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By Paul Draper

M

ost of European general aviation
heaved a huge sigh of relief as
Eurocontrol proposed States “…shall”
exempt GA up to two tonnes in its
revised draft rules (V2.0 29/10/2004).
Great news most thought, “All our
efforts bore fruit”, and “Matter
sorted!”
But, I am afraid your somewhat
cynical old scribes took a more
cautious view, in that Eurocontrol’s
revised draft rules were only a
recommendation to their masters,
the European Commission (EC), and
were subject to the EC accepting and
adopting them…which they did not!
In fact the first sets of drafts were sent
back and we haven’t seen any papers
since.

GA Alliance
In IP 46 I told you we were pressing
for a meeting with the EC to press
our case against the SES Charging
Regulations proposals. Accordingly,
Mystery Lear Jet crash finally as a small group from GA Alliance,
resolved. See page 6.
(see page 12 about this new body), we
arranged to meet the EC in Brussels
on December 10th to discuss the
revised drafts and put forward our
own proposals for amending them. We
were concerned, in particular, about
harmonisation (states being given
discretion on charging exemptions and
some will, but some, including the
UK, won’t), weight factors (proposed
changes would greatly increase enroute charges for GA), and the whole
principle of the “user pays” principle
adopted on the basis of “paying for
navigation aids provided” when, at
least for VFR, pilots do not have to use
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navigation aids or radios. Impact on
safety is also a major issue.
We learned the EC will not accept
much of the proposals made by
Eurocontrol. In relation to exemptions
this is because the enabling regulations
(framework, service provision and
airspace) are already in place as law
and include provisions for charges to
be fairly applied across all user sectors.
States have to be given the option
of exempting but if they do so they
have to pay the air navigation service
providers the equivalent costs; in our
earlier Forums and meetings with the
DfT they stated the UK will not do so.

EC Achievements
So, what did we achieve with the EC?
Well, firstly we achieved a face to
face meeting, no mean achievement
in itself; we also found them very
receptive to our points. That is not to
say they will agree with the points
made but they are clearly in ‘listening
mode’ and we have made our input at
the stage of them starting to revamp
the proposals. This is the best time to
make an effective input.
Secondly it was agreed we would put
our comments and proposals in writing
and this we did within a couple of days
of our return. We produced a position
paper which can be viewed via the
PPL/IR Forum; I am afraid it is a long
paper but necessarily so.
What happens now? We had agreed
the EC would send us their revisions
by 22nd December, but the timing has
slipped; an indicator of the difficulties
they have in getting it right as the
EC lawyers also have to look at the
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Flight
Simulators
By
Jim Thorpe

L

ight aircraft simulators have come a
long way. They have always had a
role, particularly for IFR procedural work
training. However the latest generation
of simulators, known as FMPT2
approved are entirely more sophisticated
as confirmed by the CAA acceptance
as satisfactory for completion of 40 of
the 55 hours needed for the issue of the
instrument rating.
This is not an in depth analysis of these
machines but a personal reflection on the
pros and cons of their developing role.
For the last two years I have renewed
with PAT at Bournemouth who were an
early adopter of this method. By way of
research for this article I visited Exeter
where Simulator Flight Training have
recently installed a Frasca machine and
Flight Pass who started using an Elite
machine about nine months ago.

Realism
Those whose only experience of
simulators is an old style link trainer or
a desktop computer should understand
that these devices make serious efforts to
mimic a real aircraft. The cockpits mirror
the controls of the singles and twins
favoured by the training schools with, as
far as possible, identical radio fits. They
all have visual effects some of which can
wrap around and be reasonably realistic
representations of the actual airfield
and local terrain. I flew one simulator
on a visual circuit at Zurich and the
instructors dry comment at my less than
perfect height keeping was that ‘it was
a good job I had forgotten to raise the
gear since I was obviously intending to
land on the high ground on base leg’. Of
course for IFR training visuals are less
important and all machines have realistic
transitions from VMC to IMC. All have
some background engine noise. Air traffic
control is provided by the instructor on a
nearby control station, from where he has
the ability to vary weather or conjure a
wide range of realistic failure simulations.

Landings in
Occupied France
By
Adèle Stephenson

T

he British have descended upon
France at various times in history
for differing reasons. The intents of King
Henry V and his chaps were purely hostile.
Not so the RAF pilots in WWII who
landed their Lysanders in French fields
at night to deliver and pick up agents.
Perhaps the pilots and holidaymakers
crossing the Channel nowadays in a
southerly direction could be counted as
having mixed motives…
As the summer migration progresses,
some of us in the modern Lysanders carry
over 100 possible agents provocateurs
at a time to let loose on French soil,
contending with hazards which our
forebears did not, although France is still
occupied (by the French). Enemy action
is replaced by aeronautical and airspace
regulations plus Gallic insouciance.

Night Landings
A few things have not changed. The
wartime Lysander pilots complained
that they had to ‘fly at night AND speak
French!!’ and that is still the case. Three
small lights were put out to illuminate
a Lysander’s runway for landing. If
international regulations were not in force

that is all that some latter-day Frenchmen
would like to provide.
At various smaller French airports with
economy-minded managers (a requirement
for the post), only the part of the parking
area nearest to the terminal building is
lit during the hours of darkness. It is
occupied by French aircraft, frequently
closed up and with engine covers on for
the night. We invaders are directed to a
position out among the scrub and maquis
in totally unlit areas. A never-to-beforgotten sight one year was the frequent
spectacle of upwards of 100 passengers
let loose to wander through the night
trying to discover the way into an aircraft
apparently located off the main airfield.
A young First Officer asked me why
ATC were so insistent that we should call
finals, repeating themselves several times
to ensure that we understood. We were
making a procedural NDB approach at
the time on a dark and nasty night with
no outside assistance. ‘Just wait and see’
I said ‘Calling finals is their cue to turn
on the airport lighting.’ This habit is
becoming less common, I am happy to say,
although approach lighting is used, shall
we say, sparingly.
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Going Home
There is also the (understandable) habit of
‘going home for the night’. At a not-sosmall-airport, one of my colleagues had
landed, disembarked the passengers and
was doing the paperwork and organising
the turnaround. When he resumed his seat
and looked out prior to calling for start-up,
all the airfield lights were out and repeated
calls to ATC elicited no response. A runner
had to be sent to the local restaurant to
recall the errant radioman who apologised
profusely at having ‘forgotten’ the aircraft.
The armed services manage this ‘going
home’ scenario with true verve and
flourish. They like the civilian aircraft as
they bring in a euro or two for the coffers,
but dislike the un-military habit of running
late – a view which can be shared by
others, of course. On one occasion the
aircraft was running several hours late but
the Operations Department in England had
been assured that the airport would stay
open. About 80 miles from destination,
the area ATC controller remarked casually
‘X airport ees closed.’ ‘NON’ says our
French-speaking captain. ‘Oui’ says
ATC, adding ‘zere are t’understorms.’
The radar showed a blank screen and the
crew, squinting into the distance, could see
almost to Africa on a clear, starlit night.
The truth was that the military had put
the cat out, locked up and gone off for the
weekend. And who shall blame them? Our
hero landed at the nearest large airport that
he could find, put the passengers on a bus
and awaited the arrival of another busload
from his original destination. Hours
passed. An enquiry elicited the response,
with a Gallic shrug, that there is a carnival
in town and doubtless the dancing in the
streets has delayed the bus… that wartime
Lysander operation starts to look like a
piece of gateau.

QNH
With the sensitivity of modern
microphones, it is not hard to believe that
one can hear the ATC Gauloise being
placed in the ashtray, especially when it is
a relaxed time of evening (for some) and
pilots make ridiculous requests. Bumping
along on a dark, wet night towards an
airport surrounded on three sides by
high ground, the area controller cleared
us from a flight level to an altitude. I
requested the QNH. We already had the
airport QNH from the ATIS, but would
not descend without a crosscheck. ‘You
want zee QNH’ he repeated incredulously.
47/2005

I confirm his worst fears. I am sure I can
hear him putting down his Gauloise and
sitting up as he complains ‘But I will ‘ave
to telefone!’ There is (of course) a delay.
Perhaps the line is engaged. We reduce
speed to the minimum possible. By the
time we have our QNH and can descend, a
kamikaze dive on to the ILS saves us from
having to interrupt the next Gauloise to
request an extended routing or once round
the holding pattern to lose height. Another
mission complete.
Then there is fund raising - it probably
makes up for some of the looting carried
out on King Henry V’s visit. The rules
of the game are simple. A complicated
instrument procedure is published, maybe
an arrival or a departure. Make the
pilots fly it without any radar assistance
whatever but watch them closely on
radar and fine them if they stray more
than a metre from track. Variations can
be introduced if the pilots are boringly
accurate. The GPS was zapped one
day (‘the President is departing shortly,
security procedure’) and there is always
the fun of requesting the aircraft to
proceed to somewhere totally off track
that neither the pilots nor the on-board
computer has heard of. The deftest touch
of all to tweak the funds was when, on a
procedure that was complicated enough
to require two pilots to work flat out in
inspired teamwork to fly accurately, a
turning point was sneakily shifted a mile
downwind, thus causing the aircraft to
turn later and overfly the edge of a noisesensitive city area. Mon Dieu! Quelle
perfidie!

Climb Gradient
To return to the military, like armed
services the world over we often fail to
understand them while they look at us
with some amusement (except when we
are several hours late). I never understood,
however, one NOTAM from a military
airfield. It referred to one of their runways,
giving a minimum climb gradient required
due to trees. It also, thoughtfully, gave
the climb gradient ‘disregarding these
trees.’ Perhaps they are still thinking
of the Lysander operations where the
aircraft sometimes came home with bits of
branches stuck in the undercarriage.
La belle France, our affection for you
is limitless even if our workload is often
- unexpected!
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We won ...and lost...but perhaps not!
Continued from Page 1
proposals. The date now is to be mid- to
late January in time for the Single Sky
Committee on 26th January. We had also
agreed a further meeting with the EC
on 10th January but that is to be deferred
until we have the new papers.

EATM Update
Meantime there has been a further
EATM (European Air Traffic
Management) Stakeholders meeting
at DfT (we are members of this body).
The DfT confirmed the timings as
above and that they cannot say what
their position will be on exemptions
until the new proposals are seen. They
state they do not have a policy on this
issue; somewhat surprising as I would
have expected them to be able to state
whether they wish, as a principle, to
charge to offset some of the costs that
the Commercial Air Transport lobby
is saying their industry pays for GA.
However there was a small indicator in
that they stated that to some extent their
decision would depend on how much
such charge would need to be to cover
whatever is proposed by the rules. In
other words if the costs to be captured
are relatively small it might not be
worth the effort and costs of collection.
Fortunately there are currently provisions
for transparency and fairness in the
proposals and that is unlikely to change.
They have however made it clear they
are concerned over many aspects of the
proposals and urged us to continue our
lobbying. It is good they are supporting
us in that. I think it clear that it is the
UK making most of the running on
this matter both at DfT/CAA level and
at user level. We must get the rest of
European GA bodies to lobby their
individual States; the problem there is
that their States are most unlikely to start
charging in any event and hence there
is some ambivalence amongst their GA
communities.
Nonetheless we are making approaches
to Europe Air Sports on the matter and
of course IAOPA is the designated GA
representative on the ICB (Industry
Consulting Board), indeed the only one
for the whole of European GA (!), that
reports into the Single Sky Committee.
We remain hopeful our concerns will
be noted.
Instrument Pilot
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US Air Force LASIK update

Y

ou may remember that we reported
that since the improvement of the
original LASIK procedure by the addition of wave front-guidance
for the laser, the US Air Force approved the procedure for flying
officers. Apparently this approval is currently limited to those
whose aircraft will not exceed 14,000 feet cabin-pressure! What
happens then, we wonder?

Paying for
Airspace in
Canada…
So, the way it works in Canada, is that aircraft owners pay a
$60 yearly fee (that’s £26.40 in real money), to Nav Canada, a
privately owned company who provides navigation services in
Canadian airspace. Everyone pays it, no matter how much you fly
or whether you fly from controlled or uncontrolled airfields. It’s
basically like car-tax for your 'plane, and cheap at the price (in my
humble opinion). It has, however upset some Canadian pilots who
are complaining about the charges and refusing to pay, even to the
point where one of them may shortly have his aircraft seized! If
Eurocontrol was likely to charge as little and as simply as that, it
would probably be quite worth it… comments anyone?

Somewhere in Pennsylvania (the state, not the avenue) is a little
company who make little engines. Little Turbine aftermarket
engines, to be exact. Four models from 165 to 255 hp, all
weighing less than 188 pounds, priced from $26,500 to $34,500.
The engines incorporate a new patented fuel system which they
describe as light-years beyond FADEC, and reduces operating
and purchase costs as well as simplifying use of the turbine,
which can burn diesel, kerosene and Jet A (although not at the
same time).
They have teamed up with Rivers Aeronautical to develop
firewall-forward support kits (price target around $7,000) and
deliveries of both engines and kits are set to start in February this
year. Oh, the company is called Innodyn! Innodyn’s Website:
http://www.innodyn.com/

“Polished
Frost” is not
“Safe”

As from 20th January 2005, America, Mexico and Canada are
implementing 1,000 foot minimum separation in their domestic
airspaces. It will not bother most GA pilots as RVSM only applies
to aircraft operating between FL290 and FL410. Just as well
really, as minimum equipment for operating in these environs
should include two (2) independent altimeter systems as well
as an altitude reporting transponder, altitude control and alert
systems, and a TCAS II installation with +/-200 foot accuracy
for aircraft certificated after 1997 and +/-300 foot for those from
before. Sounds expensive!

Our very own
Department of
Transport have
published a safety
recommendation
prompted by the
results of the
investigation into
the US Bombardier CL-600 that crashed in the UK in 2002.
FAA FAR Part 91.527 says that pilots must remove frost from
the wings and other aerodynamic surfaces, unless the frost has
been polished to make it smooth. Now we’re not exactly sure
what that means (my flying instructors always said remove all
ice), and the report says that the rule gives the impression that
leaving some amount of frost on the surfaces is acceptable.
The report goes on to say, “The concept of Polished Frost is
particularly inappropriate and potentially dangerous to modern
aircraft types and detracts from the importance of strictly
observing the clean wing principle”
In addition, the publicity from a similar accident which occurred
a few weeks ago in the US has alerted passengers as well as pilots
to the dangers of wing ice. An American Connection flight from
South Carolina was delayed when passengers complained to the
flight crew that they could still see ice on the wings after they had
supposedly been cleaned! The wings were re-cleaned before the
flight eventually departed.

Instrument Pilot
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FAA dumping Gutenburg’s big
idea...
The FAA has announced the cessation of sending
printed safety material to pilots due to the cost
involved. Instead, pilots are being told to register
an email address at the FAA Safety website to receive emails
instead. Pilots are also to be reassured that their email addresses
will be used only for this reason, and not shared with anyone!
FAA Safety Website: http://www.faasafety.gov

RVSM now operable
in North American
airspace

47/2005

Eclipse have tied together
training & insurance

US Flight Training rules
You may remember that Aliens (that means
most of us), now have to get a visa in order
to undertake training for aircraft ratings. In
addition, if you are going for initial pilot
training, multi-engine training or an instrument
rating, you will now have to have your identity checked (at a
cost to you of $130) before you can start training. It’s all rather
complicated and requires you to register on their website and
give them lots of information, including the school that you wish
to use (which must be ratified and registered on their website),
including giving them certified copies of your fingerprints, oh,
and some money as well.
I am not entirely certain, but from what I have read on the
subject, it would appear that you will also have to go through this
procedure each and every time you want to undergo one of those
forms of training at each school you might attend. That sounds
like hard work! https://www.flightschoolcandidates.gov/

Few people are able afford the price
tag of an Eclipse 500 VL jet, but
even fewer could afford the amount
that insurance was going to cost
them on top! But now, Eclipse has
contracted with United Airlines to
provide training to Eclipse pilots. This
has subsequently enabled them to do
a deal with Willis Global Aviation
to provide more reasonably priced
insurance for the mini-jets. I say reasonably priced, we’re still
talking $42,000 for a pilot with 500 hours total-time, giving only
$1 million in 3rd party liability.

TAWS certified for Garmin GNS
530 & GPS 500
Garmin has announced certification of the
Terrain Awareness and Warning System (TAWS) add-on for their
GNS 530 and GPS 500 series, from the FAA.
Upgrades for existing units will cost $8,000, with new units
from around $20,000.
TAWS enables the units to display the surrounding terrain and
obstacles in yellow (100 to 1000 feet vertically below the aircraft)
and red (<100 feet vertically below the aircraft), overlaid on the
Garmin map display. In addition, alerts are provided for forwardlooking terrain avoidance, imminent terrain impart, altitude
loss after takeoff, premature decent during approach, excessive
rate of descent and a 500 foot callout. Garmin’s Website: http:
//www.garmin.com

Motion Induced Blindness
We all remember from our training that we should scan the sky
for on-coming aircraft. This website provides proof for any
doubters! It’s really very scary! http://www.michaelbach.de/ot/
mot_mib/index.html

It's a map
A very pretty map. Interactive too...
http://www.eurocontrol.int/ais/thematicmap/
Viewer/MapViewer.jsp?mapCode=AISweb

Beware of low-flying Hooters
GPS Safe Gliding Feature
Control Vision has patented a great idea… As part of
their moving map’s system, they display an inverted
cone around all airports which are within current gliding range
of the aircraft. The pilot has to set up the system with the glide
ratio of the aircraft, etc., and after that the GPS keeps the system
updated. Should the pony stop at an inconvenient moment,
merely select your chosen airport from those listed as doable,
and follow the Direct To! http://www.controlvision.com/pages/
aviation-gps.aspx

It’s little known, that Hooters, the somewhat famously named
restaurant chain with branches in the US, and as far away as
Austria, Brazil, China, the UK and Singapore (my favourite), also
runs a small airline, Hooters Air! Unlike your average low-cost
airline, Hooters Air lists several advantages such as Extra leg
room, Real food on most flights, One class, Club Class, only, all
leather seats, and, of course, two Hooters Girls on every flight!
You can’t wait, can you… ;-)

Life vests not allowed on planes
A recent report explains the woes of a Californian
Ferry pilot, who delivers GA aircraft. As most
of his trips are carried out over large stretches of
water, he takes his inflatable life raft and life vest
with him when he goes.
Apparently US airlines refuse to allow him to
take these items on board their aircraft, even in checked baggage.
Bearing in mind that every aircraft carries a life-vest under
every seat, this is obviously a little strange, and especially as the
reason given is that the airlines are afraid that the CO2 canisters
will cause a problem by triggering in flight!
Then, adding the final straw, the airlines then suggest that he
ships his items air freight! Wibble!!!
47/2005

I fear that this will be my last Intelligence Reports… it’s been
a lot of fun, but unfortunately work calls, and I am going to have
to give it my full attention for the next few months. Boo Hiss…
even less flying! :-( Happy aviating in 2005 everyone! Nich
Overend
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CFIT
claims
a Lear
By
Vincent Czaplyski

,,

The jet
struck a
mountain
at
2,300ft,
1.2 miles
right of
the final
approach
course

,,

O

n a chilly and sullen winter’s
day, a Learjet 35A with a
crew of two pilots inexplicably
disappeared while executing a
non-precision VOR instrument
approach to Lebanon Municipal
Airport, Lebanon, New Hampshire,
U.S.A. It was Christmas Eve, 1996,
and for family and friends of the
crew, what began as the cruellest of
winters was only the prelude to a
long wait to find the missing aircraft.
Massive searches were organized
to no avail. With each changing
season, speculation grew as to the
whereabouts of Learjet N388LS.
Nearly three years would pass
before the mystery was solved. In
November 1999, a hiker discovered
the wreckage in a remote wooded
area. The jet had struck a mountain
at an elevation of 2,300 feet. The
aircraft was about 1.2 miles right
of the final approach course and
more than 10 miles outside of where
the instrument approach procedure
allowed descent to that altitude.

Chief Pilot
Three weeks before the accident and
only a few days after receiving a
Instrument Pilot

type rating in the Learjet, the captain
was promoted from first officer to
chief pilot of the small FAR Part 135
charter company. He was the latest
in a string of short-term chief pilots,
the eighth in just five years, in fact.
The previous one had resigned over
what he perceived as management’s
sometimes - unsafe dispatch and
scheduling practices. At the time
of the accident, the captain had
accumulated more than 800 hours
of jet time, mostly in Learjets, and
about 4,250 total flight hours. The
first officer had logged 2,067 total
flight hours, including 268 secondin-command (SIC) hours in turbojet
aircraft.
But flight time totals tell only
part of the story. The new captain
had logged much of his SIC Lear
time with a particular “my way or
the highway” captain who openly
discouraged assertiveness from his
first officers, even in the face of
obvious danger. On one flight this
more senior pilot ran so low on fuel
that the Lear’s low-fuel pressure
light illuminated before landing. This
after he had ignored a different first
officer’s plea to divert. On another
6

flight this captain actually ran out of
fuel while taxiing in after landing.

High-Performance
The Learjet 35A is a highperformance aircraft that is certified
with a two-pilot crew, and there’s a
reason for that. It demands consistent
use of standard procedures and good
crew coordination on any flight.
But when shooting a non-precision
instrument approach in mountainous
terrain, these crew attributes are
indispensable. Simulator training is
widely recognized as an effective
way to develop these habits, and
many corporate flight departments
provide this rigorous training to their
pilots. A new captain candidate,
even one with extensive first officer
experience in the aircraft, typically
undergoes a two-week course
of simulator and ground school
instruction at a training facility such
as FlightSafety International, leading
to a type rating. During this time he
or she receives about 25 hours of
simulator instruction and 40 hours of
ground instruction. Periodic refresher
simulator training then follows each
year. However, the Federal Aviation
47/2005

The approach chart depicts several prominent obstructions, including a 3,238-foot mountain peak outside of the 10-mile protected
airspace and near the extended final approach course, and a 2,341-foot tower just outside of the step-down fix at the Hanover NDB.

Regulations don’t mandate simulator
training, and it is possible to get a type
rating with much less cockpit training
time, real or simulated.
In this case, the captain received his
“in-house” type rating after just a single
training flight in the company Learjet,
followed by an FAA-observed check ride.
About 14 months prior to the accident,
he did attend a five-day recurrent Learjet
course at FlightSafety International’s
Wichita Learning Center. His instructor
commented then on his below-average
aircraft control, poor instrument scan, and
difficulty with Learjet systems operations
and checklist procedures. But by the
end of the course, the instructor felt his
performance had risen to meet standards.
This was the first and only simulator
training he received in the Learjet 35.
The first officer of the ill-fated flight
never received any. He was described by
pilots who knew him as an enthusiastic
but not especially assertive pilot. The
Christmas Eve flight was the first time the
two were paired as a crew. The accident
flight originated as a repositioning
flight without passengers from Igor I.
Sikorsky Memorial Airport in Bridgeport,
Connecticut. The first officer was flying

the aircraft from the left seat, a common
practice at many charter companies when
no passengers are on board. It is believed
that the pilots shared a single set of
approach charts.

Workload
The straight-line distance between Igor
I. Sikorsky Memorial and Lebanon
Municipal is only 152 nautical miles, and
not much farther as flown on airways.
At Learjet speeds, the flight from start to
finish would take about 35 minutes, and
the crew would be busy throughout.
The weather at Lebanon Municipal
was not especially bad, with visibility of
five miles beneath a 1,200-foot overcast
ceiling. At the surface, a light wind blew
from the south at 5 knots, but the winds
aloft were much stronger. At 6,000 feet
the area winds were predicted to be from
220 degrees in excess of 40 kt. The ILS to
Runway 18 was in use, but radar coverage
was limited because of mountainous
terrain. Therefore, instead of a radar vector
to the final approach course, Boston Centre
cleared the crew to an initial approach fix
from which they began the procedure. This
included a procedure turn to allow them to
reverse course and align the aircraft with

the runway without controller assistance.
The approach did not go well. After
maneuvering on their own to join the
localizer, the crew became confused about
their position. They reported to the Tower
that they were inbound at BURGR, the
final approach fix on the localizer course,
but were “unable to receive the localizer”.
At the time, they were actually five miles
southeast of BURGR, probably well
outside the area of localizer reception. The
Tower advised them that the localizer was
showing “in the green”. They missed the
approach and requested the VOR approach
to Runway 25, with a circle to land on
Runway 18. The crew was sent direct to
the Lebanon Municipal VOR from the
south-east, told to cross it at or above
4,700 feet amsl, and was cleared for the
second approach. Implied in this clearance
was the need to maintain safe altitudes,
as detailed in FAR 91.175, “Takeoff
and Landing Under IFR”. In short, this
regulation states that once an approach
clearance is received, a pilot must maintain
the last altitude assigned until established
on an identifiable segment of a route or
approach procedure that allows descent
to a lower altitude. In this case there were
four distinct step-down altitudes to be
P 18 ►
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Pilots’ Talk

Dates for your diary
Level Busts presentation

W

e have been invited to NATS at West
Drayton for a presentation on ‘level
busts’ (see www.levelbust.com/index2.htm), a
visit to the LTCC ops room and probably the
D&D cell. Numbers are restricted and there
are two possible dates, Saturday 26 February
2005 and Sunday 20 March 2005. If you
are interested please contact Ian Chandler
at meetings@pplir.org or by fax to 01702
354488 as soon as possible to reserve your
place. Joining details will be supplied nearer
the time but LTCC is at Porters Way WEST
DRAYTON, Middlesex UB7 9AU. Weather
permitting; Denham Airfield may be available
if you wish to arrive by air.

Annual conference and AGM
It has been proposed to hold a weekend
conference in Guernsey over the weekend 1415 May 2005 and we are pleased to announce
that Fergus Woods, the Licensing Director of
Central JAA has agreed to join us. Please make
a note of the date now and await further details
shortly.

Other events
We are planning social ‘flyouts’ to the Greek
Islands (late June 2005) and the Roskilde (mid
September 2005). Watch out for more details.

Latest on Mode S
I have had a further discussion with Andy
Knill at CAA on the practicalities of the current
position on Mode S following the recent AIC
and conflicting reports of what it all means.
The position is basically as follows:
1. For GA a/c under 5700 Kgs and 250 Kts
(cruising true airspeed) using the London
TMA and doing lots of airwork – it is safer
to fit Mode S Elementary as soon as possible.
2. For GA generally (under 5,700Kgs and 250
Kts) CAA recommend you fit Elementary
as soon as you can reasonably do so.
3. For GA as in 2 above but on the fringes of
the London TMA, and accessing for crossing it only occasionally, one can await further news (in January) but the fitting will be
Instrument Pilot

required by latest 31st March 2007. One will
not be required to have a formal exemption in such cases, the reality is the ground
infrastructure is not ready to identify your
Mode S!
4. For GA as above needing a new transponder between now and 31st March 2007,
fit a new Elementary Mode S.
5. Mainland Europe have proposed to
defer the need for GA as 2 above to have
Elementary until 31st March 2007.
There is to be a meeting in January between
all States to clarify these issues. It will almost
certainly result in confirmation of the above.
The CAA will then issue a clarifying AIC
and guidance, which will be circulated to the
aviation press, once confirmed.
The CAA hopes GA does not take the line
of delaying fitting the new kit, as in the past,
saying “we won’t bother until the last minute”.
As if we would…!
Meantime I have been invited to attend
a workshop meeting in Brussels on 24th
January being held on behalf of Eurocontrol
“to conduct a study into the recognition and
detection of light aircraft in the future European
ATM environment.” As part of this study, they
are very keen to gather some co-ordinated
views and ideas from the European General
Aviation community.
(Paul Draper)

had been “highly irresponsible and reckless”
and a risk to the public. A custodial sentence
was therefore necessary.
A test taken after police escorted Nicholls,
who smelled strongly of alcohol, from the
cockpit revealed that he had 125 milligrams of
alcohol in his system for every 100 millilitres
of blood. The 1egal limit for driving is
80mg but for flying a much lower, recently
introduced level of 20mg applies.
The judge told him: “You were entrusted
with the safety of the crew, passengers and, of
course, people on the ground who may have
been affected if anything had gone wrong.”
Nicholls, of Eastbourne, East Sussex, was
dismissed by the airline shortly after the
incident on July 1 2004.

Pilot six times over
the 20mg alcohol limit

When Heinz Johner returned to his native
Switzerland after living in the U.S. for
several years, he brought something of fairly
unique value with him. Now, thanks to the
Transportation Safety Administration’s new
alien flight training rule, that hard-won CFI
certificate is practically useless, unless he
moves back to the States. In what appears
to be case of bureaucratic logic gone wild,
Johner can’t continue his part-time vocation of
giving FAA-based instruction in Europe unless
both he and his students travel to the U.S. for
fingerprinting and background checks. “I’m
effectively grounded. I cannot give any more
instruction,” Johner told AVweb. Johner said
there are at least 50 FAA-certified instructors
in Switzerland who train pilots to obtain U.S.
ratings. Students can take virtually all of their

An airline pilot was jailed for six months in
December 2004 after attempting to act as
P1 when more than six times over the legal
alcohol limit for flying. Charles Nicholls,
a Royal Brunei Airways captain, admitted
carrying out preparations for a flight from
Heathrow to Dubai when the proportion of
alcohol in his blood exceeded the limit.
Nicholls, 54, told police he had about four
pints the night before and stopped drinking at
9.30pm. He thought by the time of flying the
alcohol would have passed through his system.
Isleworth Crown Court heard that he had also
drunk heavily at lunchtime. Judge Richard
McGregor Johnson said the pilot’s behaviour
8

TSA’s reach exceeds its
grasp...
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training toward instrument, instructor or other
ratings at home but must be tested in the U.S.
because there are no FAA examiners outside
the U.S. Neither are there any agencies that the
TSA trusts to take and transmit fingerprints.
Johner said the TSA has confirmed that the
only way he can resume instruction is to travel
to New York to supply his prints and the
same goes for the Swiss Cirrus owner he was
training toward his instrument rating. “This
requires one to three days off work and at least
$1,000 for each involved person,” Johner said.
“It’s basically impossible.”
This originally appeared in AVweb, the
Internet’s aviation magazine and news service
at http://www.avweb.com and is reprinted
here by permission. Copyright © 2004 AVweb
Group. All rights reserved.

One for the instrument
pilots
In the last issue of Instrument Pilot we featured
an article from the UK’s General Aviation
Safety Information Leaflet that explained
a cloud-break technique that worked in the
event of a DI/AH and turn & slip failure. This
prompted some feedback to GASIL: “Our
article with the above title in the last issue
generated quite a few comments. Apparently
the emergency technique of descending
through a cloud layer with no serviceable
powered flight instruments using only the
standby compass is not as well understood
by instrument pilots as we originally thought.
Its effectiveness is increased by magnetic dip
(and the stability characteristics required by a
Certificated aeroplane).
With the aircraft in trim for a suitable airspeed
(preferably turbulence speed - see the Flight
Manual), the aeroplane should be turned onto
south. Once stable, power can be reduced
to give a moderate rate of descent, and the
pilot’s grip relaxed enough to allow the trim to
maintain airspeed (and therefore approximate
pitch attitude). Any yaw (turn) will of course
show as changes to the indicated heading (a
yaw to the left will indicate a turn towards 150
degrees).
However, the pilot should also notice that
any bank (roll), will produce a movement of
the compass card as if the aircraft had already
yawed (which is the expected secondary
effect of the roll). For example, a roll to the
left will again result in the compass indicating
a turn towards 150 degrees. This is a result of
magnetic dip affecting the compass needle.
Movement of the card suggests that the aircraft
is either yawing or rolling (or both) towards

the direction indicated by the card, so once
in cloud the pilot could move the controls
appropriately to oppose any movement
indicated, centralising again when the card
stops. It requires considerable concentration,
especially if the cloud is convective, and should
only be attempted if nothing else is available,
but as was reported last issue, the technique can
save life if required.
The characteristics of magnetic dip make
the technique less effective near the equator
or the poles, and in the Southern hemisphere
a northerly heading is required to provide the
same sensitivity. If the technique is attempted
in the opposite direction (north in the northern
hemisphere or south in the southern), the
magnetic dip tries to move the card in the
opposite direction to that in which the yaw is
moving it, reducing the apparent sensitivity
of the compass and the effectiveness of the
technique.”

Spark plug fouling
It’s pretty rare
to find a single
or twin-engine
aircraft that
doesn’t suffer
from plug fouling
at some time
or another. It
seems that the
main culprit is
running an engine at too low a temperature
and as long as there’s tetraethyllead (TEL) in
avgas, the possibility of spark plug fouling
exists. Ethylene dibromide is added to
avgas to scavenge the lead from the pistons,
valve stems, and combustion chambers. At
temperatures over 900 degrees Fahrenheit, the
ethylene dibromide combines with the lead to
form lead bromide, which is flushed out of the
cylinders as a gas during engine operation.
Lycoming service letter L192B tells about
the cause of plug fouling: “Low operating
temperatures coupled with rich mixtures
prevent the complete vaporization of the
TEL.” The remedies suggested in this bulletin
are to set the correct idle speed and mixture,
operate the engine at 1,000 to 1,200 rpm after
starting and during initial warm up, use normal
leaning techniques, keep the cylinder head
temperatures in the normal operating range,
and keep deposits from building up during
engine shut down by running the rpm to 1,800
for 15 to 20 seconds before reducing power to
1,200 rpm and immediately pulling the mixture
control.

Angel Flight’s success
Peter Stevens, PPL/IR
Europe member and
President of Angel
Flight Europe has
updated us of the new
organisation’s amazing progress. Peter says
“Just over a year ago, we launched the idea
of charitable air transportation in Europe on
the PPL/IR Europe member’s forum. This
generated a tremendous response and many
questions. Would enough pilots offer to fly?
Do patients really need this kind of help? Is
charitable aviation even legal in Europe? How
will non-pilots react to flying in small aircraft?
Today, Angel Flight Europe helps patients get
to their medical treatment throughout Europe.
Over 40 pilot members, some of them doctors
and nurses in real life, have signed on to help.
Fourteen pilots are qualified to carry patients
nationally and internationally. The legal
questions are resolving themselves (even if
there is still some work to be done in this area)
and we have now been operational for eight
months.
We have successfully completed our first
core mission in the UK, flying nine-year-old
Brandon Perrin and his father Gary from
Blackbushe, near Basingstoke, to Manchester
for a check-up at the Royal Manchester
Children’s Hospital.
Several organisations have stepped in to help
us and we are very pleased to announce that
Swissport, one of the world’s largest ground
handlers, has agreed to become a sponsor
of the organisation. The sponsorship deal
includes free handling for AFE flights at all 170
Swissport facilities worldwide (including 30 or
so in Europe), publishing articles about AFE
in its customer journal Swiss Reporter, and
providing contacts with airlines and corporate
aviation companies who are its customers.
In what we hope is just the first of many,
Manchester Airports have waived handling and
landing fees.
As I write this, it looks as if we will have
completed a total of 13 or 14 missions by
the end of the year. Our top pilot with three
completed missions is no other than PPL/IR
Europe member, Robin Lough.
From Italy to England, from Finland to
London (with a connection on to Boston), and
within the UK, patients do need to travel, and
even in Europe, not all of them are insured
against everything. We have helped people
who need to travel much further, from the
USA to Europe or vice versa. To our pilots and
members I would like to say; please keep up
your enthusiasm, you are building something
special!”
P 12 ►
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Desirable
Destinations:

Croatia
By Sonia and Phil Wadsworth
On approach to Split. However, the airport is some distance from the city so
Sonia and Phil stayed at Trogir, a medieval island city close by

A

,,

We
contacted
Ljubisa
Maric in
Zagreb....
His web
site is a
must for
anyone
flying
prvately
in
Croatia

,,
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fter last year’s great summer,
we made no serious plans for
a holiday this year, then we suffered
the wet summer. So here were Sonia
and I, already into September and still
with no holidays planned and the sun
moving quickly south. Having read
an interesting article in Flyer about
Croatia, we decided to chase the sun
and have a little adventure by flying
ourselves in our Grumman Tiger to
Zagreb, then down the Adriatic coast to
Dubrovnik.

Flight Planning
First, we contacted Ljubisa Maric in
Zagreb who was most helpful and
provided us with a host of information.
He is a 20 year old university student
(taking Aviation subjects) with true
entrepreneurial spirit. His web site
www.fly-croatia.net is a must for
anyone flying privately in Croatia.
I also planned to fly all but the
Adriatic coast IFR with as many
instrument approaches as I could
squeeze in, to ensure I was well in
practice for the gloomy skies of winter
fast approaching at home! Therefore,
having filed an IFR Flight Plan, we
left our home field, Popham on the last
Saturday in September, in the direction
of Alderney, (NDB approach runway
26) where we were participating in the
final air race of the season. After the
prize giving on the Sunday (alas, no
prizes for us!), we departed for Le Mans
and carried out an intercept on their
localiser for a landing on runway 02.
Paris Information gave us the telephone
number to call after landing, to cancel
the Flight Plan.

Le Mans may be an interesting place
for motor racing (the airport is on
one side of the circuit) but otherwise
it’s pretty dead! We had landed once
before on a Sunday while touring in
France, but we didn’t even bother to
get out after looking at the industrial
scene on the approach and the lack
of any activity on the field! This
time, the location was correct for our
flight to Zagreb the next day, so we
set about finding how to sort things
out, with mixed results. Firstly, we
had faxed our passport details which
had been confirmed and no customs
showed. While the airport tower and
administration were closed, we saw two
’planes at the pumps and asked about
refuelling. We were directed to the club
house where, thanks to ‘honest’ patrons,
they only take cash in advance!
Here’s a general point; I am not
getting at Le Mans airport in particular,
since one of the interesting things
about flying is learning the little foibles
of different places, but why is it so
difficult to pay for fuel with a good old
fashioned credit card? If you go into
terminal buildings world wide, you can
pay for an item, large or small, using
just about any major credit card, but
trying paying for fuel with it? I carry
a variety of cards now, including a BP
Air Card, but still get caught out. Often
the fuel company demand local cash
which can involve a double trip through
customs and security to visit the holein-the-wall. When most transactions are
for hundreds of Euros, I would expect
the companies to prefer not to have to
deal with cash. In Croatia, they don’t
accept Visa, only MC or American
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Express, but Euros are acceptable if you
haven’t any Kuna (local currency).
Another small problem in Le Mans,
it’s not easy to find an eatery on a
Sunday night!

Strasbourg
Following morning, taxi to the
airport, solve the mystery of getting
airside (pedestrian gate to the left of
the terminal with an obvious entry
code, if you take the time to read the
instructions!), a last minute rush to pay
airport taxes when the administration
arrived, then off to Strasbourg, entering
cloud at 1,000ft and climbing out on
top at 4,000ft. No problems with radar
vectored ILS approach into Strasbourg
on runway 23 and, despite the fact it
was lunch time in France, a fast and
efficient refuelling and handling service,
which included driving me over to the
terminal building to buy banquettes for
the in-flight catering during our next
leg, planned as 4 hours10 minutes for
Zagreb.
No problems with clearance and a
SID that worked efficiently for a small
’plane (many SIDs don’t, taking you
miles out of your way), then off over
the Black Forest, Bodensee (Lake
Constance), with the weather improving
all the time, heading towards Salzburg.
German air traffic (always very clear
and helpful) handed us over to their
Austrian colleagues who asked if we
could make it to 12,000 feet. “If so I can
give you a short cut.” “With a struggle”
I replied and went into the climb. When
he was confident we would make it
to 12,000ft, he turned us right and we
sailed over the Austrian Alps in the
47/2005

Phil and Sonia
Wadsworth’s
Grumman
Tiger parked at
Albi, near Toulouse, on the
return flight

direction of Klagenfurt. The clouds below
were by now scattered, which gave us great
views. As we got further into Slovenian
air space, the weather started to close in.
Zagreb reported visibility 5k in haze, ceiling
at 2,000ft. We were delayed briefly due to
jet traffic before vectoring onto the ILS, but
otherwise an uneventful landing after 3 hours
and 36 minutes, half an hour saved thanks to
the Austrian ‘short cut’!

Zagreb
The efficient VIP treatment we received
in Zagreb was repeated at all the other
Croatian international airports we flew into.
A ‘follow me’ van, airport official to check on
anything you might require, tie-down service,
refuelling bowser (the first one was for Jet A1,
which I quickly spotted) all within minutes.
Our own bus to the terminal building and a
personal escort, ahead of the paying public,
through immigration and customs, such a
treat!
Ljubisa Maric had pre-booked a hotel
for us so all we had to do was catch the
Croatian Airlines coach to the city centre.
That evening, we met for a drink, collected
our copy of the Croatian VFR map and an
English version of their AIC. He answered
our many questions and gave us a host of
useful tips. He’s a dynamic young man and I
would advise all visiting pilots to contact him
prior to arrival.
We spent the next morning sightseeing
in the city centre before taking a taxi to the
airport. Our driver gave us an interesting
talk on local politics, the job situation,
Communism and his views on the country
in general, whilst he kept his foot on the
accelerator and we nipped in and out of the
bus lane!
At the airport we went as instructed to the

information kiosk. Within minutes, the VIP
treatment started again, a hostess escorting
us through security (I love going through and
not loosing my Swiss Army knife!), payment
of landing fees (£40, not bad for the main
international airport), filing of flight plan
(required for all flights outside an airport’s
control zone) and ‘our’ bus to the ’plane.

Pula
Our destination today was Pula, a northern
peninsula on the Adriatic. We had filed VFR
for the one hour flight and the weather stared
to clear as we headed west towards 3,000ft
plus mountains. We followed the main road
and had a magnificent view as it curled
through the mountain passes. Strip farming
is very evident with few large fields. I expect
entry into the EU in four or so years will
change all that. By the time we reached the
coast, we were in the wall to wall sunshine
that remained with us for all our stay. No
problems with a visual approach and we left
our Grumman in the GA parking area. As
I started to move some concrete tie downs
towards the ’plane, an airport worker rushed
over and said just to leave it as everything
would be taken care of, which it was at nearly
all the airports we used in Croatia. At the
airport terminal, we went to the Information
desk and asked for a hotel room. “City or
coast” we were asked. We opted for coast and
within minutes were in a taxi on our way to
a good (and cheap) tourist/conference hotel.
Everywhere we went, we were able to find
good accommodation either through airport
Information desks or at the local Tourist
Information. It may not be so easy during the
summer but in late September, no problem.
We only remembered it was our wedding
anniversary after our arrival, but our friendly
taxi driver pointed out a particularly good

fish restaurant within walking distance of our
hotel, so, that evening we dined in style, on a
balcony over looking the yacht marina under
a full moon, accompanied by excellent wine.
Wonderful.

Heat Haze
Next day, we caught a local bus into Pula
and explored this ancient city, including the
Roman Amphitheatre. Later, we discovered
the procedure for local site seeing trips. Ask
for a “panoramic flight” and when cleared,
we found we could tour the local area to
our hearts content. After a day exploring at
ground level, it was very informative to cover
the same territory from above. Due to the heat
haze, Sonia’s aerial photography was not as
clear as she would have liked, but I suppose
we couldn’t have it all ways. So, after we
had told Pula ATC our panoramic flight was
complete, they opened our flight plan and we
set off for the island of Losinj, just 20 minutes
away. Conditions were really hazy over the
island, so we made use of their NDB circle to
land procedure. Even though Losinj is a small
airport with a run down shed serving as the
arrivals area, we had to be careful to observe
local police and custom’s rules since there
are officials permanently assigned in all the
smaller Croatian airports we used. It doesn’t
pay to abuse the low key approach taken by
local officials and much easier to go with the
flow.
Losinj airport provide a taxi service in and
out of the town, which was very convenient.
After checking into our B&B, we discovered
one of the great features of the Croatian
islands; they are covered by concreted
walking/cycling paths, allowing easy access
around the islands away from the roads.
During the two days we spent there, we met
a delightful French couple who were also
P 15 ►
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Pilots Talk
Continued from Page 9

SafetyCom
PPL/IR EUROPE

GA Alliance formed
GA has, for some years, been urged
to ‘get their act together’ by having
a single representative body that can
represent GA’s interests in dealing with
the authorities over matters affecting it.
This has been an impossible task up
to now in that the groupings are disparate and represent many different
specialist sectors. However, the Single European Sky’s Charging
Regulations proposals have changed all that! This was seen by many as
the single most disturbing threat to GA in many years. Out of efforts by
a very small number of us, the interest grew and has now formed into
the GA Alliance and this is the face that is now actively representing
us to bodies such as the DfT, CAA, Eurocontrol and the EC; and they
are listening plus being willing to have meetings with us. This does
not mean we are losing our own specialist identities and groupings and
that will not happen, but it does mean we will join together to deal with
perceived threats, and opportunities, to us all.
The group is currently made up of PPL/IR Europe, GASCo, PFA,
AOPA/IAOPA, BMAA, BHPA, HCGB and BGA. Others may well join
us in due course and it is hoped to form wider associations with existing
GA bodies in other European States.
The Alliance’s objectives and mandate as currently written is as
follows:
“The GA Alliance is a group of people representing, as far as
possible, all UK General Aviation (GA) interests. Its objective is
to co-operate and consult with government departments and other
relevant organisations to support and progress the best interests of
GA.
In order to achieve this objective the GA Alliance has the following
Terms of Reference:
1. Establish and maintain a group, drawn from existing organisations fairly representing broad General Aviation interests.
2. Consider existing, potential and future proposals from central
regulatory bodies that may impact GA’s interests.
3. Report to, and ensure appropriate consultation with, members’
individual organisations when making joint representation.
4. Discuss and make representation to appropriate legislative bodies
that propose new / amended regulations that effect GA interests.
5. Generally promote the interests of GA wherever possible.
6. Unless previously unanimously agreed, all costs incurred by
members remain the responsibility of each individual member
and the organisation he represents.
Whilst these Terms of Reference are written generically it is noted that
the Alliance has formed specifically as a result of the Single European
Sky proposal on a Common Charging Scheme for Air Navigation
Services. To continue future activity on other issues will need overall
agreement by the members.”
It is encouraging that this grouping has been formed and we hope it
will help us progress the interests of a very wide GA community in these
challenging times of much new legislation.
Apart from the action on SES Charging (reported on page 12), we are
hoping to organise some air experience flights by members to take a
senior member of the DfT department dealing with aviation matters on
some flights to show the very broad range of our flying activities. There
will be flights in a Mooney (IFR and then VFR), PFA Vans RV6, Glider,
Balloon, Microlight and Helicopter. These will take place during this
winter so let us hope they enjoy the experiences! (Paul Draper)
Instrument Pilot

UK’s GASIL has revealed that the UK’s CAA has made a frequency
available for use at aerodromes with no individually assigned
frequency. The frequency of 135.475 MHz has been made available,
and the latest edition of CAP 413, which can be downloaded from
the CAA web site www.caa.co.uk/publications, contains instructions
for the use of that frequency. They state “We must point out that it is
NOT the same as the UNICOM frequencies which are provided in the
United States, and with which some pilots may be familiar.
The frequency has been provided to assist in avoiding potential
collisions between arriving and departing aircraft. Pilots should use
the frequency to broadcast their intentions for flight safety purposes
and there should be no response from the ground except where the
pilot of an aircraft on the ground is transmitting his own intentions.
However, exceptionally, the pilot of an aircraft on the ground may use
the frequency to transmit information critical to the safety of an aircraft
in a condition of distress or urgency.
This is likely to be a busy frequency used in many different locations.
The high probability of breakthrough to pilots at other locations means
that RTF transmissions must be concise and unambiguous and must
include the name of the aerodrome or location. RTF procedures are
to comply with the recently amended CAP 413 (Radiotelephony
Manual) Chapter 4 Section 6. Pilots operating at aerodromes without
a notified frequency are recommended to use SafetyCom, but its use
is not mandatory. Transmissions are only to be made when aircraft
are below 2000 ft above aerodrome elevation or below 1000 ft above
promulgated circuit height (if applicable). Transmissions are only to
be made up to a maximum range of 10 nm from the aerodrome of
intended landing.
SafetyComm is not to be used as a ‘chat frequency’, or for the
conduct of formation flights, unless landing at or taking off from
an aerodrome where no frequency is assigned. The frequency will
be monitored and its usage reviewed 12 months after introduction.
Evidence of abuse may result in withdrawal. Pilots must not assume
that all other pilots in the vicinity are monitoring the frequency. Use of
SafetyCom is optional, there may be non-RT aircraft operating in the
area, and in the vicinity of a gliding or microlight site pilots may be
monitoring one of the sporting use frequencies.”

Quantifying the Socio-Economic
benefits of General Aviation
The latest newsletter published by the UK’s General Aviation
Awareness Council (GAAC) posed an old chestnut which, if ever
answered, would probably form the Holy Grail and salvation of
general aviation. It is: “Can we quantify the socio-economic benefits
that general aviation brings to the UK economy?” Back in 1990, Ron
Campbell, the then AOPA Chairman asked this very question to a
young and enthusiastic UK AOPA member, David Bruford. A born
patsy, he took on the project and the figures that started to emerge were
vast, too vast unfortunately for the AOPA chap allocated to receive the
data. He told young Bruford that he was not interested in “really big
numbers” of the type that would interest and influence members of
12
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parliament. Rather he wanted to hear about small local success stories.
This was so far off the original brief that Bruford became disillusioned,
stuffed his research in a big envelope and took up alternative causes.
So – how pleasant to see that the project has been re-started by the
GAAC and entitled the General Aviation Small Airfield Research
project (GASAR).
They state: “The need for this study has been emphasised many
times during public inquiries, when evidence has been sought of any
local or national economic benefit deriving from the proposal at issue.
Quantifying this economic dimension was a gap that had to be filled if
the case for any general aviation development was to be substantiated.
The need for the study, which was embarked upon nearly four years
ago by a mature PhD student at University College, London, was fully
accepted by the Department for Transport. This is demonstrated by the
fact that the Department is supporting the project financially.
The principal objectives are to provide, with the aid of a socioeconomic model, an estimate of the overall financial benefits of
general aviation and to provide a regional and local dimension to this,
using data from specially designed surveys to fill the many gaps in
information. The form of the underlying socio-economic model was
reviewed and agreed with the GAAC during the summer.
We are now into the final year of the project and the following is a
résumé of recent developments.
Acquiring relevant data for the study has involved conducting a
number of surveys to establish a factual basis for the analysis that is
central to the project. To date these have gone to pilots, aerodrome
operators and local authorities.
The Pilot Survey, which was conducted largely through the pages of
the GAAC magazine, via the internet and with other GA associations,
has been completed. A satisfactory response rate was obtained, though
microlight and glider pilots were under-represented.
The results have provided material for the calculation of several
of the key statistics needed for the project’s economic model. It
was of course in the interest of those approached to support the
survey as far as possible. This was however not the case when
it came to approaching local authorities. While Local Authority
planning departments play a central role in affecting the future of GA
aerodromes - far more important than any other body, including the
CAA - they had no vested interest in co-operating with the GAAC to
produce data for the study. Nevertheless, with the aid of many email
follow-ups and nearly 200 phone calls, responses were received from
85 authorities of the 185 known to have aerodromes in their area.
These covered some 170 flying sites compared with the 300 identified
for the survey of aerodrome operators. The local authority location of
these sites was established with the aid of a Geographical Information
Software (GIS) package, which enabled the boundaries to be overlaid
on their precise location.
The survey of Aerodrome Operators is nearing completion and a
fourth and final survey is being conducted involving BBGAA (British
Business and General Aviation Association, formerly GAMTA)
members to ensure that the full range of GA activity is covered in the
study.
Another essential element in the research has been the categorisation
of aerodromes, this being necessary to apportion economic activity,
relate individual sites to external factors and establish a basis for
selecting case studies. Since it was not practicable to visit every site
an analytical method was necessary to classify sites without actually
visiting them. Cluster analysis was used to tackle this problem and
some 25 different variables ranging from such obvious attributes
as runway length to others such as ease of access were fed into this
47/2005

process.
Subsequently the categorisation was described at the AOPA AGM
when some ten members volunteered to refine the results obtained
from the cluster analysis. This stage too has now been completed.
We look forward to the successful completion of the project and the
improved information base that this will flow from it.”

Aerial Work
A UK helicopter pilot was fying an N reg machine recently and was
paying a pilot to accompany/act as an instructor (although he wasn’t).
They had a disagreement and the machine’s owner contacted the CAA
who took out a case against the accompanying pilot. It seems he should
have had a waiver for what is normally regarded as “aerial work” in an
N Reg a/c in the UK. So, all those owners/operators of N Reg aircraft
who get their revalidations done by an instructor in their own aircraft
must have such a waiver for the particular aircraft (it’s in the ANO I
gather). The CAA give these without question or charge (!). Something
I am sure our readership should be reminded of? (Paul Draper)

Delay to New ELT Rules
How many aircraft owners operating on a Public Transport C of A
rushed out to fit one of the new ELTs operating on 406 MHz in time
for the January 1st 2005 deadline? As indicated in IP 44 last summer,
the CAA published proposals requiring all aircraft flying for the
purpose of public transport after 1st January this year to have either a
survival or automatic ELT capable of transmitting on the new higher
frequency. So what happened? Well, according to a CAA contact in the
Flight Operations Policy Unit, the proposed change in legislation has
been delayed due to legal wrangles with the Department for Transport.
“It’s still going to happen”, he said, “we just don’t know when”. At a
cost of anything up to £2,000 plus fitting, it may be worth waiting to
see what new models come onto the market over the next few months
before trying to comply with a moving deadline.

On the Meths
In some twenty years of flying I have purchase dozens, perhaps
hundreds of items often at great expense. Many have been ephemeral
and like approach plates and charts were soon outdated and discarded.
Others held great promise as gadgets, which would simplify or
revolutionise flight or navigation but inexorably after periods of
enthusiasm they have gradually migrated from my flight case to the
attic. Early in my flying career I discovered that the use of china
graph pencils or water-based inks on charts was less than satisfactory
when fingers, sweaty with fear, erased vital information. Some kind
soul suggested the use of permanent markers, laminated charts with
methylated spirits and a tissue dealing with removal.
Obviously a container was needed for the meths, which could
live in the flight case. I employed one of the free sample shampoo
bottles given by some hotel chain. The years have passed by and this
simple object has continued to give effective service while its flashier
companions in the flight case disappeared into obscurity. Some
weeks ago a faint smell of meths eventually alerted me to the fact that
something was amiss and to my dismay I discovered that this faithful
servant had finally suffered catastrophic fatigue failure. This short
note is dedicated to the memory of the only thing in 20 years of flying
which cost nothing to buy, nothing to maintain and which was as
useful on its last working day as its first. (Jim Thorpe)
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The Six Year Pilots
How long do pilots remain in Private Flying?
By Arnold Parker

M

,,

After six
years,
95% of
all the
people
who
came
into
private
flying
will be
gone

,,

ike Rockliffe is one of those
people we don't see much
of in aviation any more. A quiet
spoken gentleman, brilliant aircraft
engineer, dedicated to light Aviation
and with the Royal Aeronautical
Society Silver Medal as a tribute to
his career in it.
He was owner and Chairman
of Yorkshire light Aircraft Ltd at
Yeadon Aerodrome (now Leeds
Bradford International) where he
had been involved with aeroplanes
from before the war (the 1939-46
one) up to his recent retirement
and is an unassuming expert on the
subject.
I once asked him about the actual
turnover/retention rate of folk who
took up private flying - seeing as
how there are no reliable statistics
on the subject.
I can't remember the figures
exactly, but what I do remember
is near enough to provide some
interest. Apart from folk who go on
to career flying: 70% of all people
who qualify as private pilots are no
longer flying after two years.
The rest, apart from a very few, are
all out of flying inside six years.
Expanding on the subject, Mike said
about 20% of the people who take
a trial lesson decide to have flying
lessons. Of those around 65% actually
complete the course and become
PPLs.

Most of the people who don't buy
their own aircraft or a share gradually
reduce their flying and drop out
completely inside a couple of years.
The remaining very few who stay
as club aircraft flyers will mostly be
gone inside five years.
Inside six years most aircraft owners
or share owners will have sold their
aeroplanes or shares and gone. So
after a six year period 95% of all the
people who came into private flying
during the same year will be gone.
That leaves just 5% which Mike
classifies as incurables; folk who
one way or another will be around
aeroplanes for pretty much all of their
lives (Mike had me pegged as one of
those).
Mike's estimate must be something
like correct because in the guides
there are 375 UK flying schools (and
that does not include micro or glider
training). There’s big ’uns and little
’uns, but if they turn out an average
of 25 private pilots a year each
(pretty conservative) that's over nine
thousand new private pilots every
year, but yet the number of private
pilots we see around is pretty static.
I'm sure Mike’s practical estimates
are near as dammit right. There is no
way of defining just how many active
private pilots there are in the UK
because pilots who stop flying don't
surrender their licences, they keep
them. So the records probably list

umpteen thousand private pilots but
the vast majority do not fly.
I recently had lunch with an old
pal I used to fly with ten years ago
when I operated my Cessna 182 at the
Yorkshire Aero Club. Of the 250 plus
flying members then, only he and I
were still flying ...so 248 (over 99%)
had gone inside ten years, but I bet all
of them still have their licences in the
back of a drawer.
Mike's figures only refer to "A"
class. Perhaps the figures for micros
and light kit and permit aircraft are
better because the costs involved
are considerably less (my micro
costs about as much to run as a Ford
Fiesta). But I'm not so sure. I've been
at my micro club about six years and
only a handful of members who were
active when I started are still there.
There are umpteen reasons why folk
don't stay in private flying, but maybe
we'll go into them another time.
This article first appeared in Sky
Watch Report. www.skywatch.org.uk
Many thanks to Arnold for his
observations. I wonder how the
figures look for PPL/IR holders. A
straw poll around the office reckons
that the figure would double as it
takes about six years for a PPL to go
from trial lesson to IR – or it did back
in the good old days. Perhaps for the
JAA PPL/IR we should quadruple the
time – just to get the rating!
– Ed.

CAA Safety Evenings
01/03/2005
02/03/2005
03/03/2005
08/03/2005
09/03/2005
10/03/2005
14/03/2005
15/03/2005
22/03/2005
23/03/2005
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Kinloss, exact venue to be confirmed see CAA website
Perth, Stormont Hall, Perth Airport
Newcastle, venue to be confirmed
Sleap, exact venue to be confirmed
Swansea, Gower Flying Club
Bristol, Bristol & Wessex Flying Club
Full Sutton Clubhouse
Lancashire Aero Club restaurant, Manchester Barton
Wycombe, exact venue to be confirmed
Cambridge, Marshall’s Conference room
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01738 553357
01912 861321
01939 232882
01792 204063
01275 472514
01759 372717
01617 877326
01494 443737
01223 373717
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Croatia
Continued from Page 11
flying around the Croatian coast. The
first part of their retirement had been
spent sailing round the world, then
they decided to try flying so here they
were having a great time exploring new
places and honing their piloting skills.
It was great to meet such active and
interesting senior citizens!

Split
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Over the hazy island of Losinj
“A small airport with a run down shed serving as the arrivals area”
already pre-booked to stay at a guest
house/hotel set up by a charming
English couple, Lesley and Roger, in
Cavtat, a small harbour town close to
the airport. Roger picked us up at the
airport and took us to “Castelletto”, as
their guest house is called where we had
an excellent welcome and room. We
would highly recommend “Castelletto”
to anyone visiting the area and their
web site is www.dubrovnikexperienc
e.com/. We spent three days exploring
the area, including Dubrovnik, a truly
remarkable city, a relaxing 40 minute
boat trip from Cavtat.

Return Flight
And now came the journey home.
We filed IFR for Bastia in the north
of Corsica, planning for a three and a
half-hour hour trip, but were given the
Split SID due to military manoeuvres
in the Adriatic and we were forced well
north. This combined with a strong
head wind, resulted in a flight lasting
just over four hours and putting us well
behind schedule. Still, flying over the
central spine of Italy at 12,000ft on a
clear day was impressive. I had quite
deliberately chosen to go to Corsica, a
French island, therefore a GA friendly
area and avoid Italy, since I have fallen
foul of Italian bureaucracy previously
and didn’t want even more delays. I
have been to Bastia before, last time
with a thunder storm rumbling around,
and again this time, the weather was
poor with 800 ft cloud base and 3km
visibility. High mountains are close to
the airport and we made a VOR DME
approach to runway 16. After a fast
turnaround and no landing fees, since
there was no one there to pay, we set
off and climbed on the SID until we
were above the clouds, which were
15

backed up against the Bastia side of
Corsica, but completely clear on the
other side. We were heading for Albi,
near Toulouse, for an overnight stop,
but again, our delays and continued
head winds meant that the controller at
Albi had stay on an extra hour so we
could refuel, and that was expensive.
Anyway, we had a lovely French meal
that evening in Albi.

Tailwind
We had planed to fly back to Popham
via Alderney to pick up cheap fuel
and duty frees, but the weather in
the Channel Island was awful, 200 ft
cloud and winds gusting to 40kts, so
we decided to stay to the east of Paris
and set of for Reims. About 50 miles
south of Reims, we passed through
the front extending from the low over
the Channel Islands, but it was a much
weaker affair, thank goodness. Lunch
times at French airports are always
a problem, but there is no point in
getting upset waiting for fuel, because
it will take as long as it will take and
we enjoyed a baguette and a cup of
coffee. Then, wonders of wonders, we
picked up that rare event called a tail
wind and the flight home to Popham
was competed in less than two hours.
We’re not sure what happened to our
flight plan from Reims, since Paris Info
confirmed it was open, but London
had no trace of it causing confusion all
round when Chris, the duty controller at
Popham, tried to close it!
Altogether, a great two weeks of
flying and site seeing with a good
challenge thrown in. An excellent
holiday thanks especially to Ljubisa
Maric in Zagreb and Lesley and Roger
in Dubrovnik.
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Our next stop was Split. Again, the
weather was very hazy with fair
weather cumulus over the sea. My
cruising altitude took me over the top
of the broken clouds and here I may
have been pushing the local rules, since
I had filed VFR. When I called Split
ATC and asked for an ILS approach,
the reaction was a little sharp until
I assured them I held an Instrument
Rating. Anyway, all was well on the
ground at this international and busy
airport and we again received the full
VIP treatment. The city of Split is some
way from the airport and our French
friends had advised us to stay in Trogir,
a medieval island city close by. Good
advice and well worth a visit, even if it
is a bit touristy and pricy. The following
morning, we again caught a local bus
and spent the day in Split, a fascinating
place. The city dates back to ancient
Greek/Roman times and is just full of
history. The view from the bell tower
at the heart of the ancient walled city is
wonderful.
Then to Brac island, where it is easy
to get caught out, since Split is at sea
level and Brac airport, only 10 minutes
away, has an elevation of 1,776ft. The
runway extends to the edge of the cliff
with a drop to sea level, which makes
for interesting take offs and approaches.
Very helpful at the airport, as usual and
we were given a lift down the winding
road to a recommended B&B at the
seaside resort of Bol, famous for a spit
of pebble beach. Bol is an expanding
resort with large new hotels and we
were not impressed, so we were happy
the next day to head off to our final
destination, Dubrovnik. I locked on
to the localiser for runway 21 with 30
miles to run, so there was no problems
finding this airport perched on a 500ft
cliff!
Again, Dubrovnik airport is some
distance from the city and we had

Split is at
sea level
and Brac,
only 10
minutes
away, has
an elevation of
1,776ft
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EUROSTUFF 47
Enhanced Mode S still obscure

By
Jeppe Sørensen

Eurostuff wishes you a Happy
New Year

A

t the commencement of a New Year it is a customary to look
back at the year gone by and glance into the New Year.
Your Eurostuff column will not disappoint you. So this issue will
be looking at some of the significant and curious events of the old
year and predict what will happen in the New Year. Well sort of
- because as the saying goes “It is difficult to make predictions,
especially about the future”. As I do not believe in predicting future
developments by looking at cards or coffee beans the sources are
limited to more dull types like Opinions and Proposals for EC
Regulations from the Agency and various bit and pieces collected
from the wastepaper basket of Eurocontrol and NAAs (National
Aviation Authorities). By the way, the “Agency” is not a secret arm
of the CIA but the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA).

The year 2004

From the more curious strains is the
issue of the requirement for Mode S
transponders – especially Enhanced
Mode S. Everybody that has looked into
the matter of the 250 kts maximum true
cruising airspeed limit for Enhanced
Mode S and antenna diversity agrees that
this is a mistake and the definition is not
workable. But the definition comes from
ICAO so it cannot be changed (we are
told). Some engineer in a sub-group of a working-group in ICAO
made a mistake. Well “Errara humanum est” even for white collar
bureaucrats working in big organisations but there should be a way
to rectify such mistakes.

The 2004 history lesson
One of the reasons for looking back is that you should learn from
history. So what can we learn from 2004?
Some of the mishaps, mistakes or events, whatever you prefer to
call the subject, are so obvious that they should not have happened,
so there is nothing much to learn.
The main trend is the European Project – the whole range of
activities initiated by the European Community or rather the
European Commission. The European project will take on every
aspect of our flying activities. The project is ambitious and the
time scale is very short. Again we are faced with a system where
correcting mistakes is difficult - and mistakes and inappropriate
rules will occur if decisions are premature.

2004 is history by now but lets us have a quick look at it anyway.

SES – Single European Sky
initiative
The most significant events of 2004 were
the seven mandates given by the European
Commission to Eurocontrol (covering
Airspace Design, Flexible Use of Airspace
and Functional Blocks of Airspace etc).
As you can see from the PPL/IR web site
and this issue of Instrument Pilot we are
working hard to resolve the effects for our
small community – especially the issue of
route charges.

EASA taking shape
EASA was a big event in 2003. In 2004 nothing much happened.
Actually, certification activities were on standby for most of the year
as the people involved did not know what to do while EASA was
working to become more than a paper tiger.
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Glancing

into 2005

EASA – The European
equivalent of the FAA?
In the autumn, EASA presented itself to the European Parliament.
With 2004 came recruitment, getting organised, moving to
Cologne, starting certification and rulemaking activities.
A draft work program for 2005 onwards present the new activities
of quality and standardisation, a proposed extension to operations
and flight crew licensing. Longer term extensions are airport and
flight safety.
The vision is clearly to become the European equivalent of the
FAA and the attitude seems to be to centralise all functions that
cannot be performed best on a local basis.
16
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EASA seeks
more powers

The gliders are getting lined up

At the end of the old year
EASA (European Aviation
Safety Agency, Agence
Européenne de la Sécurité
Aérienne or Europäische
Agentur für Flugsicherheit)
proposed “Community
Regulation of Air Operation,
Pilot Licensing and Third Country Aircraft”. This is its pitch for
amendment of Regulation (EC) No. 1592/2002 of the European
Parliament and Council to extend EASA’s scope to the regulation of
pilot licensing, air operations and third country aircraft.
Mr. Patrick Goudou, the Executive Director of EASA, states that
“The suggested policy is the best means to regulate pilot licensing,
air operations and third country aircraft at community level. It
reflects the majority of the views expressed by all parties. Based
on current practices for the regulation of commercial activities, it
introduces flexibility for that of non-commercial activities, which
not only constitutes an essential element of the European air
transport system, that is also the soil in which all aviation activities
find their roots and the talents they need to contribute to the wealth
of modern societies. It organises a balanced sharing of powers
consistent with the institutional structures of the Community by
limiting the centralisation of tasks to what can be better achieved
by the Commission or the Agency. It is now for the Commission to
initiate the legislative on this basis.”
It is interesting to see that Mr. Goudou recognises the importance
of “non-commercial activities”. This is nice to know as the
operation of aircraft and the training of pilots will be subject to
Community legislation and based on JAR-OPS 1, 3 and 4 and JARFCL
For non-commercial activities, the Agency considers that
implementation must be linked to the complexity of the aircraft
rather than the type of activity or the nature of ownership. As a
consequence differentiation will result from the type of aircraft
used. Non-commercial activities involving complex motorpowered aircraft, will use the JAR-FCL and JAR-OPS 2 as a basis
for implementing rules. The air operators won’t be subject to a
certification process, a simple declaration will suffice.
For non-commercial activities involving non-complex motorpowered aircraft (general and sport aviation), a Recreational PPL
will be introduced as a “lighter” licence.
In the draft Regulation “complex-motor-powered aircraft” means
an aeroplane:
– with a maximum certificated take-off mass exceeding 5,700kg
or;
– with a maximum approved passenger seating configuration of
more than 9 or;
– certificated for operation with a minimum crew of at least 2
pilots or;
– equipped with (a) turbojet engine(s).
The Agency finds that complex motor-powered aircraft share the
same operating environment as aircraft used for commercial air
transport thus possibly posing a risk to public air transport.
It is difficult to see how PPL/IR pilots fit into this division. On the
other hand it might open new possibilities for licence requirements.
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EASA considers European Air sports to be the representative of
recreational flying activities. That was at least the original intent.
European Airsports is a union of unions of every organisation involved
in any kind of aeronautical sports activity – that is gliders, model
aeroplanes, balloons etc. This is not a strong representation when it
comes to the challenges facing the gliding community – mainly a new
recreational PPL and EASA certification and maintenance rules geared
to the needs and professional operating condition of airlines.
Gliders have strong national unions but have relied on FIA and
other organisations for international cooperation. A European
Gliding Union (EGU) has existed for some time but has had more
ceremonial functions. Now the EGU has been changed into a very
effective organisation. A secretariat in Paris, the management board
and technical officers are working on aspects like airspace, licensing,
certification and maintenance of gliders, the environment, insurance
etc. As knowledge concerning the issues in relation to gliding is
lacking within rulemaking bodies, objective statements and comments
on draft rules is seen as leverage to promote their cause.
A strong European Gliding Union backed by 80,000 members
around Europe has positioned itself to influence the rulemaking and
make sure that the interests of the gliding community are taken into
account.

2005 may leave 2004 in the
Doldrums
If you have participated in the aviation events of 2004 you might say
that at lot of things happened. Many will say it they were for the worse.
Certainly many changes were initiated resulting in a lot of uncertainty.
2005 is looking to bring even more changes for general aviation in
general and Instrument flying in particular – a new charging scheme,
new airspace, rules for operations and licensing etc.
Let us hope that the changes will not just be an uphill battle but that
some of the uncertainties will settle to our advantage. If possible we
should not just hope but do as the gilders have done – unite
and act.
17
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ARTICLES
CFIT Claims a Lear
Continued from Page 7
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The
NTSB
determined the
probable
causes of
the
accident
to be the
captain’s
failure to
maintain
situational
awareness
and the
crew’s
resulting
misinterpretation
of stepdown
fixes
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met. The aircraft could descend to
4,300 feet upon crossing the VOR
and after becoming established on
the published outbound course of 66
degrees.
While remaining within 10 miles
or less of the station, the aircraft
would reverse course in a procedure
turn and intercept the reciprocal
inbound course of 246 degrees back
to the VOR. Once established on
this course, the flight could maintain
2,900 feet until reaching Hanover
(LAH) NDB, when further descent to
2,300 feet was allowed. Passing the
VOR, descent to the circle-to-land
minimum descent altitude of 1,720
feet was permitted.
The approach chart depicted several
prominent obstructions, including a
3,238-foot mountain peak outside of
the 10-mile protected airspace and
near the extended final approach
course, and a 2,341-foot tower just
outside of the step-down fix at the
Hanover NDB.

Company Procedures
Company procedure for flying
non-precision approaches in the
Lear called for slowing to 200 kt or
less and setting approach flaps at
8 degrees when crossing the initial
approach fix outbound, in this case
the Lebanon Municipal VOR. After
completing the procedure turn and
becoming established inbound, flaps
should be set to 20 degrees and the
gear lowered. Flaps should be set to
40 degrees passing the final approach
fix inbound, also the VOR in this
case. This routine keeps speed in
check, allows for a more predictable
and stabilized approach, and makes
it easier to stay within protected
airspace.
Almost immediately, things began
to unravel. At one point the pilots
believed themselves to be passing
the VOR out-bound, then realized
it was the airport, located about 4.5
miles southwest of the VOR that they
were passing. (This was possibly in
reference to waypoints stored in the
aircraft’s GPS.) They finally crossed
over the VOR at 2:59:23 p.m. and
began the approach.
The first officer was flying, but

apparently only the captain had
the approach chart in front of him.
Not having previously briefed this
approach, there followed a game of
“20 Questions” as the first officer
queried the captain about headings
and altitudes to fly. Unfortunately,
the captain’s responses were often
incorrect. At 3:01:29 p.m., more than
two minutes after beginning to track
outbound, the captain instructed the
first officer to “go to a heading of
two-two-one” to begin the procedure
turn. Shortly afterward he repeated
this instruction, but when the first
officer read back the heading,
the captain corrected himself to
a heading of “zero-two-one for
one minute.” When asked which
altitude to descend to, the captain
correctly indicated 2,900 feet once
established on the inbound course,
then erroneously reversed himself,
saying, “We can go down to twentynine now.”
Meanwhile, the aircraft was still
tracking outbound from the VOR,
for nearly three minutes, in fact,
before it was slowed and 8 degrees
of approach flaps were set. With the
brisk tailwind aloft, the Lear’s high
groundspeed was rapidly taking
it beyond the 10-mile protected
airspace (by now the aircraft was no
longer in radar contact). Neither pilot
made mention of their increasing
DME distance from the VOR. At 3:
03:15 p.m., almost four full minutes
after passing the VOR, they turned
inbound.
At 3:04:18 the captain noted the
inbound VOR course alive, then at
3:04:46 remarked, “There’s the outer
marker right there,” an apparent
reference to crossing the LAH
NDB. In fact, they were many miles
northeast of LAH at this point. It is
possible the ADF needle swung to
the three o’clock parked position as
the signal became blocked by terrain,
causing the captain to misinterpret
this movement as station passage.
But LAH also could be identified as
the 2.2 DME fix, a cross-check that
neither pilot made. In any case, the
captain advised the first officer a few
seconds later, at 3:04:49, “OK, we
can go down to twenty-three”.
At 3:04:54 the crew began a
half- minute discussion about the
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VOR signal, which had become
increasingly erratic and at one point
was lost altogether (this signal, too,
probably was blocked by terrain)
Despite uncertainty about the course
guidance, the first officer reported
at 3:05:25 he was “going down to
twenty-three”. Three seconds later,
the Lear hit the mountain.

Crew Coordination
The NTSB determined the probable
causes of the accident to be the
captain’s failure to maintain
situational awareness and the crew’s
resulting misinterpretation of stepdown fixes. Contributing factors
included the captain’s misreading of
the approach plate, the crew’s hurried
and incomplete approach briefings,
failure to use all available navigation
aids, and their failure to account
for the tailwind at altitude during
execution of the VOR approach.
The complete record of this
accident paints a clear picture of a
breakdown of crew coordination
and basic operating procedures
during a high-workload flight. Yet,
“Why?” remains its most troubling
aspect. It’s tempting to lay some
blame at least at the feet of a
corporate culture that provided legal
but arguably inadequate training
to this junior crew. More rigorous
simulator-based training might have
hammered home the importance of
good crew resource management and
observance of standard operating
procedures. Or more “seasoning”
under captains who encouraged
teamwork might have in-grained
these good habits. Ultimately,
though, the crew should have
recognized their tenuous position
and done something about it. Failure
to follow procedures, fully brief an
approach, or clear up uncertainties
doesn’t always or even usually
result in disaster. But when that little
voice in our head tells us something
isn’t quite right, no matter what our
experience level, it’s time to sit up
and ask why.
The author of this article, Vincent
Czaplyski, flies as a Boeing 737 captain for a major U.S. airline. Permission has been granted and
all rights reserved.
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Flight Simulators
Continued from Page 2

The Elite
system uses
computer
screens for
the instruments,
“disguised” by
overlays to
look like
a real aircraft panel

Cost
The schools were a little reluctant to discuss
the cost of their simulators particularly as
being early or even first adopters each school
had negotiated special deals. It is true to say
that prices of the machines are coming down
and whereas a couple of years ago one might
have cost £130k, the cheapest might now be
obtained for significantly less than £100k.
One difference worth noting is that the Elite
machine, coming as it does from desktop
origins has its instrument generated by photo
realistic computer images. The other models
use actual instruments. The Elite hides the
computer screens behind panel overlays
but the result, although perfectly functional,
detracted from the real aircraft feel to some
degree.

Surroundings
The way in which the simulator is housed
seems to vary. Some schools take the view
that the simulations should be as real as
possible while others make less effort in
this regard. Although many students are so
immersed in the demands of learning to fly
IFR that the surroundings don’t matter I have
a marked preference for a darkened room
with the instructor tucked out of the way
so that the situation is as real as possible.
Although there is no motion, as in a full
airline simulator, the controls have feel built
in. This is successful in some situations.
For example engine failure demands quite
considerable rudder forces until trimmed out.
All the simulators I tried were very sensitive
in pitch being best flown with one or two
fingers. One might argue that this is no bad
thing in the real world but I found it rather
off-putting. If the less than sharp pilot does
get into a situation of over controlling say by
roller-coastering down the ILS it is far more
difficult to recover the situation than in a real
aircraft. Don’t ask how I know!

Jim Thorpe in control of the Frasca Flight
Simulator
Instrument Pilot

Advantages
Of course in two aspects of training the
simulator is unsurpassed. It is a huge
advantage when trying to learn procedural
flying to be able to repeat the bits you
get wrong and see your track in the
horizontal and vertical planes during the
debrief. Realistic failures, which would
be impossible or dangerous to simulate in
the aircraft can be thrown at the hapless
student. Partial panel may arrive not by a
hairy hand slapping a suction cup on the AI
rather by an all but imperceptible wind down
of the gyro. The computer can also deliver
the more dramatic styles of gyro and other
instrument failures. All are accompanied by
appropriate indications on other instruments.
The engine failure in the sim is particularly
hard to deal with or at least I found it so.
I had not realised how helpful it was to
have the cue of the hairy hand descend
with the map concealing the throttles.
Obviously not having this forewarning is
entirely realistic and desirable. However
the lack of believable engine noise and
absence of any seat of the pants feel means
that identifying the dead engine is more
difficult in the simulator in a way I think is
unhelpful. Being, as Poo bear might have
said, a pilot of very little brain, on my first
session I asked to be given a hard time. I was
rewarded with an engine failure during my
take off roll within minutes of getting into
the sim. I did not even identify that an engine
had failed much less which one it was. The
view outside the cockpit became very green
as I departed the runway for the grass in
some style.
Understandably considering the investment
involved all these training organisations
are firmly focussed on CPL training. They
do all offer PPL IR initial training and
renewals but realistically this is not their
prime focus. I definitely have concerns as to
the appropriateness of someone gaining an
20

IR with as little as 15 hours total instrument
time in a real aircraft. One organisation said
that they limited sim time to 30 hours but
another said that the 40 hours were necessary
to be competitive. I guess that in the airline
environment, where a pilot will go through
considerable further training and never fly
single crew this is less of an issue. Also the
candidates en route to commercial flying
are almost always young, committed and
sharp whereas the typical PPL candidate is
probably older, somewhat less sharp and
probably holding down a job at the same
time as training.

Standards
As regards IR renewals the question of
‘real’ flying is not an issue. Here I think
that the simulator does a good job. At
least for me it does not save cost since my
flying is sufficiently poor to warrant some
pre-test practice. Speaking to others who
have renewed recently in the traditional
way on a real aircraft, I have the feeling
(given the data it can be no more than a
feeling) that sim based renewals, possibly
because they are delivered by commercial
schools, require higher standards than some
examiners demand using the traditional
system. However personally I feel that since
I do too little solid instrument work to ever
be really current a thorough annual workout,
humbling though it always is, represents
good value.
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