Seminar will be held in English.
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Mooney M20C

· 2-day workshop in recently refurbished
classroom at airport main building and
at DLE´s shop in building C2 on the
airfield
· For all pilots and owners of “complex
aircraft”, using Mooney Aircraft as a
demonstrator: Mooney M 20 B - J (1st
day) and Mooney M 20 K - S, turbo
and non-turbo engines (2nd day)
· The fee is 299.00 Euro for the complete 2-day seminar including lunch
and coffee breaks, handout (approx. 90
pages, illustrated, English language).
· Min. 30 – max. 40 participants. There
are already 20 attendees registered, so
please book early to avoid disappointment.
· Registration and payment are due June
30, 2006
· How to register? http.//www.mooney.
de:8080/teilnehmerverwaltung/.

Refresher workshops
exclusive to PPL/IR Europe
members
A great opportunity to update and enhance
your IFR knowledge and skills, and
particularly suitable for those who have
recently gained their IR. Practical sessions
covering such topics as flight planning,
dealing effectively with ATC and in-flight
problems, CRM aspects (managing the
flight), safety matters, updates and an
opportunity to practice in the latest type
of simulator. Expert advice and guidance
from experienced pilots/instructors, with
back-up support available. Workshops will
be held on the following Saturdays, 10:30 to
16:00 hours; 9th September 2006 and 2nd
December 2006.
The workshop is subject to a minimum
of four confirmed delegates four weeks
in advance (and to a maximum of six
delegates). Cost (including VAT) £150.00
- payable at time of booking. These courses
are run on a ‘not-for-profit’ basis and take
place at Professional Air Training Ltd,
Bournemouth Airport. Arrive by car or air.
For further details and booking: Tel. +44
1202 593366. Fax. +44 1202 574020. Email info@pat.uk.com
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These workshops are strongly
recommended for continuation training
by the PPL/IR Europe Executive as
contributing to flight safety.

Airfield updates
Brize Norton, Oxfordshire. The airfield is
back in operation again after being closed
for runway resurfacing. The project also
included the installation of ground lighting
and a rotary hydraulic arrestor gear.
There was a strong international interest
in the sale of the former Chelveston airfield
in Northamptonshire during the summer
of 2005. The site amounted to 758 acres of
poor grazing land with little agricultural
value. The selling agents reported that over
500 sets of sale particulars were sent out and
expressions of interest were received from 50
interested parties. In the end, 26 responses
were received to the formal tender process
and the purchaser paid around the guide
price of £1,500 per acre.
Coventry Airport has been sold by
TUI UK, the owners of ThomsonFly
to CAFCO (Coventry) Ltd, a new joint
venture company constituting Howard
Holdings plc, an Anglo-Irish property
development group, and CAFCOHL,
an Anglo-American airport management
and development organisation founded in
2004. The Air Atlantique Group owned
Coventry Airport until early 2004, when it
purchased by TUI to safeguard the launch
ofThomsonFly. A planning enquiry took
place during the summer of 2005 regarding
the existing operation, the result of which is
thought to be imminent. Another enquiry,
for a new permanent terminal capable of
handling up to 2m passengers per annum,
commences on 10th January. More on
http://www.coventtyairport.co.uk.
At Cranfield, Bedfordshire, planning
permission is being sought by the university
to build up to 425 new homes on the
airfield, presumably on the south-east side,
adjacent to the village. It’s interesting to
see that the CAA has no objections, so
presumably all safety distances are being
maintained. However the issue with these
developments tends to be noise complaints
by the people who have just moved next to
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an active airfield.
Work has continued throughout the
summer and autumn of 2005 at Duxford,
Cambridgeshire, expanding the No. 1
Hangar to prepare it for the impending
AirSpace exhibition. On 12th December
2005 work had reached the stage where
some of the larger exhibits, such as the
Concorde and Vulcan, could be rehoused
for the winter. The newly refurbished TSR2
was also placed in the enlarged hangar
on 16th December. It is expected that the
expanded hangar will be fully handed
back to the control of the Imperial War
Museum by the middle of 2006 to allow the
installation of new exhibits for AirSpace.

Exeter airport
Devon’s Exeter Airport is again to be
offered to the market by its owner Devon
County Council. Twelve months ago the
airport was put up for sale and the topscoring bidder was South West Airports
Ltd (SWAL), who also has an interest in
Bristol Airport. However a spanner in
the works was the Office of Fair Trading
who referred the potential airport sale
to the UK Competition Commission.
The two airports are only 65 miles apart.
ExeterAirport, the home base for FlyBe
enjoyed a 36% rise in passenger numbers
in 2005, up from 618,201 to 842,461.
Potential bidders under a new package are
likely to include CAFCO, the joint venture
company who recently purchased Coventry
Airport from TUI. More at http://www.
exeter-airport.co.uk.
The Defence Aviation Repair Agency has
announced that Fleetlands, Hampshire will
close its Engine Maintenance Facility by
April 2007.
The Ministry of Defence has announced
that the Joint Combat Aircraft will not be
deployed to RAF Leeming, which means
that the RAF will have no long-term use for
the station.
Old Buckenham in Norfolk has recently
been developed as a thriving general
aviation airfield and has now been placed on
the market with a price guide of £1.5M. The
area of lands amounts to 123 acres.
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Getting a FAA IR at Chandler
Air Service, Arizona

By Peter Holy
Part one of a three-part experience
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his article is written for a
European based private pilot
who already holds an ICAO PPL and
perhaps has some instrument training;
for example the UK IMC Rating. I
hope that someone finds it useful as a
guide to the process.
I obtained my JAA PPL, Night and
IMC Rating between 2000 and 2002.
The most cursory look at the regular
weather made it obvious from the start
that a full IR would be my objective
but it was equally clear from one look
at the JAA study material (several feet
of paper thickness) that this would be
a time consuming exercise verging on
the impossible. It was only later that I
discovered the FAA IR option which I
eventually followed.

FAA requirements
Compared with a JAA IR, the FAA
IR requires two additional steps: an
FAA license (PPL or CPL), and the
aircraft has to be on the N register to
get worldwide IFR privileges. So, the
process can be separated into three
parts:
1 FAA PPL
2 FAA IR
3 N registered aircraft
At this point you need to carefully
look at what you want to do in the
future.
The simplest case is that you will fly
an N-reg aircraft only; the best option
then is a standalone FAA PPL and IR.
You let your existing license/ratings/
medical lapse - no point in spending
the extra money every two years!
In other cases, where you wish to

retain the option to fly for example
G-reg aircraft, it may be necessary to
retain your existing license/rating and
here it gets more complex.

UK concession
G-reg pilots have a useful concession:
The UK ANO Article 21(4)(a) allows
you to fly a G-reg, worldwide, on
an FAA (or any other ICAO) PPL,
without any paperwork. Not many
people know this! Other European
countries have more onerous processes
for flying their respective registrations
on an FAA PPL and a UK pilot
wishing to rent e.g. F-reg aircraft
while in France will want to keep his
JAA PPL current. However, the UK
concession does not allow flights in
controlled airspace “in circumstances
requiring compliance with IFR”.
This is a curious form of wording
which implies that you can fly IFR in
controlled airspace as long as you are
not required to do so (i.e. by airspace
demands or weather - best make
sure there are no clouds along your
route). In any case it leaves out Class
A airspace which means no airways
flying in the UK.

can never be sure about the future
regulatory environment in Europe.
Also a surprising number of people
forget that a JAA license expires every
five years! However, historically, many
pilots have gone for the piggyback
PPL; I suspect this is because many
wish to retain their roots in the UK
self fly hire scene which is almost
totally G-reg.
Regardless of which type of FAA
PPL you have, the advantage of
maintaining your UK IMC Rating
is that even if you are out of the FAA
IR instrument currency (6 approaches
in the past 6 months) you can still fly
IFR in the UK (Class D or below) on
the IMC Rating. The validity of the
IMC Rating in an N-reg has been a
long debated point but I did eventually
get a written confirmation from both
the CAA and more importantly the
FAA that it’s OK. Whether being out
of the FAA instrument currency is a
good idea for safety is another matter,
but the JAA IR has no currency
requirement.
The remainder of this discussion
deals with a standalone FAA PPL.

FAA PPL
Standalone or piggyback
The FAA PPL can be done in two
ways: a “piggyback” PPL (based
on your existing ICAO PPL) or a
standalone one (which is completely
independent of your existing licenses).
Many consider the latter one to be
“safer” because the former is based
on your existing PPL and medical
remaining valid in every way; one
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You need an FAA medical, which can
be Class 1, 2 or 3. Any of these can be
used with an FAA PPL/IR and most
people choose Class 3. One known
exception is Ireland which is known
to require Class 2 or better for resident
pilots. There is a number of FAA
medical examiners living in the UK
and finding one isn’t a problem. For
some reason, the FAA medical tends
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to be a lot cheaper than the CAA one
even though the amount of work is
similar.
The FAA training (logbook entry)
requirements are set out in FAR
61.103. Apart from 40 hours total
time (45 hours for JAA) the only
real surprise is the night requirement
which includes a 100nm cross country
training flight. Most UK PPL holders
will need to do this extra night work.
The FAA PPL has night privileges as
standard; unfortunately for the UK
where night flight is usually under
IFR, FAR 61.3(e) drops a spanner in
the works by requiring an IR. There
is another long-debated argument
against that in 61.3(a) but here we are
talking about a pilot who will have the
IR anyway...
The FAA regulatory
website is http://www.airweb.
faa.gov/Regulatory_and_
Guidance_Library/rgFAR.nsf/
MainFrame?OpenFrameSet.
A key concession is that all your
existing training, both PPL and
instrument, is allowed towards the
FAA training requirements. So, you
could do it all in a G-reg with a JAA
instructor! The only exception, for
both the PPL and the IR, is the last
three hours within 60 days of the
respective check ride which needs
to be done with an FAA CFI/CFII
instructor for practical reasons: an
FAA instructor has to sign you off as
ready for the check ride.

Training in the UK
This is where things get complicated.
Under the UK ANO, any instruction
in UK airspace requires a JAA
instructor rating - unless the instructor
doesn’t get paid. This is regardless of
aircraft registration. This complicates
the “last three hours” training
mentioned above because few FAA
instructors also have a JAA instructor
rating. The obvious alternatives are
to do it outside the UK, or find an
instructor who does not charge for
the flights.

Better than
average
training
aircraft were
available at
Chandler
Air Service
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Arizona
desert. Flying
IFR does not
mean “I follow
roads” here

It complicates the check ride even
more, because no FAA examiner
will have a JAA instructor rating,
and he will most definitely want to
be paid! An added complication is
the freshly enforced requirement for
Dept for Transport permission for
training in foreign-registered aircraft
in UK airspace; this enables you to
get training but only if you meet
specific ownership requirements on
the aircraft. Various options for UK
based FAA check rides did exist but
were effectively closed down during
2003-2004. A simultaneous move by
the FAA to require all examiners to
notify the FAA of any work outside
the USA didn’t help and the supply
of examiners coming to Europe has
practically dried up. So, it’s off to the
USA for everybody. A step by step
guide to the very time-consuming
Visa/TSA process is here: http://www.
peter2000.co.uk/aviation/faa-pplir/
tsa-visa.html.

Training location
This leads to another strategic
decision: almost every pilot will need
additional training to reach the FAA
PPL and IR test standards. Should
one do this flying in the UK, or in the
USA? The need to go to the USA for
the check ride dramatically changes
the outlook on where to do any
additional training.
I think it’s fair to say that a lot of
pilots working towards the FAA IR
are people with incomes above the
UK GA average and will thus live
correspondingly busy lives. They
prefer to do
everything in
the UK and
slot the training
into their other
activities, often
in their own
aircraft. To
cater for this
“market”, there
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are some FAA training operations
around the UK; usually these take you
up to the sign-off stage and then send
you to the USA for the check ride.
My personal view is that this is OK
for building up any required logbook
entries and for doing the FAA written
exams (one for each of the PPL and
the IR) and is a waste of time and
money for everything else - unless the
school in the USA can offer an aircraft
identical to the one you are current on
in the UK.

FAA written exams
The FAA written exams are computer
based multiple choice and can be
sat in several places around Europe.
Businessair in Norwich (01603301902) is one of them and also claims
to offer the TSA fingerprinting service.
There are several PC-based questionbank-based software packages which
one can use to prepare for the FAA
written and oral exams; I used the
ASA one which is about £50.
I did the standalone FAA PPL
in the UK, some time ago and
before the UK check ride option
disappeared. As suggested above, I
was short of the night cross country
training time which involved some
complicated arrangements because
my home airfield is rarely open during
official night time. The pre-check
ride training involved several hours
of flight in a PA28, covering some
exercises specific to FAA which do
not feature in the JAA PPL. The oral
was around one hour of aggressive
questioning; the best tip I can give is
that the examiner is sure to ask about
matters which no UK pilot could
possibly know from experience (US
airspace rules and weather services is
a favourite). The check ride was very
thorough, under a lot of pressure, and
not at all easy. At the time I had some
300 hours, the majority flying a TB20
“by the numbers” and it didn’t help to
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To QNE or not to QNE,
that is the question
By Ole Henriksen
Recent studies of level busts suggest there
is a problem with our altimeter setting
procedures. Ole Henriksen thinks he knows
a remedy.

I

n their recent study of level busts, the
UK’s National Air Traffic Services
(NATS) has shown that a high number of
level busts are caused by wrong altimeter
settings. Among PPL/IR Europe members
who participated in the survey, one third
of all reported level busts were caused by
altimeter setting errors.
This suggests to me that many pilots are
using outdated, error prone altimeter setting
procedures, because the new procedures are
far less likely to go wrong. Let’s look at then
and now.

Early training
When I did my IR in 1991, I was taught to
change from QNH to QNE (1013.2 hPa
– or millibars as it was then) when arriving
within 2,000 feet of the transition level in
the climb and back again when reaching
within 2,000 feet of the transition altitude
in the descent. This sounds simple enough,
but the problem is that the period between
the clearance and the time you reach the
prescribed level or altitude can be quite long
and often very busy, often including several
changes of controller and amendments to
clearances. It is therefore easy to forget to
set the altimeter, which on low pressure
days leads to busting your assigned level
in the climb or your assigned altitude in
the descent. Add to this the differences in
transition levels, and the scene is well and
truly set for the high number of level busts
that we are seeing.
I flew with this system for some years
and clocked up my share of level busts,
mostly brief and not always noticed, but
busts nonetheless. Until one day a pilot I
had flown with regularly when transiting
to complex aircraft, and who was by then a
737 First Officer, revealed that the rules had
changed to something much more sensible.
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He told me that I could now set QNE
as soon as I was cleared to a flight level
and QNH as soon as I was cleared to an
altitude. By setting the altimeter(s) as
soon as the clearance is given, the risk of
forgetting it is all but eliminated. The only
problem is if your clearance is amended
and you are given an intermediary level
off which may need the altimeter to be
reset again, but even that just follows the
same simple format: set QNE when cleared
to a level and QNH when cleared to an
altitude.
Another slight anomaly is if your
departure includes a SID which clears you
straight to a flight level. You obviously
don’t take off with QNE, even if you are
technically cleared to the FL of the SID as
soon as you are cleared for takeoff. So what
you do is keep QNH until between 1,000
and 2,000 feet, then change to QNE.
On a 980 hPa day that will instantly
“elevate” you 1,000 feet, so if you left it too
much later, you’d be in danger of busting
departures like Guernsey’s ORTAC
and SKERY SIDs with their FL040
restrictions.

Summing up
Set QNE (1013 hPa) as soon as you are
cleared to a flight level and set QNH as
soon as you are cleared to an altitude. That
way you will almost certainly never bust a
level due to altimeter mis-setting.
“But what about QFE?” quip the diehard British pilots (airfield pressure, for
those among you who never used it).
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I’ll probably take some flak on this, but
I firmly belong to the QNH school of
thought. My IR instructor was of the
somewhat extreme opinion that QFE was
invented to deliberately kill off an excess
of pilots after World War II, but he also
had more rational arguments against QFE
in IFR operations. Having not only two,
but three different altimeter settings to
fiddle with on every approach, plus having
to reset your altimeter twice during any
go-around, which is a time of high pilot
workload, is asking for trouble. Plus you
can’t use it at many foreign destinations
or at high altitude airports anyway, so you
end up having to have two different sets
of procedures. That’s a lot of risks to take
– and all for the dubious benefit of landing
with the altimeter reading zero instead of
airfield elevation. It may make sense in
basic flying training, but it has no place in
IFR operations, especially not when these
include non-UK destinations.

What about my second altimeter?
The received wisdom is to keep your #1
altimeter set to whatever you are flying on
(QNH or QNE) and keep #2 on QNH
for terrain separation. That’s probably still
good advice if you are flying relatively low
and terrain is a factor, but it robs you of
the one of the biggest advantages that dual
instrumentation offers: the ability to do
crosschecks.
My own worst level bust – by a full
thousand feet and very nearly fatal
– happened because I followed that
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procedure. Well, strictly speaking it
happened because a leak had developed in
my #1 static system and pressurised cabin
air was entering it, causing the altimeter
to under read and me to climb a thousand
feet above my assigned level. But I would
have noticed this if my #2 altimeter (with
its separate static source) had also been
set to QNE. With QNH set, which was
very low, the instrument didn’t provide
any useful crosscheck for my primary
instrument. The error was compounded
because my #1 altimeter was also my Mode
C encoder, so ATC was looking at the same
erroneous information that I was.
I will never know how close we all came
to death that dark night, because all I saw
was lights streaking down my starboard
side at the same level, and then I heard
an airliner reporting the same. Only then
did it occur to anyone that something was
wrong, and eventually I found the fault
with my altimeter. Luck, big sky or hand of
God – whatever it was, it wasn’t good pilot
technique that saved us.
Ever since, I have flown with both
altimeters set to the same, and I do regular
crosschecks of the two instruments,
especially when changing levels. The way
I fly, terrain is usually only a factor very
close to takeoff and landing, and then
I’ll be on QNH anyway. For the rest of
the time I much prefer the safety of the
crosschecks to any notional benefit of
terrain awareness.
However, even if you choose to keep
the second altimeter on QNH, there is
still a useful check you can do: Check
(and read out loud) both subscale settings
every 1,000 feet (or every 5,000 feet in
higher performance aircraft). This check
is also useful at other times - such as just
before you start taxiing. It has more than
once prevented me from taxiing (and then
probably lining up and taking off) with a
wrong setting.

Getting a FAA IR at Chandler Air Service, Arizona
continued from page 11

have had so little time on the type in which the check ride was done, doing short-field and
soft-field takeoffs for example.

N Register
Having the FAA PPL opened the way to placing the aircraft on the N register, which I
did in 2006. This is another potentially horrendous process, best done during an Annual
and best summarised by saying that you must find a maintenance company which has
demonstrated experience of doing it with your actual aircraft type.
To meet FAA aircraft ownership rules, you need to find a Trust company which legally
owns your aircraft, with you being the beneficial owner. These range from inexpensive
to very expensive depending on what type of trust or corporate structure you wish the
aircraft to operate under.
“Life” intervened again to delay the process, but by early 2006 I was ready for my two
weeks in the USA for the IR.
I allowed two weeks for this based on previous reports of other UK pilots’ FAA IR
experiences, there was a possibility that I might finish with a few days to spare, but in
the end the exercise proved to be a lot harder and two weeks worked out just right. At the
time, I had a UK PPL, Night, the UK IMC Rating, and a standalone FAA PPL. I had
about 550 hours total time of which about 450 were done, over a period of three years, on
a Socata TB20GT. I had already passed the FAA IR written exam (in the UK) and had all
the required FAA IR logbook requirements except the 250nm cross-country flight with
three different instrument approaches. I had about 70 hours instrument time, comprising
of about 30 hours of various instructional flights; the remainder being lots of little bits of
instrument time logged in actual IMC without the use of the autopilot.
The FAA IR written exam had been done in the UK at an establishment in Norwich;
cost about £230. Having done this first was essential and it would have been quite
impossible to do the IR in the two weeks while studying for the theory also.
The other preparation I had done back home involved watching the rather tedious King
video training material. This is worth sitting through but I did wonder just how many
times Martha King was going to explain what a VOR was... I think this is best watched
shortly before the written exam and - except for a complete novice pilot with no IFR
knowledge and experience - it is of limited value for the actual IR training and check ride.
A good section in it was a movie of the FAA IR oral exam, where the examiner explains
that his task is to observe quietly and not deliberately distract the candidate.
Peter Holy’s story will be continued in the next issue of Instrument Pilot.

Feedback sought
Without extending the NATS survey to
study the detailed reasons behind the
reported level busts, my suggestion that
outdated procedures are causing them
remains just a guess. It would be useful to
hear from members – especially those who
have reported level busts due to altimeter
mis-settings – whether they think the
procedures described in this article would
have made a difference.
Please email me in absolute confidence at
memsec@pplir.org.
Arizona sunset
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EUROSTUFF 55
By
John Pickett

EASA

T

he European Aviation Safety Agency, EASA,
is intending to become the sole agency for
European aviation safety. It will be responsible for
certification, standardization, quality and inspection.
The end of 2006 will see the dismantling of the
Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) association, and
functions transferred to EASA including those of the
JAR-FCL. Many countries within Europe have already started the
process of adjusting the size of their national civil aviation authorities
accordingly. The drain of experts is significant.
If EASA is to be an effective safety agency, and to gain European
wide acceptance, it needs to address various issues quickly, financing
and expertise being paramount.
A British MP has described EASA as “behaving more and more like
the Austro-Hungarian Empire”. In a speech at the Royal Aeronautical
Society Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody MP said EASA did not have the
staff or the money to do its job. Mrs Dunwoody went on to describe it
as “an excellent example of the confusion Europe sows because it has a
potential to compromise safety”.
However, EASA is to be applauded for trying to dig itself out
of a financial hole. On the 16th March 2006 the EASA Board of
Management accepted a report from outside consultants. The report
stated that “EASA’s income from fees and charges was too low, and
that the administrative burden of fees and charges regulation was too
high”. Surprise, surprise, these facts are not new, for decades this has
been true of many other regulatory authorities.
We understand that there is to be a full revision of fees and
charges. Yet another new scale of prices will take effect early 2007. We
are assured that industry will be consulted!

Aircraft maintenance changes

To date, European Member States could opt out of certain EASA
regulations. The “opt out” was designed to give time for the aviation
industry and the regulatory authorities to implement the regulations.
The concession appropriate to aircraft maintenance expires on the
28th September 2008 and new regulations will have a critical impact
on private aircraft owners. Aircraft owned by small flying clubs and
groups will be similarly affected.
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One new regulation, Part M, covers the continuing airworthiness
of aircraft including maintenance. It is split into a number of sub
parts. One of the sub parts concerns the approval of maintenance
programmes. There will be only one type of Certificate of
Airworthiness (CofA) in the future. This replaces the current Private,
Aerial work and Public Transport categories of C of A. The new type
of C of A will be non-expiring by 2008. In order to keep it current an
owner/operator must ensure that an Airworthiness Review Certificate
is issued every three years.
It will now be up to the owner or the operator to decide on the
type of operation that the aircraft is to be used for and consequently
the maintenance required. Any use by a flying club or group is not
considered to be private flying. It is not yet known how much owner
maintenance EASA will permit.
However if the aircraft is hired out or used for other than
private flying, maintenance must be carried out by an “approved”
organization. There will be no concessions concerning “on condition”
and compliance with the manufacturer’s recommended engine
overhaul limits is mandatory.
A private owner has the option to sign a contract with an
“approved” maintenance organization considered “Controlled”, or
manage the maintenance of aircraft him or herself. This is considered
to be “Uncontrolled”.
“Controlled” means that the owner must sign a contract with an
approved maintenance organization and that organization will carry
out the maintenance to a new approved schedule. Consequently the
organization can issue an Airworthiness Review Certificate every
three years.
“Uncontrolled” means that if the owner does not wish to be tied to
a contract, the requirements are more onerous. Every year the aircraft
will have to go to an approved maintenance organization which
will carry out an “airworthiness review” and recommend that the
regulatory authority issue a new Airworthiness Review Certificate.
Needless to say the impact on costs will be significant. The
approval of the organizations will be more formal and require more
work by the regulatory authority. Hence, for UK registered aircraft,
the CAA will be charging more than currently.
Another facet reflected in the new regulations, is the concern
of ageing aircraft. The aircraft population is becoming older. It
is, apparently, operating well beyond the age originally envisaged
by the manufacturers. The UK CAA is quoted as saying that
some maintenance organizations are not reviewing and adopting
manufacturer’s instructions. Hence, in future, the UK CAA will
require inspection of ageing aircraft that is more detailed and wide
ranging than currently. Maintenance organizations will be required to
adopt ageing aircraft programmes.
It is very clear that the application of just some of the new
regulations will result in increased costs to aircraft owners.
It is recorded that approximately 20% of aircraft accidents have
“maintenance” as a casual factor. It is wondered whether the number
of accidents will substantially reduce, in the future, as the result of
EASA’s new requirements.

Galileo
The first recently launched Galileo satellite has been manoeuvred
into its correct orbit, and some systems tested. The satellite has
to be in position and transmitting signals by the deadline of July
2006 otherwise the frequencies allocated by the International
Telecommunications Union could be lost. Some, so called “experts”
consider that Galileo will make the Global Positioning System (GPS)
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“old hat” by the
year 2010. Galileo,
it is said, will not
suffer from the
disadvantages of
GPS, and will
give complete
independence
for the European
Union. Allegedly,
fears that GPS can
be degraded or
switched off at the whim of America’s strategic needs will be removed.
With the apparent emphasis on the development and validation
of Galileo, the other future developments of the Global Navigation
Satellite System have tended to be forgotten.
GPS is the only fully operational global satellite navigation
system. The basic system has changed little since its inception in the
1970s. Following a comprehensive review the system is currently
being modernized and upgraded. The aim is to deliver significant
improvements to all users. The future developments include GPS 11F
and GPS 111. The first batch of GPS 11F satellites will be in orbit in
2007 just before Galileo becomes operational. The upgrade of both
space and ground segments will result in a navigational accuracy
that could be as good as one metre! Ironically, the same accuracy as
Galileo!
From the users’ perspective, GPS is totally funded by the US
Department of Defense and is largely free. Whereas, Galileo will be
funded by yet another PPP (Private-Public Partnership) scheme and
costs to the user are currently indeterminate.
The Peoples Republic of China has, apparently, signed a multimillion GBP contract to be part of the project!

EGNOS
The European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service (EGNOS)
is being developed in Europe. It will provide augmentation for
GPS land, marine, and aviation users. The EGNOS system uses
the broadcasts of differential correction and integrity information.
Because of the advantages of the system flexibility, it allowed a
new Satellite Based Augmentation System (SBAS) to be designed.
Flight trials were, and are being, conducted as part of the EGNOS
EGNOS
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validation process. Selected airports included Almeria (Spain),
Montpellier (France) and Lugano (Switzerland). The trial at Lugano
is particularly significant because of the hostile environment. An
airfield elevation of just over 900 feet coupled with a Minimum Safe
Altitude (MSA) of 13,500 feet within 25 nautical miles makes for
an interesting instrument approach procedure. Because of the close
proximity of terrain an approach angle of between 5.5 degrees and 6.5
degrees needs to be flown. This approach angle restricts the type of
aircraft that can fly the “procedure”. Currently the airport at Lugano
has one of the last Instrument Guidance Systems (IGS) in the world.
An IGS being primarily an ILS to a point in space from where a
visual approach can be made.
Results of the trial, recently published, are impressive. The accuracy
of the EGNOS augmented position was within 0.7 and 2.0 metres
horizontally (an average of 1.3 metres) and 0.7 to 1.9 metres vertically
(an average of 1.1 metres). This outstanding accuracy far exceeds the
ICAO requirements. The accuracy also allows a reduction in the glide
path angle. This means that more aircraft types will be able to fly the
approach. Some 25 SBAS instrument approaches were successfully
flown as part of the trials. A major advance that should be replicated
by the other countries that are lagging behind in the use of the GNSS!

General Aviation
The European Commission (EC) wants the International Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association (IAOPA) to pay 250,000 euros per
year to be part of the administration board of SESAR. SESAR is the
air traffic system to be introduced in Europe around 2020.
The demand for 250,000 euros effectively makes participation
in the board of SESAR impossible because of cost. The EC wants
the administration to be funded by the participants with Airbus
or Boeing paying some 10 million euros. IAOPA is concerned
that companies such as Airbus and Thales will dominate the
Administration Board. If this happens, the creation of a system, and
equipment, that suits only commercial air transport is highly likely.
Airlines generate an economic impact by operating between limited
numbers of centres of population. The majority of their passengers
are travelling for leisure purposes and consequently the airlines are
primarily in the leisure industry.
The phrases “Private Pilots”, “Private Flying” and “General
Aviation” have historically led to a variety of misconceptions. The
popular press delights in fostering the misconception that general
aviation is a fraternity of super wealthy playboys who fly around the
skies for fun. In reality only 10% of general aviation’s operations are
purely recreational. Approximately 90% of all general aviation flying
involves some form of business activity. GA aircraft account for more
than 65% of the total flying hours each year. Each time a GA aircraft
flies somewhere, people on board the aircraft are spending money
in a community other than the one in which they live. Passengers
and pilots are buying fuel for aircraft, renting cars, staying in hotels,
eating in restaurants, entertaining, paying landing fees etc., and the
list is endless. For every flight by an airline there are 58 GA flights.
GA brings social and economic exchange of benefits to many people
throughout the EC.
However, the EC’s recent White Paper on the European Transport
policy for 2010 neglects to mention General Aviation at all! This, at
best, is an anomaly or poor communication. At worst, it demonstrates
a lack of expertise or a complete lack of understanding of the
European aviation industry? General Aviation needs representation
commensurate with its scale of activities and at a more
reasonable financial contribution.
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REPORTS
EUROPE AIR SPORTS (EAS)
AGM - Cologne 25/26th March
By Paul Draper

A

“

The
issue is
how to
make
regulations
that are
practical for
light
aviation
and the
group is
helping
with
this

,,
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t the Europe Air Sports (EAS)
.AGM the President Sir John
Allison said that EAS has “come of
age” and it now has membership of
all main aviation bodies. There were
some 45 members attending and we
heard that the “Recreational and
Sporting” sector is now talked of
more than “GA”.
EASA agreed to review Part
M regulations and has asked for
ESA’s help on Part 21 issues and,
importantly, MDM032 (under
EC1592 proposals to extend EASA’s
remit).
Eric Sivel (ex French Ministry
Regulator) of EASA gave a
presentation on the MDM032
working group. The issue to be
resolved is how to make regulations
that are practical for light aviation
and the group is helping with this.
Comments thus far:
I EAS is questioning the link
between regulation and safety
e.g. Why improve the same safety
regulations that apply on a B747
and a Piper cub used for the weekends? (NB. Breath of fresh air!).
I The need to find a “concept” for
regulating non-complex, non
commercial aircraft
I Complex aircraft need a management structure that is appropriate
for the bigger aircraft
I The definition of commercial and
non-commercial aircraft by EASA
is difficult:
The State has a duty to protect
the “person who pays” as well
as “people who work” on those
aircraft. Whenever there is a
contract between the aircraft
owner and the customer it is
a commercial operation. The
principle is as to how those
people will be protected.
(NB. But what is the position for
aircraft that are “dual purpose” e.g.
training a/c also used for normal ops?
– a solution needs to be proposed).

Eric Sivell stated that there are
25% more people in the EU than in
the USA and yet there are not 25%
more aircraft in the EU.
EAS has a number of members on
the working group and is currently
faced with an alarmingly short
timescale to produce proposals by the
end of July! However the opportunity
is being grasped to introduce, interalia, a new “recreational” licence for
the EU. This is a proposed licence
for sport aviation with Air Sports
being allowed to issue the licence and
simpler medicals. This restricted PPL
could restrict access to high traffic
density areas. A working group is
being set up with EAS input to deal
with the this “recreational” licence.
We have concerns about the name
of this as well as applicability for they
are talking of use for “non-complex”
aircraft up to 5.7 tonnes (See our
response to the DfT Consultation on
EC1592 on page 3).
Other matters included:
I A presentation by Mr Tilo Schmitt, Chairman of EASA Board,
talking of EASA’s current financial and staffing problems with an
intent to overcome them.
I Rudi Shuegraf (EAS Programme Manager) talking about
MDM032 matters. He referred
to the Rulemaking Programme
(details on EASA web site) where
the programme is:
• 2006 = 38 tasks
• 2007 = 70+ tasks
He sketched a possible concept for
pilot licensing as follows:
ICAO
• ATPL
• CPL
• PPL (incl IR)
EASA
• Euro Recreational
NAA
• Hang & Para etc
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BUT is it radical enough as it
perpetuates the “old” system? So
what might replace it – look at
e.g. USA, Canada and Australia
for best practice at the lowest level
of regulation. It also needs to be
acceptable at the political level. It is
the risk to third parties that matters
not the number of aircraft that
crash!
There were also presentations on:
I Delegation of licences to aviation
bodies – the Dutch system was
explained as a potential example
to use.
I Airspace issues – Fixed airspace
blocks, 8.33 KHz requirements,
Mode S, UAVs etc.
I Medicals – Dr Peter Saundby
talked on the need to be realistic
in pilot medicals due to the similarity of accident figures caused
by medical issues in air and road
crashes.
I Air shows – the need for safety
issues etc.
I Airspace Equipment – Including
Mode S, ADS-B, VDL- 4, 1090
extended squitter.
I Powered Aircraft Working
Group. This was established at
the Hannover meeting I attended
in November 2005. Regrettably
the person dealing with this
has not progressed it and has
since left EAS. A volunteer was
sought and after some considerable hesitation Henry Lindholm
of Sweden agreed to join the
MDM032 group and will likely
convene the powered aircraft
group in due course.
Overall I considered it a very
worthwhile conference with several
useful contacts made. Both EAS and
its members now clearly understand
the need for instrument rated pilots
to be involved in the various debates
in hand; this will be done as matters
progress.
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SESAR presentation, Geneva 28th March

Controlled airspace - what’s really
happening?
continued from page 1

S

Of considerable concern is that in
a recent response at NATMAC (the
National Air Traffic Management
Advisory Committee) to a specific
question about the continuing
enlargement of controlled airspace to the
detriment of GA, John Arscott, Director
of DAP (the UK CAA’s Directorate
of Airspace Policy), responded: “The
increase in controlled airspace is required
to satisfy the Government’s decision to
allow the public to fly”.
This effectively means that as more
people wish to fly (mainly via the low cost
airlines) the airspace required for them
to do so may well be allocated. However
John Arscott has very recently assured me
that he is “aware of the difficulties faced
by GA, in particular in the South East,
but remains confident that its needs can
be accommodated”; time will tell.
I also have another concern about all
this. Will the statement above coupled
with the requirements of the new SESAR
project plus PRNAV and problems of
getting access to regional airports, plus
the difficulty (near impossibility) of
getting a private PPLIR, mean we at the
lighter end of GA IR will be squeezed out
of the controlled airspace system?

ESAR is the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research Programme
(formerly SESAME). Industry and users have joined together to form a consortium under
the control of and paid for by Eurocontrol (via EC funds) to produce a master plan for a new
ATM system to cope with a forecast doubling of traffic by 2020 and to implement interim
improvements in capacity in the meantime if possible (eg PRNAV). As industry is investing
in this project there is a clear determination to make it happen.
The SESAR “train” is now, as from March 6th, “out of the station” and gathering
speed. With the current “Definition Phase” due to complete in early January 2008 there
is considerable determination to deliver on time. The presentation on 28th March, to
around 150 delegates, was well done and the material used is on the SESAR website (www.
sesar-consortium.aero) so I do not propose to go into it in any detail. There should also be
reference to questions asked by me and others plus the responses given.
In my later discussion with Gunter Martis (leader of the airspace users group) I made
clear our concerns as instrument rated pilots that we do not want to be “squeezed out” of the
airspace as a result of these new proposals. I also made the point that the “beneficiary” of the
increasing amounts of that airspace, i.e. the airlines, should be paying for the demands put
upon GA, recreational and sport airspace users whereas at the moment those users are having
to pay. He noted the point and assured me it will be taken into account. I have been pressing
this latter point with most officials I have been meeting since we formed this view early on
and from comments coming back it seems to be getting through, even if we do not have a
formal acknowledgment or commitment to change it.
Over lunch I managed to sit opposite Olaf Dlugi, Executive Committee Chairman of
SESAR (ex Swissair 747 pilot etc), and had a useful discussion about opportunities and
concerns generally. He understood and emphasised the need to input to the proposals. I was
also able to chat with a number of other members of the Committee plus the UK’s DfT
officials who were present.
What is clear is that we need to be involved and contribute to the work, hopefully via EAS
rather than directly. (Paul Draper)

PPL/IR Europe response to the
DfT Consultation on EC1592

A

s mentioned in the report on the EAS AGM we have concerns about the name of a
proposed sub ICAO “Recreational” licence, as well as its applicability, for EASA is
talking of use for pilots of “non-complex” aircraft up to 5.7 tonnes; whilst we all want to see
less regulation that may be a step too far!
We much welcome EASA’s new policy of taking a more open and less restrictive approach
to consultation with the GA industry so we need to encourage that and respond to proposals
with sound comments. Encouragingly they clearly want to take a fresh approach and not be
fettered by the past; less regulation seems to be the order of the day.
We have now submitted our response to DfT (see www.pplir.org, and members can
also view it via the Forum) and it will be considered, along with other responders, in their
formulating of the UK’s formal response to the EC.
Committee member Vasa Babic has prepared the basis of our views which are essentially
that the present ICAO licensing system is a good one (by and large) so why change it? Is
there a danger in creating a “Recreational” licence and allowing it to be used for all “noncommercial” flying of so called “non-complex” aircraft up to 5.7 tonnes? We and others
think so. We don’t need to reinvent the wheel when there is a tried and trusted system already
in place.
We need to encourage pilots to gain better qualifications as they do in the USA; let’s admit
they have most experience of operating many more aircraft and pilots than does Europe. As
a result they also have a thriving modern GA aircraft industry and many private pilots with
IRs, whereas we don’t! Let’s learn from this and have a system for both aircraft certification
and pilot licensing that much more follows their model. (Paul Draper)
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Stealth approach
Without a great deal of effort we shall
find this “stealth” approach will ensure
we are indeed kept out. GA, with the
notable exception of IAOPA, has been
unable to get involved in the SESAR
project definition stage other than by
making comments. IAOPA is involved
in the workgroups and has underwritten
a financial commitment of €750,000
or more (see the UK AOPA’s April
General Aviation magazine) to produce
work streams to a strict timetable; most
of GA couldn’t make such financial
commitment. They will be paid back by
the EC provided they deliver; IAOPA is
rightly placing much importance on this
project for VFR GA and importantly
saying it could be even more vital for IFR
GA. They too are a minnow amongst
the big boys of the likes of Airbus and
if, as is likely, the big money talks and
Governments insist on providing airspace
for the public to fly within in increasing
numbers and frequency, then it will surely
happen and we are at real risk.
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REVIEWS

Review by Dirk DeJonghe

T

here are many different kinds of flight simulators on the market,
some are yank, bank and shoot games, others are serious IFR
trainers where nothing but the runway lights will ever be visible
through the virtual windshield.
I started like most everybody else with Flight Simulator from
Microsoft. It ran from a 5.25” diskette on a painfully slow 8086
computer running MS-DOS. I quickly found out that the ADF was
completely unusable for IFR simulation.
The next step was another DOS program advertised in a UK pilot
magazine. I don’t remember the name of it but it was flown only
with the keyboard. At least the ADF worked and it proved invaluable
for improving my homing skill.
With Windows 98 came the Jeppesen program FlitePro. It was a
very good IFR training program featuring the Beech A36 I wanted
to have. It served for many years but was not upgraded by Jeppesen
to run on more modern operating systems.
Next was version 6 and 7 from X-Plane. This program was
recommended by a former astronaut, Jay Apt who also flew a Beech
A36 at that time. X-Plane is developed on Mac but runs on Windows
and more recently on Linux. It is a program with much more visual
appeal than the average IFR trainers, with the proper scenery
downloads, even VFR flight through the Alps can be attempted with
the ICAO chart on your lap, flying from Lugano via Lodrino and
Ambri across the Gothard pass at 7500ft to Buochs. Even a simple
VFR circuit at one of the Swiss mountain fields is very demanding,
the Swiss have the nasty habit of putting some mountains right
where the downwind leg should be, forcing you to be creative in your
approach. If you hit any cumulogranitus, you will crash and burn,
but don’t despair; 30 seconds later all is forgiven and you are back
at the threshold of the runway. It is also exciting to take off in the
murk, climb out on the SID and pop out in brilliant sunshine (or
moonshine) on top of the low stratus layer, surrounded by mountain
ranges.
Austin Meyers is the man behind X-Plane, apparently he does most
of the programming himself except for the scenery. He is an IFR
rated private pilot owner of an SR22 and I have found pictures of
him flying aerobatics in a PC7 from Swiss mountain valley airfields.

X-Plane as an IFR trainer
Used as an IFR trainer, X-Plane has all the usual failure modes for
instruments, variable weather, winds at three levels, very realistic
cloud formations, icing in visible clouds above freezing level.
thunderstorms, etc.

Beech 350 shortly after departure from LSGS
In version 8.40 presets can be chosen for weather: CAVOK, VFR,
Non-precision, CAT-1, CAT-2 representing the minimums for each
approach type. Alternatively you can select lower and upper cloud
decks, type of clouds, coverage and changes. Thunderstorms are one
click away, same as snow, heavy rain or hail. You can also randomize
the weather and see what happens. If you connect to live METAR
sources and it will set the simulator weather accordingly. Now if only
I could set my simulator weather on the PC and synchronize the real
weather outside, that would be something!
Other available met settings are temperature and pressure at sea
level, visibility, precipitation, icing conditions, thunderstorm, wind
and turbulence as well as microburst probability. Three different
levels of winds are available.
On the equipment failure menu, there are eight pages (equipment,
instruments, etc) but the instruments page itself has six sub-pages so
there is an incredible amount of fine-tuning possible. The failures
can be programmed to occur randomly, after a certain time, at a
certain altitude or by direct keyboard input.
Most aircraft types can be downloaded for free from several
websites, some have been developed by advanced developers and
are real works of art; they use experienced pilots to fine tune the
performance and feel of the simulated aircraft. Some are offered for
sale for a very small sum, about 10 US$ was the price for my A36,
with free upgrades for version 8.
In my opinion X-Plane has the smoothest flight model of any
PC-based flight simulator. It requires some effort to master it but
good support is available from the community forum. You can start
your flight at the ramp, on the runway, in the air over a VOR, or any
other point, already on ILS long final, etc. it doesn’t show Jeppesen
approach plates like the Flitepro did, but it shows a 3D path overlaid
on a chart. You can select any type of aircraft you have installed,
most installations take just a minute of unzipping the downloaded
zip-file to a directory in your /aircraft/general aviation/ folder. There
is a highly detailed BE350 as freeware, several Cirrus SR22 as low
cost payware and hundreds of excellent civil and military types
P 20 ►

WANTED!
A PPL/IR Europe member with an interest in aviation developments and the willingness to donate
just a few hours a month to write the Intelligence Reports column for Instrument Pilot. Regular press releases and suitable material
is forwarded by the editor, it’s just a matter of researching and compiling the interesting stuff. Have a look through some back issues
of IP to see the type of column we are looking for. If you are interested please ring David Bruford on +44 (0)1823 461 310 or email
him at editor@pplir.org
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X-Plane review
continued from page 18
including heavy iron, classics
and aerobatic types such as Pitts
or Extra 300.
When going to a strange
airport, I find it invaluable to
fly the STAR and approach
to it on the simulator, it helps
the situational awareness
tremendously when arriving
in the real world, you have
seen it before and certainly the
procedure has no surprises for
you. I usually practice some
holdings and approaches prior
to taking my annual IFR
proficiency check, it never fails
to give me more confidence and
do the test to a higher standard.
Another very important
feature for an IFR trainer is
that the database of navaids
and airports can be updated
automatically. You can also
add or delete your own navaids
and airports if you want with
‘World-Maker’.
A very recent development is
that X-Plane can serve as master
for the new AvioApp Garmin
G1000 and Avidyne simulator
programs. These are the new
‘glass’ cockpits installed in the
newer generation GA types. The
new application runs on another
PC connected to the master PC
over IP. Anyone with a glass
cockpit of these types would be
advised to take a closer look at
this application.
Canadair fire-bomber amphibian
ready for takeoff runway 25 LSGS

Instrument Pilot

Installing X-Plane
You can’t buy this program
in a shop, it is ordered from
the Laminar Research website
directly or from one of the
affiliated websites. The cost is
less than 20 minutes of flying
on average GA aircraft. It comes
on seven dual-layer DVDs
because it contains the entire
world database as well as the
planet Mars. Even if you order
the DVDs, you install the latest
version of the program via the
installer from the website, only
use the DVDs for the terrain
database.
Before ordering, download
the installer from www.XPlane.com. This installer will
download and install the latest
full version on your computer
(with only a limited geographical
coverage), just select Mac,
Win or Linux version. You can
download specific areas such as
the free “22% of Switzerland
VFR” which was used for the
illustrations in this review. There
is also a photorealistic rendition
of the British Isles. It looks OK
from a couple thousand feet up
looking down, but when down
low, there is no 3D effect.
The program uses the DVD
as copy protection; any version
update can be installed and
will run in full mode as long
as the original DVD is in the
drive during operation. X-Plane
will run for six minutes before
coming back to demo mode
with a placard in front of the
instruments and with only
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autopilot control from there
on. If you don’t have recent
computer hardware, you could
go for some older version; they
will work just as well for IFR
training but with fewer bells and
whistles. The information and
URLs for the older versions are
on the main X-Plane website.

Diamond formation from http://
www.xplanefreeware.net/barry/
put yourself in the cockpit of
Blue Angels One and your
wingmen will follow all your
moves with utmost precision,
no previous formation training
needed, results guaranteed.

Conclusion
All work and no play...
Of course, after a hard day’s
work, when you’re in the mood
for something more destructive
you can load up your favourite
fighter with as many bombs and
rockets as it will carry (watch
gross weight and adjust fuel load
accordingly on the load page),
but the program is quite peaceloving: the rockets will fire and
show exhaust smoke, but will
not explode even if they hit the
target.
There are at least four
formation options: the first is
the default from the program
itself. You select formation and
you will be placed behind an
identical aircraft as you are
flying, at selected altitude and
speed in straight and level flight.
The leader makes no moves, you
formate on the leader. Another
formation plug-in requires you
to make a flight by yourself. You
can then play-back the flight
and formate on your own flight.
For those of us with their own
classic jets such as T-33 or F104
there is even a better option,
see http://www.classicjetsims.
com. If you just want to impress
your friends with your formation
skills, download Blue Angels
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A few gripes: When reducing
power the aircraft seem to be
losing speed too slowly, not
enough prop drag when idle
in flight. Be sure to have a
reasonably recent computer,
an older computer can choke
on a graphics-intense program
like this. An OpenGL video
card is mandatory. There is a
list of hardware requirements
on the website. Having a faster
computer will allow you to have
more detailed images, running
at a higher rate of frames per
second.
I think X-Plane (or similar
IFR trainer) is required
equipment for the modern IR
rated pilot. It improves your
skills; it can be used to increase
your proficiency and to prepare
flights to strange places. From
my first real flight simulator
(a WW2 Link trainer during
my IR training in 1971) to the
current generation of visual PC
based programs is a tremendous
step up, thanks to the PC
revolution. If aircraft would
have shown the same price/
performance increase as PCs
over the last 20 years, we would
be flying supersonic jets
priced as a small car.
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