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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors p. 45

comment

response

89 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN

FCL.905.LAFI LAFI Privileges and conditions Light Aircraft Flight
Instructor

(50 h theoretical knowledge and 25 h instructional techniques)

FCL.905.F1 FI Privileges and conditions Flight Instructor

(125 h theoretical knowledge including the instructional techniques)
FCL.905.TRI TRI Privileges and conditions Type Rating Instructor

(25h+10h theoretical knowledge, missing the basic instructional techniques)
FCL.905.CRI CRI Privileges and conditions Class Rating Instructor

(25h+10h theoretical knowledge, missing the basic instructional techniques)
FCL.905.IRI IRI Privileges and conditions Instrument Rating Instructor
(25h+10h theoretical knowledge, missing the basic instructional techniques)
FCL.905.SF1 SFI Privileges and conditions Synthetic Flight Instructor
(content TRI 25h+10h theoretical knowledge, missing the basic instructional
techniques)

FCL.905.MCCI MCCI Privileges and conditions Multi Crew Co-
Operation Instructor

(25h theoretical knowledge, missing the basic instructional techniques)
FCL.925 Instructors for the MPL Multi Pilot License

FCL.905.STI STI Privileges and conditions Synthetic Training Instructor
(missing all instructional techniques)

FCL.905.MI1 MI privileges and conditions Mountain rating Instructor

FCL.1005.FE FE Privileges and conditions Flight Examiner
FCL.1005.TRE TRE Privileges and conditions Type Rating Examiner
FCL.1005.CRE CRE Privileges Class Rating Examiner

FCL.1005.IRE IRE Privileges Instrument Rating Examiner
FCL.1005.SFE SFE privileges and conditions Synthetic Flight Examiner
FCL.1005.FIE .FIE Privileges and conditions Flight Instructor Examiner

Too many instructor- and examiner types.

We need only with bold marked instructors and examiners (LAFI,FI.MCCI,SFI
and FE).

Start point for the system is LAFI- and Fl-ratings. From all other instructor
schooling programs is missing the most important item - INSTRUCTIONAL
TECHNIQUES.

Partially accepted

In relation to your comment that some categories of instructors and examiners
are not needed, the Agency cannot agree. The categories of instructors and
examiners included in the NPA follow the already existing categories of JAR-
FCL, with a few additions to take into account the extended scope, and the
Agency sees no reason to change this.

In relation to the inconsistency you point out between the several categories of
instructors in what relates to the requirements for instructional techniques, the
Agency agrees that this inconsistency should be solved. Therefore, the wording
for the several training courses has been amended to ensure consistency.

comment | 1306 comment by: Tag Aviation SA
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[Comment also copied to NPA 2008-17a]

NPA 2008 17a IV 817

NPA 2008 17b fcl 900 (a)(2)

Implementation of TRI/TRE certified by EASA would close down industries like
Tag Aviation.

Indeed Tag Aviation is a big charter air taxi operator in Europe but not big
enough to buy or influence third party to have simulator installed in Europe.

The main problem is that we do operate many aircrafts but none are alike. So
it is difficult to build up a team of TRl and TRE onto every fleet. And evermore
it is impossible to have the few TRI / TRE of our company go oversee and take
the check ride of every individual pilot.

The idea of having to certify the US licensed SFI / SFE by giving them CRM
training and additional training checking as per special request of EASA will
prove impossible. Our main subcontractor FlightSafety has numerous
instructors. It would be an outrageous price to have them qualified by sending
every one to individual

courses and training.

On top of that this company has shown being very competent for the training;
many times even more experienced than any TRI in the JAR environment. TAG
Aviation has elected a couple of years ago to take FlightSafety as a provider
because we were not (and | know it is still true) satisfied by some competitors.
I know that in the future we might have to change to other subcontractors
because they might hold aircraft type that FlightSafety doesn’t manage but this
would be the only because of that and not because of the fact they might be in
Europe or not.

Although it is illusory to think that we can substitute with provider in European
country. Indeed, most of the general aviation is in the USA so simulators are
built there. Training organization in the USA checks out the numbers of aircraft
around the world to guide them for implementation and we as air taxi operator
are not able to change the course of that. The few aircraft flying in Europe
don’t justify implementation of simulator types in Europe for most of their kind.

This is a long explanation to let you know our business is relying on third party
contract to do type ratings and recurrent trainings as well as proficiency
checks. We have no choice and business like ours have all the same problems.

Even though | understand the regulation wants to improve the equity among
training organizations in Europe; nobody is able to finance that kind of training
for business jets. When talking about type rating, this is not the same problem
as for the PPL / CPL / IR basic training and checking.

| suggest that the every aircraft type ratings of business jet is pulled out of this
mandatory certifying TRI/TRE as long as there is nothing equivalent in EASA
member states. Even then you need to be careful as | have seen total
nonsense from France DGAC in the past:

they were considering only the type and not the variant.

Example: French pilot were training onto a Falcon 900 B simulator in Paris in
order to qualify Falcon 900EX because they didn’t want to qualify the simulator
900 EX in USA.

I am flying such a type of aircraft myself and | can tell you the training in Paris
doesn’t allow the pilot to familiarize with electronics events onto a 900 EX.
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In order to show you the complexity of our fleet, | give you herewith the kind
and numbers of aircraft Tag Aviation Geneva is managing:

On a commercial certificate in our AOC:
1 Global Epress
2 Falcon 900B

2 Falcon 900EX
2 Falcon 2000

3 G200

1 Citation X

1 Citation XL
1Cl1

1 Cl1+

1 CRJ

1 Challenger 300

On a private certificate only:
Cli+

1CJ3

2 Falcon 2000 LX Easy

1 Falcon 900DX

1CL 601

1 Global Epress

1 Global 5000

1 G550

1GIV SP

Laurent Dupraz-Dange
Crew Training Manager
TAG Aviation S.A.

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, we cannot take your proposal to exclude the requirement for type
rated TRI/TREs. This is a requirement that is already coming from JAR-FCL,
where it was introduced for safety reasons.

2028 comment by: Eduard WISMETH

Simplifying flight instruction

Situation

To my knowledge in Germany flight instructors can not instruct a student
independently. Flight training must be done only within a training facility (flight
school, flying club etc.). This may have advantages in some cases, but in other
cases it might complicate the training effort. Furthermore, in Germany every
aircraft used for pilot-training must, in addition to its Certificate of
Airworthiness, obtain an extra authorization for being user for training. | can
not see any necessity or advantage in this rule. (a higher insurance rate during
training, however, is understandable). Within the area of responsibility of
German Aviation Authorities, an airplane owner could not just hire a flight
instructor and receive flight training on his own airplane.

Proposal
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Aside from instruction in training facilities, which some students may prefer, it
should also be possible to conduct flight training outside these facilities.
There should be the simple principle of

a) a qualified flight instructor, a student, and a suitable airplane with
dual controls should basically be all needed for teaching how to fly an
aircraft

b) a flight instructor can train a student up to the qualification he is
holding himself (including IFR, if the instructor possesses this rating)

¢) the instructor will produce a training plan, based on the official
syllabus and provide access to all required training means.

d) the examination and check flight conducted by an official authority at
the end will prove and hopefully confirm the student's qualification.

The only important fact is, that a flight student at the end of his training is well
qualified; not so important is the way he got there.

e) Any aircraft with a Certificate of Airworthiness and dual control may
be used for training, if the instructor considers it suitable.

Impact and improvement

Noted

f) Qualifying a person as flight instructor, means that he is permitted to
teach flying. It must be his decision to do this with or without the
support of a training facility. Giving an instructor the freedom of this
decision adds to this authority and standing.

g) Reducing flight training requirements to the basic principles can
eliminate training obstacles and reduce training cost considerable
without influencing its quality.

h) Students who prefer the support of a training facility have the choice
of training there.

The Agency acknowledges your comments, but cannot agree with it.

In fact, it is the Agency’s view that in the case of pilot training, and with only a
few, very limited exceptions, only training within the management system of
an approved training organisation can guarantee the quality of the training and
safety of the applicant.

2760

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580
French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FFA takes note that the expression “certificate” is used for all instructor
ratings.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

2879

comment by: richard benham

I would strongly suggest that the proposal for this be modified from the
current proposal - surely if it is broken into smaller chunks, it would be
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possible for an instructor to train future pilots to certain levels after just 15
hours or so of classroom training (e.g. could train certain aspects, but still not
authorise a solo balloon flight - this would be allowed after completiing the
further and final 15hrs of suggested training).

If you try to get a continued and growing band of instructors, but implement
this LAFI training in one whole chunk of 30 hrs, | would be personally GREATLY
DISCOURAGED from doing it - trying to get 30hrs currently with work and life
balance before | could do ANY authorisation at all would be difficult and |
wouldn't be able to put back into the sport, what | have got out so far.

It would appeal to me more if | wanted to become an instructor, to do 2 or 3
equal chunks and give me authority for certain aspects at each gate point of 10
or 15 hours.

If not, even more new entrants to the sport hobby will be prevented from
taking it up due to Instructor red tape and the sport will die out in the UK.

r.benham
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

In your first comment you are addressing the fact that an LAFI(B) will not be
allowed to instruct for a BPL licence. The Agency is aware that most of the
prerequisites, contents of the training course and privileges are the same but
as a general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence and rating
he/she is instructing for. The Agency does not see a problem in asking an
instructor who wishes to conduct flight instruction for the BPL to upgrade
his/her LPL licence to a BPL licence (medical standards are different).

Your second proposal concerns theoretical training as a part of the training
course. Nothing prevents the ATO offering such a training course to offer the
required training in different ‘chunks’ as needed. Especially for ballooning, the
weather related factors will ask for some breaks of the classroom teaching in
order to do the practical training. As the practical training includes at least
three dual instruction flights, this flight training has to be completed anyway
before the future FI(B) will be allowed to do his/her examination. To divide the
30 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction required in 2 or even more
‘chunks’ is allowed and foreseen. The Agency does not understand the
problem.

2977 comment by: BMVBS (German Ministry of Transport)

To replace the proven, worldwide known concept of an "instructor rating” by an
"instructor certificate" is risky and unnecessary. With this new approach
Europe runs the risk of becoming incompatible with other systems around the
world, and only time can tell, whether such decision will have been a good one.
The fact that the basic regulation uses the term "certification" should not be
misconstrued that all FIs and FEs need to hold a separate certificate. According
to the basic regulation a certification is any form of recognition...as well as the
issuance of the relevant certificate attesting such compliance. This not
necessarily implies a separate document. An instructor rating as part of a
licence would very well fit under the basic regulation. Compliance will be
attested by including the rating in the pilot licence, which constitutes an
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issuance of the relevant certificate.

If one would, however, conclude that a separate certificate is what the basic
regulation requires, then the basic regulation should be amended asap, rather
than following through with what might turn out to be a mistake.

Noted

The fact that the instructor rating is now called a certificate does not
necessarily imply that a separate document needs to be issued.
In fact, NPA 2008-22b allows both possibilities (see page 16, AR.FCL.200 (d)).

3134 comment by: Jim Ellis

The proposal to allow PPL Fl's to be remunerated is good and will encorage the
return of the career flying instructor and improve continuity. This proposal
needs to be implemented as soon as possible. | appreciate that the
remuneration of PPL FI's is imlicit in the wording of this subpart but in my view
it would be wise to include specific reference to this for the avoidance of doubt.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

3943 comment by: David Lisk

As a pilot who has progressed quickly through the BGA badges, | feel that the
BGA instructor rating was a logical step in the future to becoming an instructor.
Removal of this rating will affect hundreds of volunteer instructors across the
UK and remove this stepping stone which | would have taken. EASA claim that
this rating will be integrated into the new licensing categories, however no
information regarding how this will be done has been given. This is extremely
disappointing.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, our proposals already include a new category of instructor, with less
stringent requirements and more limited privileges than the Fl: the LAFI. The
Agency sees no need to include further categories of instructors, with even
more limited privileges or less stringent requirements.

4006 comment by: DGAC FRANCE

ADD a NEW SECTION Number 11 about FLIGHT TEST RATING INSTRUCTOR
(FTRID)

Section 11content is added to comply with 216 Annex Il § 1.i

SECTION 11

Flight test rating instructor - FTRI

FCL.905.FTRI FTRI— privileges and conditions

The privileges of an FTRI are to carry out instruction for the issue of a
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flight test rating

FCL.915.FTRI FTRI prerequisites for the FTRI training course

Before attending the FTRI training course the applicant shall :

- - hold a valid flight test rating ;
- - have completed at least 200 flight test hours

ECL.930.FTRI FTRI training course

An_applicant for a FTRI1 shall have completed an appropriate training
course at an approved flight test training organisation

FCL.940.FTRI Validity — revalidation _and_ renewal of the FTRI
certificate

FTRI certificate shall be valid for a period of 3 vears
For revalidation and renewal, the proficiency check shall include a test

flight with a flight test rating examiner.

Partially accepted

Based on the comments received, and the input provided by flight test experts,
the Agency has decided to create a new category of instructor for flight test.
Please see new text in Subpart J.

4389 Irish Aviation Authority

NPA 2008-17b
Part FCL
SUBPART J, APPENDIX 12 and AMC’s

[PROPOSAL: To amend SUBPART J as follows.]

SUBPART J
INSTRUCTORS

FCL.915 (b) (2) (i) [should say “and” instead of “or”. All Instructors should
have passed a test or check as well as having experience on type.]

FCL.920(a) [should include:]

i. Preparation of resources

ii. Creating a climate conducive to training

iii. Presentation of knowledge by demonstrating:
a. good visual presentation techniques
b. technical accuracy
c. Clear explanation of the subject matter
d. Clarity of speech
e. Sound instructional technique
f. Use of models and training aids

iv. Integrate threat/error management and Crew resource management
v. Manage time to achieve training objectives

vi. Facilitate learning and active participation of the students

vii. Assess trainee performance.
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viii. Monitor and review performance.
iX. Evaluate training sessions.
X. Report outcome.

FCL.930 Training Course [Should be added:]

(a) Applicants for an Instructor Certificate shall have completed a course of
theoretical knowledge and flight instruction at one or more approved training
organisations.

(b) The course shall include, at least:

(1) Theoretical Knowledge Instruction

(2) Instructional Techniques

(3) Flight Instruction, given by an instructor nominated by the training
organisation for this purpose

FCL.935 Skill test [Should be added:]

An applicant for an Instructor Certificate shall pass a skill test to demonstrate
to an examiner the ability to instruct a student pilot to the level required for
the issue of the appropriate Licence or Rating including pre-flight, in-flight,
post-flight and theoretical knowledge instruction, in accordance with the
requirements of Appendix 12 to this

Part.

[If FCL.930 and FCL.935 are added, then the subsequent changes below
naturally occur and the text will become clearer to the reader. The NPA text
includes many different phrases for the parts of Instructor Training and
becomes confusing. E.g. “Theoretical Knowledge”, “theoretical knowledge
instruction”, “instructional techniques”, “classroom / simulator instructional

skills”, “practical instruction”, “flight instruction”, “flight training “.
Furthermore, the requirements for TRI, SFI, MCCI and STI do not reflect the
amount of training currently being applied for these functions. MCCI and STI
should be subject to a test or check.]
SECTION 2 Specific requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor
LAFI [should be deleted. All light aircraft Instruction should be performed by a
FI.]
FCL.930.FI FI - Training course [Should be amended as follows:]
(a) The course shall include:
(1) Theoretical knowledge and instructional techniques
() In the case of an FI (A), (H) and (As), at least 125
hours of theoretical knowledge instruction, including

progress tests;

(ii) In the case of an FI(B) or FI(S) at least 30 hours of
theoretical knowledge instruction, including progress tests;

(2) Flight Instruction
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() In the case of an FI (A) and (H), at least 30 hours of
flight instruction, of which 25 hours shall be dual
instruction, of which 5 may be conducted in a FFS, an
FNPT I or Il or an FTD 2/3;

(i) In the case of an FI(As), at least 20 hours of flight
instruction, of which 15 hours shall be dual instruction;

(iii) In the case of an FI (S), at least 10 hours or 20
takeoffs;
(iv) In the case of an FI(B), at least 3 hours including 3
takeoffs;

(b) Pilots holding or having held an FI certificate on any other category of
aircraft shall be credited towards the requirement of (a)(1) above with:

(1) 75 hours, in the case of aeroplanes, helicopters and airships;
(2) 10 hours in the case of sailplanes and balloons.

FCL.935.FI FI — Skill test [Can be deleted. See FCL.935 above, FCL.905.FI
and FCL.910.Fl.]

FCL.940.FI Fl - Revalidation and renewal [Should be amended as
follows:]

(c) Renewal . If the FI certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as an Fl at an approved training organisation;

(2) pass a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 12 to this
Part.
FCL.930.TRI TRI - Training course [Should be amended as follows:]

(a) The course shall include, at least:
(1) 25 hours of theoretical knowledge; and

(2) 10 hours of instructional techniques, including revision of technical
knowledge, the preparation of lesson plans and the development of
classroom / simulator instructional skills; and

(3) for single-pilot aircraft, 5 hours of flight instruction in the
appropriate aircraft or a simulator representing that aircraft; or

(4) for multi-pilot multi-engine aircraft ,10 hours of flight instruction in
the appropriate aircraft or a simulator representing that aircraft,
which shall include at least the complete syllabus of the type rating
course. This may be combined with (2) to give an integrated 20
hour course.

(b) An applicant holding or having held an FI, TRI, CRI, IRI, SFI or MCCI
certificate shall be fully credited towards the requirement of (a)(1).
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(c) An applicant for a TRI certificate who holds an SFI certificate shall be fully
credited for TRI restricted to instruction in simulators.

FCL.935.TRI TRI - Skill Test [Should be amended as follows:]

(a) If the test is conducted in a simulator, the TRI certificate shall be restricted
to instruction in simulators.

FCL.940.TR1 TRI — Revalidation and Renewal [Should be amended as
follows:]

(d) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as a TRI at an approved training organisation;

(2) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the skill test
set out Appendix 12 to this Part.

FCL.930.CRI CRI - Training course [Should be amended as follows:]

(a) The course shall include, at least:
(1) 25 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction;
(2) 10 hours of instructional techniques, including revision of technical
knowledge, the preparation of lesson plans and the development of

classroom/simulator instructional skKills;

(3) 5 hours of flight instruction for multi-engine aeroplanes, or 3 hours
of flight instruction for single-engine aeroplanes.

(b) Applicants holding or having held an FI, TRI, CRI, IRIl, SFI or MCCI
certificate shall be fully credited towards the requirement of (a)(1).
FCL.935.CRI CRI — Skill test [Can be deleted. See FCL.935 above and the
content of FCL.905.CRI.]

FCL.940.CRI CRI Revalidation and renewal [Should be amended as
follows:]

(d) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as a CRI at an approved training organisation;

(2) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the skill test
set out Appendix 12 to this Part.

FCL.930.IRI1 IRI — Training course [Should be amended as follows]
(a) The course shall include, at least:
(1) 25 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction;

(2) 10 hours of instructional techniques, including revision of instrument
theoretical knowledge, the preparation of lesson plans and the
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development of classroom instructional skills;

3) (i) for the IR(A), at least 10 hours of flight instruction on an
aeroplane, FFS, FTD 2/3 or FPNT Il. In the case of applicants
holding an FI(A) certificate, these hours are reduced to 5;

(ii) for the IRI(H), at least 10 hours of flight instruction in a
helicopter, FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT I1I;

(iii) for the IRI(As), at least 10 hours of flight instruction in an
airships, FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT I1.

(b) Applicants holding or having held an FI, TRI, CRI, IRIl, SFI or MCCI
certificate shall be fully credited towards the requirement of (a)(1).

FCL.935.IRI IRI — Skill test [can be deleted. See FCL.935 above and the
content of FCL.905.1RI.]

FCL.930.SFI SFI — Training course [Should be amended as follows. See
FCL.930.TRI above and FCL.915.SFI:]

(a) The course shall include the content of the TRI training course.

(b) An applicant for an SFI certificate who holds a TRI certificate for simulator
but whose licence is no longer valid shall be fully credited for SFI.

FCL.935.SF1 SFI — Skill test [Can be deleted. See FCL.935 above and the
content of FCL.905.SFI, FCL.905.TRI and FCL.910.TRI.]

FCL.940.SF1 SFI — Revalidation and renewal [Should be amended as
follows. See FCL.940.TRI above and FCL.915.SFI:]

(a) Revalidation. For revalidation of an SFI certificate the applicant shall:
(1) within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of the certificate
have passed in the FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il on which instruction is
routinely conducted, the applicable sections of the proficiency check in
accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part for the appropriate type or
class of aircraft, and;

(2) within the validity period of the certificate, fulfil 2 of the following
requirements:

(i) complete 50 hours as an instructor or an examiner in FSTDs,
of which at least 15 hours shall be within the 12 months
preceding the expiry date of the certificate;

(ii) attend an instructor refresher seminar;

(iii) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the SFI
skill test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

(b) For the first and at least each alternate subsequent revalidation of an SFI
certificate, the holder shall have to fulfil (a)(2)(iii)

(c) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall:
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(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as a SFI at an approved training organisation;

(2) within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of the certificate
have passed in the FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il on which instruction is
routinely conducted, the applicable sections of the proficiency check in
accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part for the appropriate type or
class of aircraft;

(3) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the SFI skill
test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

FCL.930.MCCl MCCI — Training course [Should be amended as follows.
See FCL.930 above and FCL.915.MCCI:]

(a) The course shall include, at least:

(1) 25 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction, including instructional
techniques;

(2) Technical training related to the type of FSTD in which the applicant
wishes to instruct;

(3) 10 hours of practical instruction, which may be flight instruction or
MCC instruction on the relevant FNPT, FTD 2/3 or FFS, which shall
include at least the complete syllabus of the MCC course. This may be
combined with (2) to give an integrated 14 hour course.

(b) Applicants holding or having held an FI, TRI, CRI, IRIl, SFI or MCCI
certificate shall be fully credited towards the requirement of (a)(1).

[AMC to FCL.930.MCCI should be amended accordingly]
FCL.935.MCCIl MCCI — Skill test [Should be added:]
(a) An applicant for an MCCI certificate shall pass a skill tests to demonstrate
to a synthetic flight or type rating examiner his ability to instruct a pilot to the
level required for the issue of a MCC certificate, including pre-flight, in-flight,
post-flight and theoretical knowledge instruction, in accordance with Appendix

12 to this Part.

FCL.940.MCCIl MCCI — Revalidation and renewal [Should be amended as
follows.]

(2) Revalidation. For revalidation of an MCCI certificate the applicant shall,
within the validity period of the certificate, fulfii 2 of the following
requirements:
(1) complete 50 hours as an MCC instructor, of which at least 15 hours
shall be within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of the
certificate;

(2) attend an instructor refresher seminar;

(3) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the MCCI skill
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test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

(b) For the first and at least each alternate subsequent revalidation of an MCCI
certificate, the holder shall have to pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant
sections of the MCCI skill test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

(c) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as a MCCI at an approved training organisation;

(2) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the MCCI skill
test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

FCL.930.STl STI — Training course [Should be amended as follows.]

(a) The course shall comprise at least 3 hours of flight instruction related to
the duties of a STI in a FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT II, under the supervision of a
flight instructor nominated by the training organisation for this purpose.

(b) For applicants for an STI(H), the course shall also include the FFS content
of the applicable TRI course.

FCL.935.STl STI - Skill Test [Should be added as follows:]

(a) If the test is conducted in a BITD, the STI certificate shall be restricted to
instruction in a BITD only.

FCL.940.STl1 Revalidation and renewal of the STI certificate [Should
be amended as follows.]

(2) Revalidation. For revalidation of an STI certificate the applicant shall have,
within the last 12 months of the validity period of the certificate:

(1) conducted at least 3 hours of instruction in a FFS or FNPT Il or
BITD, as part of a complete CPL, IR, PPL or class or type rating course;
and

(2) passed in the FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il on which instruction is
routinely conducted, the applicable sections of the proficiency check in
accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part for the appropriate type or
class of aircraft.

For an STI(A) instructing on BITDs only, the proficiency check shall
include only the exercises appropriate for a skill test for the issue of a
PPL(A).

(b) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before renewal receive refresher
training as a STI at an approved training organisation;

(2) pass in the FFS, FTD 2/3 or FNPT Il on which instruction is routinely
conducted, the applicable sections of the proficiency check in
accordance with Appendix 9 to this Part for the appropriate type or
class of aircraft.
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For an STI(A) instructing on BITDs only, the proficiency check shall
include only the exercises appropriate for a skill test for the issue of a
PPL(A).

(3) pass, as a proficiency check, the relevant sections of the STI skill
test, in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

response | Partially accepted

FCL.915 (b)(2)

Not accepted. This requirement is not only a requirement to obtain an
instructor’s certificate, but an experience requirement in a certain class or type
of aircraft to be complied by holders of an instructor certificate. This was
already a requirement in JAR-FCL. The drafting of the paragraph will be
amended to make this clear.

FCL.920

Not accepted. The drafting of this paragraph is coming from Draft NPA-FCL 36.
The Agency considers that the level of detail presented is sufficient and the
wording is sufficiently clear. Further details can be found in AMC to FCL.920.

FCL.930 and FCL.935
Partially accepted. New paragraphs will be added.

SECTION 2 Specific requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor LAFI
Not accepted. The Agency considers that this new category of instructor is
needed.

FCL.930.FI
Partially accepted. Text of all training course paragraphs has been amended to
ensure consistency.

FCL.935.FI, FCL.935.CRI, FCL.930.IRI, FCL.935.SFlI
Accepted. Paragraph will be deleted for all categories of instructor, since with
the introduction of the general paragraph on skill tests it becomes redundant.

FCL.940.FI

Not accepted. The Agency’s proposal follows closely the text of JAR-FCL, and
the Agency does not intend to change it at this time without a dedicated
assessment.

FCL.930.TRI, FCL.930.CRI, FCL.930.IRI, FCL.930.MCCI

Deletion of paragraph (a) accepted, since with the new general paragraph
FCL.930 it becomes redundant.

New paragraph (b), the deletion of the LAFI is not accepted, since the LAFI
course includes more than enough hours of theoretical knowledge to allow the
credit to be given. However, this credit should be given towards the
instructional techniques element. The text will be amended to reflect this.

FCL.930.TRI (b)(4)

Not accepted. The Agency’s proposal follows closely the text of JAR-FCL, and
the Agency does not intend to change it at this time, without a dedicated
assessment.

FCL.930.TRI (c)
Partially accepted. Text has been amended accordingly.
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FCL.935.TRI
Accepted. Text has been amended accordingly.

FCL.940.TRI

Not accepted. The text proposed by the Agency is coming from JAR-FCL 2. The
Agency tried to harmonise the requirements for all categories of aircraft, and it
was considered that the requirements of JAR-FCL were the most adequate.

FCL.940.CRI
Not accepted. The text proposed follows the requirements of JAR-FCL 1.385.
The Agency does not intend to change them at this time.

FCL.930.SFI

Partially accepted.

The Agency does not accept the deletion of the need to cover the FFS content
of the type rating course.

As for your proposal of a new paragraph (c), it has been partially accepted.
Please see amended text.

FCL.940.SFI
Noted. The Agency has amended the text of this paragraph, as a result of
comments received. Please see amended text.

FCL.935.MCClI

Not accepted. The MCCI may not hold a licence, and therefore it doesn’t make
sense to require a skill test. In this case, the instructor will be assessed on the
elements of FCL.920 during the training course.

FCL.940.MCCI

Not accepted. Please see the reply above. However, please note that the text
of this paragraph has been amended as a result of the comments received.
Please see amended text.

FCL.930.STI and proposed FCL.935.STI
Not accepted. The STI may not hold a licence, and therefore it doesn’t make
sense to require a skill test.

FCL.940.STI.
Partially accepted. A requirement for refresher training has been included.
Please see the amended text.

4998 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Any Flight Instructors (with the possible exception of LAFIs) should hold a CPL
as an absolute minimum. The CPL brings with it greater knowledge and
experience purely by the fact that the FI has had to do more training to obtain
a CPL. ECA realises that there is a high turnover in the industry but, needless
to say, we oppose the recommendation that PPL Flight Instructors be allowed
to be paid as proposed in this legislation.

This provision is illegal in many EU countries, going against some social and
labour laws. All pilots who wish to be paid for their work have to have at least
a CPL. As an industry regulator, EASA should be striving for the highest
possible standards. It seems clear that a CPL FI has more experience and can
offer higher standards tof training to students han a PPL FI.
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Not accepted

The Agency considers this proposal disproportionate. It goes beyond what is
required in ICAO Annex 1 and what was established in JAR-FCL.

The issue of the remuneration of PPL holding instructors should be treated as a
separate issue, and not be used as a justification to increase the safety
requirements applicable to instructors.

5543 comment by: R Gyselynck

Balloons - LAFI and FI should be able to instruct for both LPL and BPL licences
(but LAFI unpaid). Anything else is an unnecessary complexity.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 2879 above.

5755 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: Subpart J

Page No: 45

Comment: Although it would require a significant rewrite of this subpart there
are significant advantages to restricting CRI and SFI to class rating instruction
and to reallocate SPA types to TRIs.

Justification: HPA are increasingly complex and require type specific
knowledge and qualification. The TRI training and testing requirements already
exist for Helicopters (single and multi —pilot) and MP Aeroplanes. This would
allow courses including type ratings courses and their instructor and examiners
to be tailored to the specific types.

Partially accepted

The Agency acknowledges your input.
Please see the replies to your dedicated comments in the relevant segments.

5811 comment by: UK Department for Transport

The UK Department for Transport endorses the comments by the UK CAA as
the UK's independant aviation safety regulator, on the proposals for flight
instructors.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges the information provided.

5826 comment by: UK Department for Transport

The UK Department for Transport is concerned at the potential negative
economic impact on EU Flight Training Organisations of the decision not to
transfer the JAR provisions that permit training third countries by overseas-
qualified instructors. In particular, in the absence of the bilateral aviation
safety agreement with the US the Department woud urge the agency to work
with the flight training sector to address this issue.
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Noted

The Agency acknowledges you input.

After carefully reviewing the several comments received regarding the issue of
training outside of the EU and specifically the qualification of instructors, the
Agency has decided to amend its initial proposals.

The requirement for instructors providing instruction for Part-FCL licences,
ratings and certificates outside the territory of the Member Sates will be:

— to hold an ICAO compliant licence and ratings conferring the privileges to fly
the aircraft used for instruction and covering the privileges for which
instruction is being sought;

— to hold the relevant instructor certificate issued in accordance with Part-FCL,
with a few additional requirements to ensure that they have the same level of
instructional competence as instructors holding a Part-FCL licence.

For more details please see the explanatory note to the CRD and the amended
text. The Agency considers that this solution is proportionate and ensures an
adequate level of safety.

6932 comment by: Roger B. Coote

There appears to be no place in the EASA structure for the BI rating. It has
been suggested that if the SPL or LPL allow passenger carrying, then BI
training will no longer be necessary. | disagree and as a BGA regional examiner
who has been closely involved with the introduction and development of the BI
rating, | believe that rating has served a useful purpose and that the BGA
needs to retain the authority, at club level, to continue to provide further
training above solo status before passenger carrying and basic instruction can
take place.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, our proposals already include a new category of instructor, with less
stringent requirements and more limited privileges than the Fl: the LAFI. The
Agency sees no need to include further categories of instructors, with even
more limited privileges or less stringent requirements.

7554 comment by: Needwood Forest Gliding Club

In UK Gliding we have a qualification of Basic Instructor. It is seen as a
stepping stone towards a full rating. To obtain that rating the pilot must have
the necessary experience and demonstarted the required comptence in a flying
test and oral examination.

We support any proposal that see the continuation of this scheme.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, our proposals already include a new category of instructor, with less
stringent requirements and more limited privileges than the Fl: the LAFI. The
Agency sees no need to include further categories of instructors, with even
more limited privileges or less stringent requirements.
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7849 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

EAS prefers the ICAO compliant “traditional” wording for the qualification to
instruct and that is the word "rating."
It is difficult to understand why this had to be changed to certificate.

Noted

It was already explained in the Explanatory Note why this change was made
(to comply with the expression used in the Basic Regulation) and that it didn’t
change the status of instructors, nor did it require the issue of a separate
document (see comment 2977 above).

7958 comment by: FAA

Comment: The term “accept” is not included in the Definitions sections of
Regulation (EC) No. 216/2008 or this NPA (FCL.010). The means of acceptance
of the pilot license permitted in FCL.900 (a) (1) (i) should be clarified.
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 previously addressed the issue by defining
requirements for instructors not holding a JAR-FCL license who wished to
instruct in training organizations outside of JAA Member States. However,
Appendix Il — Cross-Reference Tables (page 49) to this NPA indicates that
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 is not applicable. It, instead, refers the reader to
Article 7 of Regulation (EC) No. 216/2008. Article 7, 11, indicates that pilots
shall comply with the relevant “essential requirements” laid down in Annex 111
of (EC) No. 216/2008. The Annex states that flight and flight simulation
instruction must be given by appropriately qualified instructors and defines a
set of qualifications. It does not specifically note the issuance of an EASA
license.

The FAA interprets this to mean that flight and flight simulation instructors are
not required to hold a pilot’'s license issued under EASA FCL if they meet the
essential requirements defined in Annex 11l of (EC) No. 216/2008 but must be
acceptable (to the Authority). This interpretation is consistent with the US
requirements defined in 14 CFR 142.

Proposed change: Edit FCL.900 (a) (1) to clearly indicate the means of
acceptance of the instructors by including the provisions of Appendix 1 to JAR-
FCL1.300 in the new FCL regulation. This long-standing provision in the JAA
effectively provided training to European pilots for many years. Regarding this
last point, Explanatory Note 52 for Subpart J (page 30 of NPA 2008/17a)
indicates that special conditions in FAR-FCL for instructors working for training
organizations outside EU Member States’ territories were not kept because the
Basic Regulation did not foresee unilateral acceptance of instructor certificates.
This does not preclude the acceptance of instructor certificates. In addition,
Note 52 is silent on the acceptance of pilot’s licenses.

As written, the regulation could result in a loss or reduction in available
training for European pilots. This could have a significant impact on European
pilots and operations. For example, US training organizations received over
12,000 requests for training from EU Member State pilots in 2008; over 44,000
requests since October 2004. The cost of obtaining these approvals will have a
significant economic impact on US industry and may not be economically viable
for some organizations. Taking up the training load will overburden the current
European system and could compromise safety.
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Noted

Please see the reply to comment 5826 above.

8141 comment by: AOC holder. High Adventure Balloon Flights

Page 45 — 53 & 394 — 395 EASA Proposals for Instructors

The existing UK training system is much more practical than the proposed. 30
hours of classroom teaching prior to practical instruction is likely to be a real
disincentive to new applicants for Instructor rating. Perhaps if the time was to
be split to allow earlier practical training the disincentive would be removed.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree that the required 30 hours of theoretical
knowledge instruction and instructional techniques (which will lead to 4 days
classroom instruction) could be seen as a disincentive. On the contrary, the
Agency would like to emphasise that a well-founded theoretical knowledge and
the mentioned instructional techniques are absolutely necessary as a basis for
a safe and solid work as an instructor.

It should be also mentioned that the instructor has to achieve the
competencies mentioned in Annex Ill of the Basic Regulation (1.i.) and
explained in detail in FCL.920 and the related AMCs. This cannot be reached
without a proper training.

The Agency has evaluated several existing national systems for the training of
instructors. The proposal is based on these national requirements and it was
never questioned during the drafting phase of these requirements that this
specific theoretical training must be a key element of the instructor
qualification.

The proposal to split the time is not understood because the theoretical and
the practical instructor training (for the balloon category 3 hours of dual flight
instruction) has to be combined anyway in a practicable way. A split of the
required training lessons can be done at any time in order to start with the
practical instructor training.

8259 comment by: Queen's University Gliding Club
[This comment has also been copied to NPAs 2008-17a and 2008-17c]

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am the writing on behalf of the Queen’s University Gliding Club, Northern
Ireland as Treasurer in relation to the EASA proposals for licensing, medical
requirements and privileges detailed in NPA 2008-17.

Our University Gliding Club has currently around 65 members, the vast
majority of which are students. | would like to bring to your attention several
of the proposals in NPA 2008-17 which very likely to affect the viability of
continuing operation of our club. I chose to respond by letter as the comment
response tool did not offer the flexibility required to fully express our situation
and viewpoint.
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From reading the proposed document, it was very unclear as to how the
medical requirements might be fulfilled. We feel it is necessary that the GP
medical is recognised, as a requirement to visit an AME would prohibit many of
our members going solo due to expense.

Secondly, the removal of cloud flying privileges will affect the sport in many
ways. Reduction of the height band within which we can operate will adversely
affect safety, as this more constricted airspace will now be shared with GA
traffic. In addition, cloud base is generally much lower in the UK including
Northern Ireland than mainland Europe. As a result, much of the glider pilot’'s
time will be in selecting fields as opposed soaring.

These two issues alone will discourage many from participating which
will have a serious impact on our club and could lead to its demise.

Our club fully supports the BGA’s viewpoint on all of the remaining issues they
have raised, including the minima for aerotowing and aerobatics which seem
excessive; the removal of the Basic Instructor rating which will affect hundreds
of volunteer instructors across the UK with no clear statement of how this will
integrate into the new licence categories, and the existence of two licences
with identical instructional requirements yet different instructor privileges: LPL
(S) and SPL.

We are very disappointed that the above matters concerning glider pilots have
not been given more thought by EASA, as in addition to the problems stated,
the transition process alone has caused a considerable amount of hassle and
incurred significant costs for the club through the submission of a great deal of
paperwork.

I would like to see a resolution to the above issues with the goal of promoting
the sport of gliding within the UK, such that it continues to attract participants
as it has done for many years.

Yours faithfully,
David Lisk (Treasurer) Aby Rushton (Chairperson)

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion and the information provided.

As regards your first point on medical requirements, the Agency confirms that
its proposals include, in accordance with article 7(2) of the Basic Regulation,
the possibility, in the case of the LAPL, of a specific medical certificate that
takes into account the medical history of the applicant and that may be issued
by GMPs, if so permitted under national law. For those who wish to have
commercial activities and/or to fly outside Europe, there is also a possibility to
apply for a sailplane licence (SPL) with privileges in accordance with ICAO,
thus requiring a Class 2 medical certificate to be issued by an AME or AeMC.

As regards your second point, the issue of cloud flying and IMC conditions is
currently being discussed within the scope of a separate rulemaking task:
FCL.008. This was already indicated in NPA 2008-17a. The comments received
on A-NPA 14-2006 and on this NPA dealing with the issue of the Cloud Flying
Rating will be taken into account by this working group. The task FCL.008 will
result in an NPA which will be submitted to public consultation, and on which
you will be able to make your comments.
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Some other issues are mentioned very briefly in your comment. With a general
reference to one of the BGA comments, but without proposing any change, the
requirements, the towing rating, the aerobatic rating, the categories of
instructors and the proposal for two systems of sailplane licences are criticised.
Please check the responses given by the Agency to the BGA comments on
these segments.

The Agency would like to highlight that the proposals for the different ratings
are based on an evaluation of the existing requirements in different Member
States. Taking into account the comments received, some of the prerequisites
for the different ratings will be amended.

Regarding your comment on the different categories of instructors, it should be
mentioned that the Agency has proposed an LAFI category which should fulfil
the needs of a ‘Basic Instructor’ category. The conversion of national licences
or instructor ratings will be done by the Member States, in accordance with the
transition measures presented in the draft cover regulation published with this
CRD.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common
Requirements

comment | 691 comment by: Waikato Aviation Cluster
#44

The special conditions in JAR-FCL for instructors working for training
organisations outside a Member States (Appendix 1 to Part FCL52) are no
longer supported in the new rules. This is at odds with the stated desire for the
new rules to be based as much as possible on the JAA rules, and will have a
negative impact on the availability of new pilots. Please see attached letter, the
text of which is included below.

15th October 2008

Mr. Patrick Goudou

Executive Director

European Aviation Safety Agency
Postfach 10 12 53

D-50452 Kdln, Germany

Re: Proposed Pilot Licensing NPA No 2008-17a and 2008-17b
Dear Mr. Goudou:

The Waikato Aviation Cluster, based in Hamilton, New Zealand, is an active
aviation industry group that encourages the growth of the aviation industry in
the region. The Cluster is backed by two leading economic development
organisations, The Katolyst Group and New Zealand Trade & Enterprise. It has
come to our attention that the proposed Pilot Licensing NPA No 2008-17a and
2008-17b will have an adverse effect on pilot training organisations that are
not located within an EU Member State. | am writing to you to express our
concerns in this matter.
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New Zealand flight conditions are very conducive to training pilots. We have
less congestion of air space and greater availability of general aviation airports
than most other countries. From an EU perspective, we have a variety of
weather conditions and terrain that are similar to those that the pilots will
encounter in Europe. It is an ideal environment to train and present to you a
well-prepared pilot who will succeed at an EU-based commercial carrier.

As an example of the quality of the pilots, | would like to point to the
outstanding track record of CTC Aviation Training Limited (CTC) in Hamilton.
CTC Hamilton is a member of the Waikato Aviation Industry Cluster , and is a
subsidiary of CTC Aviation Group plc in the UK. The New Zealand business
trains over 200 pilots per annum, most destined for major European airlines.
As an indication of the quality of the training, 98.8% of these pilots pass all of
their exams on the first attempt with an average pass mark of 92.5%.

The pilot shortage is a much deeper issue than the quantity of pilots. It is a
shortage of well-qualified pilots who are well-trained and competent on the one
hand, and who are mature, responsible professionals who will meet industry
expectations. With the selection process and educational methods used by
CTC, the EU-based airline can be certain to receive a new pilot who will match
these criteria and exceed their expectations. The CTC-trained pilot is a valuable
long-term asset for the EU, and its loss will have a negative impact that far
exceeds standard economic calculations.

Our concern is that the EU will no longer be able to receive the benefits of the
pilot training being done in New Zealand. The proposed rules no longer provide
for standardisation of 3rd-country instructors to the EU rules, as was
previously provided in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL1.300. We interpret this to mean
that New Zealand instructors can no longer be brought to EU standards
through additional training. One conclusion is that CTC will only be able to
employ instructors who have been trained through the EASA licensing system,
thus excluding New Zealand trained instructors. This could further exacerbate
the current situation where there is a shortage of instructors to train the pilots
required by the airlines.

We are concerned that the rules will have a significant impact on EU-based
airlines by dramatically restricting the flow of new pilots to them. The pilot
shortage is an incontrovertible worldwide fact that cannot be resolved simply
by re-employing pilots who have recently lost jobs through airline failures
and/or mergers. If the proposed rules go into effect, and NZ can no longer
provide the EU with pilots, then the EU will incur hundreds of millions of
additional costs to replicate the facilities and runways already in existence in
New Zealand and to train pilots in an already congested EU airspace. We
believe that this action is not in the best interests of the EU, and respectfully
suggest that the provisions for standardising 3rd country instructors to EU
standards be added to FCL.900(a)(1). As part of the standardisation, we
suggest that the instructors be granted the EU licences and ratings equivalent
to the NZ ones that they possess, to be able to instruct in accordance with the
provisions of FCL.915(b)(c).

We do not ask for any special considerations relative to the level of proficiency
and competency of the instructors, nor of the pilots who graduate from our
flight schools. Rather, we expect New Zealand instructors and pilots to be at
least as proficient and competent as those trained in the EU. We want our
reputation to be a country which provides a superior quality pilot to our EU
customer-partners, and to the EU as a whole. We want to work in partnership,
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and are open to suggestions of ways to enhance this cooperation.

I will also be lodging the concerns raised in this letter on the required EASA
website.

Kind Regards,

John Jones
Chairman of the Waikato Aviation Industry Advisory Board

Noted

The Agency acknowledges you input.

After carefully reviewing the several comments received regarding the issue of
training outside of the EU and specifically the qualification of instructors, the
Agency has decided to amend its initial proposals.

The requirement for instructors providing instruction for Part-FCL licences,
ratings and certificates outside the territory of the Member Sates will be:

— to hold an ICAO compliant licence and ratings conferring the privileges to fly
the aircraft used for instruction and covering the privileges for which
instruction is being sought;

— to hold the relevant instructor certificate issued in accordance with Part-FCL,
with a few additional requirements to ensure that they have the the same level
of instructional competence as instructors holding a Part-FCL licence.

For more details please see the explanatory note to the CRD and the amended
text. The Agency considers that this solution is proportionate and ensures an
adequate level of safety.

3391 comment by: Peter MEECHAM
With balloons LAFI and FI should both be able to instruct for each licence.
Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

However, as a general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence
(and/or rating) he/she is providing flight instruction for. This is a commonly
agreed standard and the Agency cannot see a reason to change this.

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAQO).

6657 comment by: Kevin Ison

30 hours classroom training will discourage some people from applying.
Please split this down to 2x15 Level 1&2

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your proposal concerns the theoretical training as a part of the training course.
Nothing prevents the ATO offering such a training course to offer the required
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training in different parts divided as needed. Especially for ballooning, the
weather related factor will ask for some breaks of the classroom teaching in
order to do the practical training. As the practical training includes at least
three dual instruction flights, this flight training has to be completed anyway
before the future FI(B) will be allowed to do his/her examination. To divide the
30 hours of theoretical knowledge instruction required in 2 or even more
‘chunks’ is allowed and foreseen. The Agency does not understand the
problem.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common

Requirements — FCL.900 Instructor certificates - 45

comment | 188 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland
If the the name of the certificate is "Light Aircraft Flight Instructor”, there is no
reason for the pilots licence carrying another name. Once again, we repeat that
we do absolutely not like the name Leisure Pilot Licence. This licence has to be
named "Light Aircraft Pilot Licence".
Justification: The word "leisure" is not part of the aviation vocabulary, and
there is no "leisure car driver licence". We know, however, that the character
of the licence is written in the Basic Regulation which we cannot change for the
moment, but we will never support to the name "Leisure Pilot Licence".
For FCL.905.LAFI (f) (2) we think that 100 hours of instruction in the
appropriate aircraft category is sufficient.
Justification: If someone is not able to instruct correctly after 100 hours, this
person will never be able.

response | Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The name Leisure Pilot Licence (LPL) was used in the NPA based on the term
which was introduced by the Basic Regulation. Reviewing all the comments
received on this issue, the Agency realised that the wording ‘Leisure’ is not
well-accepted by General Aviation stakeholders.

The Agency has checked and reviewed the issue and has decided to change its
proposal and call this licence Light Aircraft Pilot Licence (LAPL), but to make
clear through a definition in the cover regulation that this licence is the Leisure
Pilot Licence mentioned in the Basic Regulation.

The text will be amended accordingly. The name LAFI will be kept for this
Subpart.

Regarding your second issue, the Agency has carefully reviewed the comments
received and agrees that the amount of flight instruction required in (f)(2)
could be lowered slightly. However, the Agency does not agree that 100 hours
of flight instruction would be sufficient as the experience requirement in order
to instruct for a LAFI certificate, as the instructors providing this kind of
training should have reached a high level of experience. Please see the
resulting text.
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521 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

J/Section 1
FCL.900

A licence holder should get the instructor rating(s) endorsed on his licence.
Only in cases of instructors not holding a licence a specific certificate or
authorisation should be issued. Avoid unnecessary deviation from ICAO
standards.

Clarification concerning instruction outside EASA.
Remark:

OR.ATO.145 refers to such training but there are no precise
requirements mentioned. Needs to be clarified.

(b) (1) add: Vintage aircraft
Noted

Your first suggestion is allowed in Part-AR. Please check NPA 2008-22.

It is clear that instruction can take place outside of the EU. Please see article
21(1)(b) of the Basic Regulation. The requirements are the same as for
training inside the EU, with the exception of some slight variation in relation to
the instructor’s certificate.

Please see also the reply to comment 559 below.

Vintage aircraft are included in Annex Il to the Basic Regulation; they are
therefore excluded from the scope of Community competence and
consequently from this Part.

559 comment by: Aviation New Zealand
#45

The special conditions in JAR-FCL for instructors working for training
organisations outside a Member States (Appendix 1 to Part FCL52) are no
longer supported in the new rules. This is at odds with the stated desire for the
new rules to be based as much as possible on the JAA rules, and will have a
negative impact on the availability of new pilots. Please see attached letters,
the text of which is included below.

16 October 2008

Mr. Patrick Goudou

Executive Director

European Aviation Safety Agency

Postfach 10 12 53

D-50452 Koln, Germany

Re: Proposed Pilot Licensing NPA No. 2008-17a and 2008-17b

Dear Mr. Goudou,

I am writing to you about concerns that Aviation New Zealand has relative to
NPA No. 2008-17a and 2008-17b, and to potential interpretation of the Basic
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Regulation 216/2008 (BR) published by EASA.

Aviation New Zealand, a wholly owned subsidiary of the Aviation Industry
Association of New Zealand, champions the international development of New
Zealand's aviation exports, and connects international customers with
appropriate solutions developed in New Zealand. Its functions are supported by
the New Zealand Government.

Several New Zealand flight training organisations ("FTOs") prepare new pilots
for professional careers with EU-based commercial carriers. Citizens of EU
Member States are trained in New Zealand to EU standards with New Zealand
instructors standardised to EU requirements. Our pilot training organisations
have produced more than 500 high-quality graduates, all of whom have
successfully secured a job flying for an EU commercial airline. We are proud
that we have had a positive role in addressing the pilot shortage in the EU.

Today training is in accordance with JAR standards, under the special
conditions in JAR-FCL for instructors working for FTOs outside the territory of
the EU Member States. In New Zealand, FTO compliance with the JAR training
standards is a top priority, to ensure that the organisation is run properly and
that pilots receive the proper training. We support the need to be rigorous in
adhering to both the letter and the spirit of these rules. Given our track record
of success, we can conclude that our efforts have been successful.

In all the documentation used by EASA prior to the published NPA it was stated
that the new pilot licensing rules would be based upon JAR-FCL, with minimal
changes only where necessary. Given the success of the training programs, it
was logical to expect that the new rules would allow FTOs to continue the
existing procedures for partial pilot training outside EU Member States.
However, the proposed rules do not appear to provide for acceptance of
instructor certificates issued by 3™ countries, nor do they provide an avenue
for instructors to be trained to EU standards.

If the above conclusion is correct, New Zealand FTOs will only be able to
employ instructors who have been trained through the EASA licensing system.
A pilot with a New Zealand instructor's licence may have to repeat most of
their training with an EU-licensed instructor, progressing through commercial,
multi-engine, instrument, and instructor ratings, before they could provide
instruction to pilots destined to fly for a major European airline.

This change presents a significant issue for New Zealand FTOs which currently
train under the present EU regulations, and also for FTOs that could train pilots
for European airlines in the future. We believe that the new rules would reduce
the flow of pilots into the European airlines at a time when they are already
short of qualified pilots. A further possible interpretation of the changes
suggests that existing highly-qualified and experienced air transport pilots
would not have their licences recognised by EASA. This would mean that they
could not fly for a European carrier. These new rules and possible
interpretations could impact adversely on the development of an internationally
competitive aviation industry in the EU and could place the EU at a significant
disadvantage compared to other countries.

The new rules, in our view, would adversely impact the future efficient
development of the pilot training industry world-wide. The concept that pilots
for the EU can only be trained by EASA licensed pilots is inconsistent with
stated EU trade policies. It might appear that since EASA does not, under these
proposals, recognise that a New Zealand licensed pilot is suitably qualified then
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is the natural next step to require all airline pilots flying in or out of the EC to
hold an EASA Licence?

Aviation New Zealand requests that EASA urgently review its interpretation of
the proposed rules and asks that the content of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL1.300
be retained.

I will also be lodging the concerns raised in this letter on the required EASA
website.

Sincerely,

John Nicholson
Chief Executive

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your input.

After carefully reviewing the several comments received regarding the issue of
training outside of the EU and specifically the qualification of instructors, the
Agency has decided to amend its initial proposals.

The requirement for instructors providing instruction for Part-FCL licences,
ratings and certificates outside the territory of the Member Sates will be:

— to hold an ICAO compliant licence and ratings conferring the privileges to fly
the aircraft used for instruction and covering the privileges for which
instruction is being sought;

— to hold the relevant instructor certificate issued in accordance with Part-FCL,
with a few additional requirements to ensure that they have the same level of
instructional competence as instructors holding a Part-FCL licence.

For more details please see the explanatory note to the CRD and the amended
text. The Agency considers that this solution is proportionate and ensures an
adequate level of safety.

634 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted
Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

1003 comment by: CAA Belgium

QUESTION: in order to avoid the issue of a separated document, can the
Instructor Certificate be issued to a pilot by writing on the pilot licence "FI"
under the item "Qualifications" ?

(a) (1) (i) It seems not clear enough who is the competent authority for issuing
an instructor certificate. Should it be the authority having issued the pilot
licence of the applicant or could it be any other competent authority ?

(b) What means exactly "In the case of introduction of a new aircraft" ?
e new in the world ?
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e new in the EU ?
e new in a Member State ?
e new in a company ?
It is not clear who is the competent authority in those cases.

Noted

The reply to your question is yes. This is allowed in Part-AR. Please check NPA
2008-22.

@) (1) (i)
It is the same authority that issued the licence of the pilot that is requesting
the instructor certificate. This is clear from the text of FCL.015.

(b)

The Agency agrees that the paragraph is not clear enough. This paragraph
intended to transpose JAR-FCL 1.300(a)(2)(1) and 2.305(a)(2)(i), which text
was also not clear. Taking into account the comments received on this issue,
and after consulting experts on what the intention of the paragraphs in JAR-
FCL was, the Agency decided to amended its initial proposal.

Please see amended text.

As for who is the competent authority in these cases, please see the reply to
your second question.

1122 comment by: GFD-OES

FCL.900 why is this paragraph starting with ...shall not...? | like it positive,
like in FCL.1000! I would change FCL.900 to read:

FCL.900 Instructor certificates
(a) General. Holders of an instructor certificate shall:
(1) for flight instruction in aircraft
(i) hold a license and rating at least equal to the license
and rating for which they are authorized to instruct and
which is issued or accepted in accordance with this
regulation
(ii) be qualified to act as pilot-in-command
(2) for synthetic flight instruction or multi-crew cooperation
instruction hold an instructor.....

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to be formulated in a positive manner.

1362 comment by: George Knight
FCL.900

There is a particular issue with respect to instructing for the proposed sailplane
towing rating in either aeroplanes or TMGs. The assumption made in this NPA
is that flight instructors qualified on either aeroplanes or TMGs as appropriate
must teach for this rating. Then problem is that very few aeroplane flying-
instructors have any skill, experience or knowledge of either gliding or
aerotowing operations. The current practice in gliding clubs (in the UK) is that
the most senior tow pilot in the club is appointed as Chief Tug Pilot and is
responsible for (among other things):
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e Selection of candidates from applicants (most gliding clubs are
frequently approached by PPL holders looking for cheap flying). The
preference is for experienced pilots who are already glider pilots and
thus familiar with glider operations and their limitations and know
where lift is to be expected so that they can tow gliders to the most
appropriate places.

e Training of tow pilots.

e Maintenance of standards with annual refresher / check flights.

There are many aspects of glider towing that are outside the knowledge and
experience of general aeroplane flying instructors (gliding operations, where lift
is to be found, engine handling after release from to avoid cylinder-head
cracking etc. There needs to be way to accredit aeroplane and TMG PPL/LPL
holders with appropriate experience with a certificate to enable them to
instruct and examine for this specialised rating without them needing to hold a
full instructor certificate.

| propose a combined Sailplane Towing Rating Instructor Certificate and
Examiner Certificate. The privileges would be to instruct for, examine and
renew this rating only. The requirement would be at least 250 hours on
aeroplanes and/or TMG; having done at least 250 aero tows and having
undergone a two-day training seminar to review and become familiar with the
training organisation's syllabus.

(a) (1) ...flight instruction for the purpose of gaining a rating or certificate...
There is the risk of inadvertently making it illegal for a pilot carrying a friend -
perhaps another pilot who has a rating in another type or class - to touch the
flying controls. Clearly any such activity would not count towards gaining a
rating or certificate.

FCL.900

There is a particular issue with respect to instructing for the proposed sailplane
towing rating in either aeroplanes or TMGs. The assumption made in this NPA
is that flight instructors qualified on either aeroplanes or TMGs as appropriate
must teach for this rating. Then problem is that very few aeroplane flying-
instructors have any skill, experience or knowledge of either gliding or
aerotowing operations. The current practice in gliding clubs (in the UK) is that
the most senior tow pilot in the club is appointed as Chief Tug Pilot and is
responsible for (among other things):

e Selection of candidates from applicants (most gliding clubs are
frequently approached by PPL holders looking for cheap flying). The
preference is for experienced pilots who are already glider pilots and
thus familiar with glider operations and their limitations and know
where lift is to be expected so that they can tow gliders to the most
appropriate places.

e Training of tow pilots.

e Maintenance of standards with annual refresher / check flights.

There are many aspects of glider towing that are outside the knowledge and
experience of general aeroplane flying instructors (gliding operations, where lift
is to be found, engine handling after release from to avoid cylinder-head
cracking etc. There needs to be way to accredit aeroplane and TMG PPL/LPL
holders with appropriate experience with a certificate to enable them to
instruct and examine for this specialised rating without them needing to hold a
full instructor certificate.
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| propose a combined Sailplane Towing Rating Instructor Certificate and
Examiner Certificate. The privileges would be to instruct for, examine and
renew this rating only. The requirement would be at least 250 hours on
aeroplanes and/or TMG; having done at least 250 aero tows and having
undergone a two-day training seminar to review and become familiar with the
training organisation's syllabus.

() (1) ...flight instruction for the purpose of gaining a rating or certificate...
There is the risk of inadvertently making it illegal for a pilot carrying a friend -
perhaps another pilot who has a rating in another type or class - to touch the
flying controls. Clearly any such activity would not count towards gaining a
rating or certificate.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The key message of your comment is that ‘very few aeroplane flying
instructors have any skill, experience or knowledge of either gliding or
aerotowing operations’.

Your proposal is to introduce a specific new ‘Sailplane Towing Rating Instructor
Certificate’ and an ‘Examiner Certificate’ for this purpose. You propose as
prerequisites 250 hours flight time in aeroplanes and/or TMG and at least 250
aero tows. This should be followed by a two-day training seminar but without
any need to hold one of the proposed instructor certificates.

At this time the Agency does not believe that new elements like the one
proposed by you should be added without a proper assessment. These subjects
(creation of a specific towing instructor and examiner rating) may be subject to
a future rulemaking task.

Based on the comments received on this issue (see also the responses
provided to some comments to Subpart | dealing with the same issue), the
Agency has decided to keep the specific privilege for the LAFI and the FI but to
introduce the demonstration of the ability to instruct for the towing rating to an
FI qualified in accordance with (j), like it was introduced for the night rating
already under JAR-FCL.

The reasoning behind this change is based on the fact that the Agency is of the
opinion that the LAFI or FI will gain the necessary skill, experience or
knowledge of either gliding or aerotowing operations already when receiving
the training for the towing rating (see FCL.805). The Agency cannot see why
an experienced instructor (for aeroplanes or for sailplanes) would need an
additional 2-days course in order to provide this training for this rating.

However, the Agency agrees that the LAFI/FI should have some experience in
towing themselves before providing the instruction for this rating. As it is
always very difficult to define a certain number of towing flights or hours (see
the responses to the comments dealing with the aerobatic rating), the Agency
decided to introduce as an experience requirement an additional demonstration
which has to be done with a highly qualified instructor. This will ensure that the
LAFI/FI has the experience needed.

Regarding your second proposal to add ‘for the purpose of gaining a rating or

certificate’ in FCL.900 (a)(1), the Agency does not agree as this is a general
requirement for all instructors and should not exclude a certain instruction
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activity. The Agency does not understand what this requirement has to do with
the case described by you that the requirement in (a)(1) as proposed would
make ‘it illegal for a pilot carrying a friend ... to touch the flying controls’. The
Agency would like to highlight that FCL.900 clarifies that only persons holding
an instructor certificate will be allowed to carry out flight instruction. The
Agency does not see a need for a change.

1556 comment by: IAAPS

" competent authority "

Who is the competent authority for instructors, for examiners, who might hold
licences issued by a different authority than the one who approves the FTO,
and different from the one who registered the aircraft flown? A definition for
competent authority is necessary.

Noted

The competent authority is the same authority that issued the licence of the
pilot that is requesting the instructor certificate. This is clear from the text of
FCL.015.

1571 comment by: IAAPS

under (b) insert Special condition (3) training conducted outside member
states by instructors not holding an instructor certificate issued under this
Subpart. Copy Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 transfering the text to AMC does
not make provision for the conduct of training by instructors who do not hold
an EASA instructor certificate

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

1579 comment by: Swiss Aviation Training-FTO

(b) Special conditions

JAR-FCL 1.300 provided special conditions for instructors not holding a JAR-FCL
licence to instruct in a TRTO outside JAA Member States or in a FTO partial
training outside JAA Member States in accordance with Appendix 1b to JAR-FCL
1.055.

This practice has proved beneficial to the JAA training organisations in several
areas including safety, capacity, flexibility, economy and environmental
factors.

To prevent disproportionate restrictions in future training activities of EASA

ATOs and TRTOs, a comparable special condition should be included in
FCL.900(b).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

1714 comment by: Sven Koch
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Muss gultige Pilotenlizenz und Fluglehrerberechtigung haben
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.900.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2218 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), 1ACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

Page 45 FCL 900 (a) (1) (ii) does not make provision for the conduct of training
by instructors who do not hold an EASA instructor certificate.

Proposal:

under (b) add Special condition (3): In the case of training conducted outside
member states, instructors not holding an instructor certificate issued under
this Subpart shall be qualified to an equivalent level.

Transfer text of Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 into new EASA AMC to FCL 900
(a) (1) (ii) to cover criteria for equivalent qualification..

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2219 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

FCL 915 (b) (i) does not make provision for the conduct of training by
instructors who do not hold an EASA instructor certificate.

Proposal: insert text after "given" "or comply with FCL 900 (b) (3)" (refernce
comment to FCL 900 (a) (1) (ii)

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2241 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

Airlines)

Comment 1: For these special conditions, provisions are needed to allow
manufacturer or ATO instructors of a third country for the training of
instructors.

Proposal :Proposal :Add in (b) (1), This specific certificate can be issued after
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an instructor course done in a manufacturer or ATO of a third country. AMC
900 Special Conditions 2.2 refers

In addition,

Comment 2: The (b)(1) sentence is too vague. It's when an operator
introduces new type of aircraft in his fleet that the special conditions are useful
and not only when a new type certificate is issued.

Proposal:Proposal :Precise in (b)(1) : in the case of (i) introduction of a new
aircraft type or (ii) introduction of new aircraft into an operators or ATOs fleet

Noted

Please see the replies to comments 559 and 1003 above.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,
Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2386 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group
Airlines)

FCL 900 (b) (2) Instructor certificates

Comment: Those requirements are new. There is nothing in JAR-FCL subpart H
on this subject.

Justification: To fulfil the instructor renewal requirements for a pilot holding a
special authorization is unnecessary. In case of application for a TRI rating, this
special authorization will be used during a short period for the purpose is for
the introduction of a new aircraft. The requirements on the pre requisites are
enough to change a special authorization holder into a full TRI.

Proposal: Change (b) (2) to read: "The holder of a certificate issued in
accordance with (b)(1) who wishes to apply for an instructor certificate shall
comply with the prerequisites established for that category of instructor.”

Noted

The purpose of this paragraph is to allow instructors that hold a certificate
limited to specific conditions to obtain a full instructor certificate without
having to comply with the requirements for the initial issue of that certificate.
The Agency considers that the requirement to demonstrate the prerequisites as
well as compliance with revalidation requirements is adequate and
proportionate in this case. Please note also that since nothing was foreseen in
JAR-FCL, this possibility of credit was not there.

2522 comment by: ETPS CI
17b FCL 900 (a)

A person shall not carry out:

(1) flight instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:
(i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this Regulation;
(ii) an instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given,

Comment 3: ETPS currently flies and instructs under military regulations.
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Instructors are rigorously monitored and examined but do not necessarily hold
civilian licenses. ETPS would seek either an exemption or an Acceptable Means
of Compliance (AMC) for this rule, i.e. an acceptance of UK MOD regulation
equivalence which would lead to ETPS becoming an EASA “accepted flight test
training organisation”.

Noted

Provisions on the conversion of military qualifications and training into Part-FCL
qualifications have been included in the cover regulation. Please see text as
published with this CRD.

Please note also that nothing prevents a military school from applying for a

civil approval, as long as the civil requirements are met.

2550 comment by: Airbus
THIS COMMENT IS SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF ASD

AFFECTED PARAGRAPH:
FCL.900 Instructor _certificates

PROPOSED CHANGE:

Add a new subparagraph (c), as follows:

(c) Pilots holding a flight test rating and having been involved in the
development and certification flight tests for an aircraft type, including at least
10 hours as pilot in command, and holding an instructor certificate (for any
other aircraft type), shall be entitled to get an instructor certificate for that
aircraft type.

JUSTIFICATION:
The type rating of instructors having flown, as test pilots, the aircraft for its
development and certification needs to be addressed as a special case

Partially accepted

Please see amended text.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580
French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL 900 (a) (1) () :

2762

FFA underscores the words "a licence ... accepted in accordance with this
Regulation™, which require clarification.

Should these words mean a licence issued by a NSA prior to the entry in force
of this regulation and converted into an EU-FCL licence, they should apply to
the instructor certificate as well.

Accordingly, FFA proposes to introduce a general principle in the appropriate
chapter saying that licences, ratings and certificates once converted are fully
considered as EU-FCL licences, ratings and certificates and to delete in this
specific subparagraph the words "or accepted ... this regulation”.
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Noted

This expression refers to licences issued by third countries and accepted in
accordance with Annex 111 to the licensing cover regulation; not to EU national
licences that will be converted into licences issued in accordance with Part-FCL.

Please see also the reply to comment 559 above.

2826 comment by: CAE

FCL.900(b) does not retain the condition granted under JAR-FCL 1.300 for
synthetic flight instruction by instructors outside a member state that do not
hold a JAA/EASA license. We understood the text of JAR-FCL was supposed to
be used as the basis of EASA part FCL unless the basic regulation directed
otherwise or a change would have a positive effect on European aviation
safety. We see nothing in the basic regulation that would indicate the
commission’s intent to remove this specific authorization and it can be argued
that FCL 900(b) as written adds nothing to the safety of the European Aviation
community.

Therefore, we request that JAR-FCL 1.300 (a) (2) (iii) be included in FCL.900
(b) as follows:

"FCL.900 (b)(3) Training conducted outside member states by instructors not
holding an instructor certificate issued under this Subpart, who otherwise hold
equivalent ICAO member state instructor authority.."

Reference comment #2828
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

3058 comment by: PPL/IR Europe

Our comment in this section also concerns the approval of TRTOs which is not
covered in this part. We have read the input of the British Business and
General Aviation Association on this subject, in respect of FCL900, AMC to
FCL900 and NPA22c, and fully endorse and support their comments.

The current wording of this section seriously impacts operators of both
specialised aircraft types, and general-purpose types with very small fleet sizes
based in Europe. In Europe, there may not be type-experienced Instructors or
type-specific Training Devices available. It may not be practical or economic for
instructors to qualify for EASA certificates, for non-European training
organisations to gain EASA approval, or for non-EASA Flight Training Devices
to be EASA approved.

In its current form, EASA FCL will force operators of such aircraft to either

- conduct initial and recurrent training with less experienced instructors and
organisations

- conduct Type Rating training in actual aircraft, rather than FTDs/Sims

The latter outcome, in particular, would be highly perverse, and in no

stakeholders interest. Forcing training to take place in an aircraft rather than
an FTD/Sim has safety, cost and environmental penalties which we need not
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emphasise, because they are so well established.

We are aware of the EU legal framework within which EASA must develop
Implementing Rules. We refer to our comment on FCL.035 in this respect. We
believe EASA is obliged to seek solutions that meet stakeholders interest within
this framework, and not to use it as a crude bludgeon. Just as there is a
"special condition" for the introduction of new aircraft which is, presumably in
compliance with the BRs/ERs, we believe a special condition can be made for
existing aircraft types which lack EASA approved Training organisations, as per
the existing provisions of JAR FCL 1.055 and 1.300

Annex 1l of the BRs, section 1.i.2 states that:

Flight instructors must also be entitled to act as pilot in command on the
aircraft for which instruction is being

given, except for training on new aircraft types.

However, we do not interpret this as precluding Instructors who are qualified
to act as PIC on an existing aircraft type under a non-EASA ICAO register to
conduct training under such a special condition. Our suggestion as to the spirit
and intent to be achieved in FCL is to add the following to FCL.900.(b)

(3) In the case of existing aircraft, when compliance with the requirements
established in this Subpart is not possible due to the small fleet size operating
in Europe, the competent authority shall issue a specific certificate giving
privileges for flight instruction. Such a certificate shall be limited to the
instruction flights necessary for type-specific initial and recurrent training, and
its validity shall not, in any case, exceed 3 years.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1003 above and the amended text.

3129 comment by: OAA Oxford

The provisions of JAR-FCL 1.055 (a) (1), Appendix 1b to JAR-FCL 1.055, JAR-
FCL 1.300 (a) (2) (iii)) and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 (1) have not been
incorporated.

Proposed text for FCL.900

(a) General. A person shall not carry out:

(1) Flight Instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this Regulation and an
instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in accordance
with this Subpart; or

(i) a specific authorisation granted by an EU national authority and an
instructor certificate issued by that authority where training is conducted
outside EU states by instructors not holding an EU licence (see AMC to
FCL.900)

Proposed text for AMC to FCL.900

2 Special conditions
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2.4

(a) Instructors seeking to instruct for an EU licence including class and
instrument ratings shall:

(i) hold at least a CPL and ratings issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1
required by the respective non EU state for the instruction to be given on
aircraft registered in that state;

(ii) have completed at least 500 hours of flight time as a pilot of aeroplanes of
which at least 200 hours shall be as a flight instructor, including experience in
the role of instruction to be given, and meet the experience requirements of
FCL.905 FI as appropriate;

(iii) have completed in accordance with EU Part FCL the approved relevant
course(s) of theoretical instruction and flight training. The course may be
modified, as approved by the Authority, taking into acount the previous
training and the experience of the applicant, but shall comprise at least 30
hours of ground instruction and 15 hours of dual flight instruction performed by
a flight instructor holding a EU FCL licence and certificate in accordance with
FCL.905.FI (j);

(iv) have passed the skill test set out in FCL.935.FI;
(v) validity period of the certificate and authorisation is three years

(vi) revalidation or renewal of any certificate and authorisation issued in
accordance with para (i) - (iv) above shall be in accordance with FCL.940.FI.

(b) the authorisation will be restricted as follows:
(i) no instruction for the issue of any instructor ratings;
(ii) no instruction within a EU member state;

(iii) instruction to students only who have sufficient knowledge of the language
in which instruction is given;

(iv) to those parts of the ATP integrated course where the instructor can
demonstrate the experience relevant to the intended training according to
paragraph 2.4 a 0 (ii);

(v) no instruction for MCC training
Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

3449 comment by: Boeing

Boeing Commercial Airplanes comments re:
NPA 2008-17b

Page: 45

Paragraph: FCL.900 (a)(1)
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Boeing suggests that the following changes be made: Add a new subparagraph
(2)(1)(iii) that states:

“(iii) or is an instructor employed by a manufacturer or a manufacturer’'s ATO,
in which case an ICAO-accepted license, type rating, and instructor
authorization is required without further satisfying (i) and (ii)."
JUSTIFICATION: Safe introduction of new airplanes possibly needs to be
done by the manufacturers or manufacturers’ ATOs' instructors. This is
consistent with BR 216/2008.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above and the replies to comments on
Annex |11 to the cover regulation.

3636 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
FCL900 (a) (1)

e The implication for UK and European FTOs with training centres outside
of Europe is that all FIs would have to be given EU licences and FI
certificates. Under the current and proposed system, this would involve
each FI studying for and sitting the 14 theoretical exams and meeting
all CPL flying requirements, since Annex Il to the IRs as published at
NPA-17a only permit “acceptance” of a foreign licence for a maximum of
one year. A full-time course of study for these exams takes 6 months
and Fls would be non-productive during this time. Moreover, there is
doubt over whether professional Fls from overseas would be prepared
to undertake this commitment — or to bond themselves for the costs
involved. Hence, the training schools may well not be viable under the
current proposals.

Within the north west of Europe the poor weather, congested airspace
and airports, lack of a pool of FIs and high costs would make it very
difficult for FTOs to compete with overseas schools; hence the EASA
proposal is both highly damaging and anti-competitive — shifting the
balance away from the level playing field to those states in Europe with
favourable conditions for FTOs.

No RIA has been performed on this limitation of existing trading
arrangements, which will have severe implications on the sector of the
European training industry which relies on non-European training
establishments. AN EU/US bilateral would ease the situation, but this is
by no means guaranteed before the 2012 deadline. There needs to be a
contingency plan for the eventuality that such a bilateral is not in place
before this date.

Our belief is that this restriction is due to a misinterpretation of the
intent of Basic Regulation 216/2008.

Suggestion:

The provisions of JAR FCL 1.055 and JAR FCL 1.300 should be reinstated;
namely:

JAR FCL 1.055 (a) (1):
“....Part of the training may be performed outside the JAA member States”.
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Appendix 1 b to JAR FCL 1.055 “Partial Training outside JAA Member States”
lists the requirements that FTOs must comply with: Sub para (e): “Instruction
may only be given under the direct control of a CFI(A) or nominated deputy
holding a JAR-FCL licence and instructor rating .... who is to be present when
training is given in the non JAA Member State.”

JAR FCL 1.300 (a):

“A person shall not carry out the flight instruction required for the issue of any
pilot licence or rating unless that person has....(2) A specific authorisation
granted by a JAA Member State in cases where...(iii) training is conducted
outside JAA Member States by instructors not holding a JAR-FCL licence..”
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 “Requirements for a specific authorisation for
instructors not holding a JAR-FCL licence to instruct in a TRTO outside JAA
Member States or in a FTO partial training outside JAA Member States in
accordance with Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.055”. This lays down various
conditions that the instructors must fulfil, for instance undertaking a course of
instruction, under a JAR Fl, of 30 hours theory and 15 hours flying. There are
also conditions, for example, no instruction by the FI within a JAA

replace "this Regulation™ with "ICAO Annex 1"
add "or ICAO requirements"

FCL900 (a) (2)

e Training in synthetic Training Devices need not be limited to current
holders of EASA licenses. There needs to be provision for equivalents

Suggestion:
Add new para (b) (3) as follows: "SFl's and STI's are exempt from medical
requirements relating to the issuance of aircraft licenses"

Noted

Please see the replies to comment 559 and 3686.

3686 comment by: OAA Oxford

Training in Synthetic Training Devices need not be limited to current holders of
EASA licences. There needs to be provision for equivalents. Suggestion: Add
new paragraph (b) (3) as follows: SFIs and STIs are exempt from medical
requirements relating to the issuance of aircraft licenses.

Not accepted

This is already clear from the text of the proposal. SFIs and STIs do not
necessarily need to hold a licence. Since the medical certificate is related to the
licence, and not to the instructor certificate, if the pilot does not hold a licence,
he/she does not need a medical certificate.

3845 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.900:

The basic regulation has defined that a licence is a certificate and that a rating
(i.e. instructor rating) might be entered on a licence.

An additional instructor certificate might only be necessary if the instructional
personnel is not required to hold a licence any more, e.g MCCI, SFI or STI,
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who have been issued an authorisation under JAR-FCL. The general deletion of
instructor ratings to be replaced by instructor certificates is not supported.

A licence (,certificate*) holder should get the instructor rating(s) endorsed on
his licence. Only in cases of instructors not holding a licence a specific
certificate or authorisation should be issued. Avoid unnecessary deviation from
ICAO and other international standard terminology about instructor ratings.
Avoid unnecessary bureaucratic consequences on issuing additional
certificates. EASA seems to have focused only on article 7(5) and thereby
overlooked or put aside article 3.

Noted

Part-AR establishes that an instructor certificate can either be issued as a
separate document, or endorsed on the pilot licence. Please check NPA 2008-
22.

4482 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:
FCL 900 (b) (2) Instructor certificates (b) Special conditions
(1) (2) The holder of a certificate issued in accordance with (b)(1) who
wishes to apply for an instructor certificate shall comply with the
prerequisites and revalidation requirements established for that
category of instructor.

Comment:

Those requirements are new. There is nothing in JAR-FCL subpart H on this
subject

Justification: To fulfil the TRI renewal requirements for a pilot holding a
special authorization is unnecessary. In case of application for a TRI rating, this
special authorization will be used during a short period for the purpose is for
the introduction of a new aircraft. The requirements on the pre requisites are
enough to change a special authorization holder into a full TRI.

Proposal:
(2) The holder of a certificate issued in accordance with (b)(1) who wishes to
apply for an instructor certificate shall comply with the prerequisites and

revalidationreqguirements-established for that category of instructor.
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 2386 above.

It is true that this paragraph did not exist in JAR-FCL. The intention of the
Agency when adding it was to allow the pilots who hold a specific instructor
authorisation to apply directly for the instructor certificate. If nothing was said,
like in JAR-FCL, then they would have to comply with all the requirements once
the special authorisation would be over.

4493 comment by: Max Heinz Katzschke

Unter Beachtung meines Kommentars zu NPA 2008-17a Comt#328-2):
..... "Das Vergeben der Erlaubnisse LPL(S) und SPL halte ich fir einen
unnotigen burokratischen Aufwand. Die Unterschiede der daraus resultierenden
Befahigungen sind so gering (das Recht, gegen Bezahlung zu fliegen; die
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Komformitéat zu ICAO-Regeln), dass es keiner gesonderten Erlaubnis bedarf"...
sollte bei der Vergabe nur einer Lizenz zum Fuhren von Segelflugzeugen (also
entweder LPL(S) oder SPL) hier entsprechend korrigiert werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as a general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence
(and/or rating) he/she is providing flight instruction for. This is a commonly
agreed standard and the Agency cannot see a reason to change this.

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAQO).

4551 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:

(b) Special conditions

(1) In the case of introduction of new aircraft, when compliance with the
requirements established in this Subpart is not possible, the competent
authority shall issue a specific certificate giving privileges for flight instruction.
Such a certificate shall be limited to the instruction flights necessary for the
introduction of the new type of aircraft and its validity shall not, in any case,
exceed 3 years.

Comment: The (b)(1) sentence is too vague. It's when an operator introduces
new type of aircraft in his fleet that the special conditions are useful and not
only when a new type certificate is issued.

Proposal: Precise in (b)(1) : introduction of a new aircraft in an operator’s
fleet

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 1003 above.

4560 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:

(b) Special conditions

(1) In the case of introduction of new aircraft, when compliance with the
requirements established in this Subpart is not possible, the competent
authority shall issue a specific certificate giving privileges for flight instruction.
Such a certificate shall be limited to the instruction flights necessary for the
introduction of the new type of aircraft and its validity shall not, in any case,
exceed 3 years.

Comment:

For these special conditions, provisions are needed to allow manufacturers’
instructors of a third country for the training of instructors.

Proposal :

Add in (b) (1), This specific certificate can be issued after an instructor course
done in a third country manufacturer.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above and to the replies to comments on
Annex |1l to the cover regulation.
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4636 comment by: Diether Memmert
(a)(1) Auf dem Sektor Segelflug/TMG fehlt eine Uebergangsbestimmung
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not understand the meaning behind your comment.
FCL.900 is dealing with the instructor certificates and (a)(1) explains only that
an instructor shall hold a pilot licence and an instructor certificate. The Agency
cannot see the link for some kind of a transition measure for FI(S) with TMG.

5308 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:
(a) (a) General. A person shall not carry out:

(1) flight instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:
(i) (i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with
this Regulation;
(i) an instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in
accordance with this Subpart;

(1) (2) synthetic flight instruction or multicrew cooperation
instruction unless he/she holds an instructor -certificate
appropriate to the instruction given, issued in accordance
with this Subpart.

(b) (b) Special conditions
(1) In the case of introduction of new aircraft, when compliance with the
requirements established in this s Subpart is not possible, the competent
authority shall issue a specific certificate giving privileges for flight instruction.
Such a certificate shall be limited to the instruction flights necessary for the
introduction of the new type of aircraft and its validity shall not, in any case,
exceed 3 years.

Comment:
Appendix 1 to JAR—FCL 1.300
Requirements for a specific authorization for instructors not holding a JAR—FCL
licence to instruct in a TRTO outside JAA Member States or in a FTO partial
training outside JAA Member States in accordance with Appendix 1b to JAR-FCL
1.055
is missing.
Special conditions for instructors that existed in JAR-FCL appendix 1.300 have
not been kept. This would have a lot of unexpected consequences
1. Environmental:
161000 flying hours flown outside EU states have to be undertaken in a
limited and crowded airspace. 500.000 take offs and landings have to
take place on EU airports with the noise and pollution effects
associated.
2. Social:
the result will be a lack of professional pilots in the near future.
3. Economy:
It will be a disadvantage for EU operators due to lack of pilots and a
higher cost of ab initio flight training.
4. Competition:
All the airlines outside of EU territory will have an advantage for they
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can easily assess training facilities at lower costs.
5. Safety

The present system has produced a high level of safety for many major

European airlines for more than 30 years.
Proposal :
The agency should provide special certificates for instructors not holding EASA
certificates and providing training for European pilots on the same way that the
one described in Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

5311 comment by: AEA

Relevant text

(b) Special conditions
(1) In the case of introduction of new aircraft, when compliance with
the requirements established in this Subpart is not possible, the
competent authority shall issue a specific certificate giving privileges for
flight instruction. Such a certificate shall be limited to the instruction
flights necessary for the introduction of the new type of aircraft and its
validity shall not, in any case, exceed 3 years.

(2) The holder of a certificate issued in accordance with (b)(1) who wishes to

apply for an instructor certificate shall comply with the prerequisites and

revalidation requirements established for that category of instructor.

Comment: This paragraph doesn’t have provisions for instructors who do not
hold a EASA instructors certificate like in Appendix 1 of JAR-FCL 1. 300.

Proposal:

Add 3)

In the case of training outside Member States for EU applicants, instructors not
holding an instructor certificate issued under this SubPart shall be qualified to
an adequate level.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

5423 comment by: CAA Belgium

The basic regulation has defined that a licence is a certificate and that a rating
(i.e. instructor rating) might be entered on a licence.

An additional instructor certificate might only be necessary if the instructional
personnel is not required to hold a licence any more, e.g MCCI, SFI or STI,
who have been issued an authorisation under JAR-FCL. The general deletion of
instructor ratings to be replaced by instructor certificates is not supported.

A licence (,certificate*) holder should get the instructor rating(s) endorsed on
his licence. Only in cases of instructors not holding a licence a specific
certificate or authorisation should be issued. Avoid unnecessary deviation from
ICAO and other international standard terminology about instructor ratings.
Avoid unnecessary bureaucratic consequences on issuing additional
certificates. EASA seems to have focused only on article 7(5) and thereby
overlooked or put aside article 3.

Page 44 of 801



response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3845 above.

5695 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

Specify which Authority is allowed to deliver authorizations. All the IR must
explicit clearly who is the competent authority, including EASA may be such an
authority. Considering instruction/testing of a pilot with a license delivered by
authority A, with an instructor/examiner with a license delivered by authority B
and TRE/TRI potentially delivered by authority C, performing instruction on
behalf of an ATO authorized by authority D on a simulator approved by EASA
outside Europe: Who is the competent authority ?

Moreover the case of a training conducted by an instructor not holding an EASA
instruction certificate is not provisioned: we request this issue to be addressed.
To that extent please add

(b) Special conditions (3): “Training conducted outside member states by
instructors not holding an instructor certificate issued under this subpart.”
Copy appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 transferring the test to AMC”

Noted

In relation to who is the competent authority, please see the reply to comment
1003 above.

In relation to the issue of training outside of the EU, please see the reply to
comment 559 above.

5951 comment by: Dassault Aviation

Comment from Dassault-Aviation/ DGAC-DSOF

NPA 2008-17b Subpart J FCL 900 (a)(2)

Text

(2) synthetic flight instruction or multicrew cooperation instruction unless
he/she holds an instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given,
issued in accordance with this Subpart.

Comments

Dassault Aviation is concerned with the impossibility for Synthetic Flight
Instructor (SFI) to continue providing EASA/JAA instruction if this SFI does not
hold an instructor certificate issued in accordance with EASA rule.

From our understanding of this NPA, a SFI should hold or have held a
JAA/EASA professional pilot license to be allowed to provide EASA training. As
the great majority of these SFIs cannot comply with medical requirements,
they could not be eligible to an European professional pilot license which
constitutes a prerequisite to become SFI.

As of today around 50% of Falcon JAA/EASA trainings are currently provided
by instructors who are not able to hold a full JAA/EASA license (no medical for
instance).

To cope with this situation, training providers would have two solutions:

1- They hire full EASA licensed personnel, assuming they find some in the
market. This would create a huge and unrealistic impact on cost.

2- They use the remaining instructor resources to train the EASA pilots. This
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would have a tremendous impact on aircraft deliveries as the Falcon EASA
training capacity would not meet the EASA pilot demand.

Proposal
As there is no apparent added training value to these proposed changes nor

added safety benefit, Dassault Aviation proposes a grandfather rule for current
instructors providing JAA/EASA training, or a bilateral agreement between FAA
and EASA concerning SFI license validation.

Noted

Grandfathering measures for instructors currently holding JAR-FCL
qualifications have been included in the cover regulation. Please see text
published with this CRD.

In what relates to training outside of the EU, please see the reply to comment
559 above.

6056 comment by: Bristow Academy

My comment # 298 refers to instruction outside the EU and the following are
Suggested Amendments to NPA17b to continue the JAR 1.055/2.055/1.300
and Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.305 Provisions

The following suggests specific amendments that might be made to NPA17b in
order to incorporate the provisions of JAR FCL 1.055/2.055/1.300 and
Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 2.305

NPA17b:
Subpart J — Instructors
FCL 900
General. A person shall not carry out:
(1) flight instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:

(a) A pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this regulation

(b) An instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in
accordance with this Subpart
or

(c) where training is to take place outside an EU Member State, a
specific Authorisation granted by an EU national authority.

(d) complies with the requirements of the country in which the
training takes place

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

6142 comment by: British Airways

The sentance b (1) does not specifically refer to the introduction of a new
aircraft type into an operators fleet.

Suggestion add in bold:
In the case of the introduction of a new aircraft type into an operators fleet

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 1003 above.
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6330 comment by: Naples Air Center. Inc.

In refence to FCL.900 instructor certificates, an ammendment to NPA17b is
suggested to incorporate provisions made by JAR 1.055/2.055/1.300 and
appendix 1 to JAR 2.305. These provisions are such to allow ICAO instructors
to conduct training under this part with special authorisation by JAA licencing
state for FTO's approved to conduct training in their nation outside of JAA
member states.

Suggestions for ammendments to this part would read as follows:
FCL 900 Instructor Certificates
a. General. A person shall not carry out:

1. flight instruction in an aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) a pilots licence issued or accepted in accordance with this regulation;

(ii) an instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in
accordance with this subpart; or

(iii) where training is to be conducted at an EASA approved FTO outside of
EASA member states, a specific authorisation be granted to allow ICAO
licence holders of that State to conduct training under this subpart

(iv) complies with the requirements of the country in which the training is
conducted.

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

63868 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association
Add words:

(a) General. A person shall not carry out:

(1) flight instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) for helicopter and airplanes instruction, a pilot licence issued or
accepted in accordance with this Regulation;

Justification:

Any Flight Instructors (with the possible exception of LAFIs) should hold a CPL
as an absolute minimum. As the CPL brings with it greater knowledge and
experience purely by the fact that the FlI has had to do more training to obtain
a CPL. ECA realises that there is a high turnover in the industry. However, the
recommendation that PPL Flight Instructors be allowed to be paid as proposed
in this legislation is not acceptable. This provision is illegal in many EU
countries, going against some social and labour laws. All pilots who wish to be
paid for their work have to have at least a CPL. As an industry regulator, EASA
should be striving for the highest possible standards. A CPL Fl is more lhas
more experience and would in principle provide higher quality instruction than
a PPL holder.

Not accepted

The proposal made in this comment exceeds what is foreseen in ICAO Annex 1,
and what was established in JAR-FCL.
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The Agency considers that requiring an Fl that is providing instruction for a
PPL, for example, to hold a CPL is disproportionate.

7270 comment by: ECOGAS
#46

Current wording:

"A person shall not carry out:

(1) flight instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this Regulation;

(i) an instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in
accordance with this Subpart;"

Issue:

The implication for European FTOs with training centres outside of Europe is
that all FIs would have to be given EU licences and FI certificates. Under the
current and proposed system, this would involve each FlI studying for and
sitting the 14 theoretical exams and meeting all CPL flying requirements, since
Annex Ill to the IRs as published at NPA-17a only permit “acceptance” of a
foreign licence for a maximum of one year. A full-time course of study for
these exams takes 6 months and Fls would be non-productive during this time.
Moreover, there is doubt over whether professional Fls from overseas would be
prepared to undertake this commitment — or to bond themselves for the costs
involved. Hence, the training schools may well not be viable under the current
proposals.

European schools process at least 1500 professional pilots per year through
non-EU facilities, safely, under the provisions of JAR 1.055 and JAR 1.300.
There is no safety case to shift the balance away from the level playing field
which exists today.

No RIA has been performed on this limitation of existing trading arrangements,
which will have severe implications on the sector of the European training
industry which relies on non-European training establishments. Bilaterals are
not a solution to this issue, as multiple countries are involved and there is not
time to obtain the required bilaterals before 2012.

Our belief is that this restriction is due to a misinterpretation of the intent of
Basic Regulation 216/2008. The attached document, submitted to the
European Commission by ECOGAS, examines this issue in detail.

Suggestion:

The provisions of JAR FCL 1.055 and JAR FCL 1.300 should be reinstated;
namely:

(a) General. A person shall not carry out:

(1) Flight Instruction in aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this Regulation and an
instructor certificate appropriate to the instruction given, issued in accordance
with this Subpart; or

(i) a specific authorisation granted by an EU national authority and an
instructor certificate issued by that authority where training is conducted
outside EU states by instructors not holding an EU licence (see AMC to
FCL.900)

Proposed text for AMC to FCL.900

2 Special conditions

2.4

(a) Instructors seeking to instruct for an EU licence including class and
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instrument ratings shall:

(i) hold at least a CPL and ratings issued in accordance with ICAO Annex 1
required by the respective non EU state for the instruction to be given on
aircraft registered in that state;

(ii) have completed at least 500 hours of flight time as a pilot of aeroplanes of
which at least 200 hours shall be as a flight instructor, including experience in
the role of instruction to be given, and meet the experience requirements of
FCL.905 FI as appropriate;

(iii) have completed in accordance with EU Part FCL the approved relevant
course(s) of theoretical instruction and flight training. The course may be
modified, as approved by the Authority, taking into acount the previous
training and the experience of the applicant, but shall comprise at least 30
hours of ground instruction and 15 hours of dual flight instruction performed by
a flight instructor holding a EU FCL licence and certificate in accordance with
FCL.905.FI (j);

(iv) have passed the skill test set out in FCL.935.FI;

(v) validity period of the certificate and authorisation is three years

(vi) revalidation or renewal of any certificate and authorisation issued in
accordance with para (i) - (iv) above shall be in accordance with FCL.940.FI.
(b) the authorisation will be restricted as follows:

(i) no instruction for the issue of any instructor ratings;

(ii) no instruction within a EU member state;

(iii) instruction to students only who have sufficient knowledge of the language
in which instruction is given;

(iv) to those parts of the ATP integrated course where the instructor can
demonstrate the experience relevant to the intended training according to
paragraph 2.4 a 0 (ii);

(V) no instruction for MCC training

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

7273 comment by: ECOGAS
Para (a)(2)

Current wording
"synthetic flight instruction....unless he/she holds an instructor -certificate
appropriate to the instruction given, issued in accordance with this Subpart.”

Issue

Training in synthetic Training Devices need not be limited to current holders of
EASA licenses. There needs to be provision for appropriately-eligible candidates
who are not current licence holders.

Suggestion
Add new para (b) (3) as follows: "SFl's and STI's are exempt from medical
requirements relating to the issuance of aircraft licenses"

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3886 above.

7516 comment by: Graham PHILPOT
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As far as balloon instruction is concerned | believe the difference between a an
LAFI and an FIl is that FI is able to charge for instruction and will have a
‘commercial’ licence.

LAFIs and Fls should be able to instruct for both an LPL and BPL

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as a general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence
(and/or rating) he/she is providing flight instruction for. This is a commonly
agreed standard and the Agency cannot see a reason to change this.

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

7530 comment by: FlightSafety International

Does not make provision for the conduct of training by instructors who do not
hold an EASA licence or instructor certificate. Many organizations use
instructors and facilities outside the EU and there are no safety impact with the
training. The intent of the EC is to replicate the current JAR-FCL in Part FCL.

In (b) insert Special condition (3) for training conducted outside member
states by instructors not holding an instructor certificate issued under this
Subpart. Copy Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 transfering the text or in the AMC

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

7631 comment by: Atlantic Training Support

FCL.900 (a)(1) The provisions of JAR-FCL 1.055 and 1.300 should be re-
instated, namely:

(a) General. A person shall not carry out:

(1) Flight instruction in an aircraft unless he/she holds:

(i) a pilot licence issued or accepted in accordance with this regulation, and an
instructor certificate appropiate to the instruction given, issued in accordance
with this sub-par; or

(ii) a specific authorisation granted by an EU National Authority and an
instructor rating issued by that Authority where training is conducted outside
EU States by instructors not holding an EU licence (see AMC to FCL900)

Proposed test for AMC to FCL 900

2. Special Conditions

2.4 (a) Instructors seeking to instruct for an EU licence, including Class and
Instrument Ratings, shall :

(i) hold at least a CPL and ratings issued in accordance with ICAO Annexl
required by the respective non-EU State for the instruction to be given on
aircraft registered in that State.;

(ii) have completed at least 500 hours of flight time as pilot of aeroplanes of
which at least 200 hours shall be as a flight instructor, including experience in
the role of instruction to be given, and meet the experience requirements of
FCL.905 F.I. as appropriate;

(iii) have completed in accordance with EU Part FCL the approved relevant
courses of theoretical instruction and flight training. The course may be
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modified, as approved by the Authority, taking into account the previous
training and the experience of the applicant, but shall comprise at least 30
hours of ground instruction, and 15 hours of dual flight instruction performed
by a flight instructor holding a EU FCL licence and certificate in accordance with
FCL.905 FI(j);

(iv) have passed the skill test as set out in FCL935 FI.

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 559 above.

7640 comment by: Atlantic Training Support

FCL.900 (a)(2) Add new para (b)(3) as follows:
SFI's and STI's are exempt from medical requirements relating to the issue of
licences.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3886 above.

7703 comment by: BBAC 6824

The current UK system of the training of pilots being supplemented by training
flights carried out under the supervision of qualified pilots rather than
instructors gives the trainee the benefit of extra hours of hands-on experience
over and above instructor flights. This is to be commended and the new
proposals will result in fewer hours of training in practice - a bad thing.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The Agency has understood that balloon licence holders in the UK can actually
conduct flight instruction without being an instructor. The comment is right
when stating that the future system will not allow this as the Basic Regulation
requires having always an instructor for providing flight instruction.

First of all the Agency would like to express that, in its opinion, the training
provided by an instructor who fulfils the prerequisites, who received the
training provided in the training course, who passed the skill test and who did
the instructing under supervision of an experienced instructor afterwards will
be clearly on a better level and more standardised as the training provided by
just a licence holder, who has usually no specific knowledge in teaching and
learning elements or the practical experience how to react in specific situations
during the practical training (e.g. emergency exercises).

Secondly, the Agency does not understand the logic behind the last conclusion
which says that the new proposals ‘will result in fewer hours of training in
practise’. This would only be true if the actual training requirements in the UK
for a ballooning licence and the average flight training provided nowadays
would be on a much higher level than in the future. For the future the NPA has
proposed to provide 16 hours of dual flight training. When evaluating the
different national requirements for balloon instruction in Europe during the
drafting phase (UK requirements were part of the evaluation), the Agency
could identify that a similar level of training is actually required for most of the
Member States. The Agency has no indication so far that these requirements
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will result in fewer training hours.

8239 comment by: AOPA Sweden

General. In the case an instructor is holding multiple instructor ratings, the
instructor should only be required to perform one instructor supervision/PC per
3 year period. There are many different instructor requirements and therefore,
to reduce the cost, the requirements for revalitation should be able to be
cross-credited after an evaluation. Many instructors now have to do different
checks every year for their different instructor ratings. there has been no
analysis provided to AOPA that shows that all the different requirements and
checkflights are necessary. For an active flight instructor, one check per 3 year
period is enough according our experience

Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

In JAR-FCL there was no provision for a crediting of checks for the revalidation
of instructor certificates. The Agency does not intend to change this at this
time, without a dedicated safety assessment.

This could, however, be subject to a future rulemaking task.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common

Requirements — FCL.915 General requirements for instructors p. 45

comment | 90 comment by: Lauri KARJALAINEN
(a) General. An applicant for an instructor certificate shall be at least 18 years
of age.
This age for Fl should be same as for ATPL, 21 years of age. How
he/she can start with Fl schooling, when they just started to fly?

response | Not accepted
This minimum age proposed is in compliance with what was established in JAR-
FCL 1.320 and 2.310(a)(1). The Agency sees no reason to change this
requirement at this time.

comment | 145 comment by: GFD-OES
To make it clear:
FCL.915 (c¢) (2) ...shall be credited in full towards revalidation requirements for
all instructor certificates held.

response | Accepted
Editorial correction accepted.
The text will be amended accordingly.

comment | 393 comment by: Peter SCHMIDLEITNER

Considering comment # 392 it might also be necessary to amend FCL.915 (b)
(1) as follows:
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FCL.915 General requirements for instructors

(a) General. An applicant for an instructor certificate shall be at least 18 years
of age.

(b) Additional requirements for flight instructors. An applicant for an instructor
certificate with

privileges to conduct flight instruction in an aircraft shall:

(1) hold at least the licence and,——applicable; or the rating for which
instruction is to be given;

Justification: An instructor (e.g. holding a PPL) should also be permitted to
instruct a pilot holding a higher licence (CPL, ATPL) for a rating he holds (e.g.
SEP, MEP, TMG) .

Not accepted

It is a general principle that an instructor should have at least the
licences/qualifications that the student intends to obtain.

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

635 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted
Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

913 comment by: Lufthansa Flight Training

Subpart J, Instructors

Section 1, Common requiremets

According to FCL.900 (b) (1) and AMC to FCL.900 (2.1) special conditions may
exist where it is not possible to comply with certain requirements of the
regulation. Only one such special condition (the introduction of new aircraft) is
defined in FCL.900 (b) whereas in fact several such conditions exist. This
applies especially for situations when new regulations are developed and
implemented. It may then not always be possible to comply with certain new
requirements.

Such a condition also exists for FTOs who perform partial training outside JAA
Member States under the existing regulations of JAR-FCL 1.

It is however important that the presently achieved safety standard fully meets
the required safety standard defined in the new regulation.

Noted

Your comment seems to refer to FCL.900. Please see the replies to comments
on that segment.

1555 comment by: IAAPS

pages 45 to 63
All training courses should be in AMC for added flexibility. As an example, MCCI
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requirements (1500 hours of multi pilot operations) are too stringent and
alternative ways should be developped.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Details on the training courses for instructors are indeed included in AMC.
However, general principles and requirements on the course have been
maintained in the rule.

The example that you mention seems to be related to the prerequisites for the
instructor certificate, not to the course. In this case the Agency considers that
these requirements should be in the rule.

1572 comment by: IAAPS

insert text after "given" "or comply with FCL 900 (b) (3)" (refernce comment to
FCL 900 (a) (1) (ii)

Not accepted

The Agency considers that the insertion of your suggestion is superfluous,
since paragraph FCL.900 is already generally applicable to all the requirements
in subpart J.

1715 comment by: Sven Koch

Muss 18 Jahre sein. Hat 15 Std auf dem Muster; hat Eingangstest oder
Prufercheckflug

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.915.

2011 comment by: Regierung von Oberbayern-Luftamt Studbayern

Der Prufer des Anwarters fur ein "Instructor Certificate” sollte von der
zustandigen Behdrde in jedem Einzelfall benannt werden.

Im Gegensatz zur "normalen" praktischen Prufung eines Anwaérters fur eine
Pilotenlizenz handelt es sich bei der Fluglehrerprifung um ein grundséatzlich
héherwertiges Prifungsniveau. Hier sollte die gesamte Prifung, insb. die
Bestimmung des jeweiligen Prifers daher nicht vollkommen von der Behérde
"weg-dezentralisiert” werden.

Vor allem wird dann gewahrleistet, dass der zu priufende Anwarter keinerlei
Einfluss auf die Auswahl des jeweiligen Priufers austiben kann und diese von
einer "neutralen” Stelle auRerhalb der Luftsportvereine vorgenommen wird.
Der dadurch entstehende zusatzliche Verwaltungsaufwand dirfte angesichts
der Uberschaubaren Anzahl von Fluglehreranwartern gering sein und lasst sich
mit dem Zugewinn an Sicherheit rechtfertigen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
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However, the future system for pilot examination does not foresee such an
intervention by the competent authorities. The Agency does not see the
reason why the FIE in the explained case (skill test or proficiency check for the
FI) should be assigned by the authority.

The Agency is of the opinion that the required prerequisites, the
standardisation, the revalidation criteria and the proposed obligations for
examiners as well will ensure the necessary level of impartiality and
independence.

Please see also the responses provided to the comments in the appropriate
segments of subpart K and the resulting text.

2120 comment by: Nigel Roche

(a) General. An applicant for an instructor certificate shall be at least
18 years of age.

In my and my flying instructor colleagues appreciate that there has to be a
minimum age but in our view, 18 years of age is too young. While it might be
unlikely that many 18 year olds will apply to become instructors setting the
minimum at this age means that it can be possible, therefore likely to happen
at some time. As the 18 year olds flying experience will be somewhat limited
and life experience will mainly be that of a child, teenager | do not see how
they will posses the maturity and experience and authority to deal with an
older business man who is in his 40/50s is used to giving instructions to "boy &
girls" and now finds his instructor 22/32 years his junior.

I would suggest that the minimum age for a flying instructor is raised to 21
years.

Not accepted

This minimum age proposed is in compliance with what was established in JAR-
FCL 1.320 and 2.310(a)(1). The Agency sees no reason to change this
requirement at this time.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,

Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2239 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUlI Group

Airlines)

Comment:§(3) Suggests that only a Pilot with the type rating as Captain [Pilot
in Command] not as Co-Pilot may hold a TRI Rating. This is not correct and is
onlmy necessary when instruction is undertaken in an aircraft.

Proposal: modify (b) (3) to read: "be entitled to act as pilot in command of the
aircraft during instruction in an aircraft".

Partially accepted

Text has been amended to improve clarity.

2446 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann
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Subparagraph (b) (2)
Problem: The reason for the 15 hour requirement is unclear.
Proposed solution: Delete

Justification: The requirements for instructors should be well arranged (as for
pilots): pre-requisites for LAFI / Fl training course, training course, revalidation
and renewal. No additional “side requirements” please.

Not accepted

The requirement proposed is in compliance with what was established in JAR-
FCL 1.310(a)(ii) and 2.310(a)(6). This paragraph is also in compliance with the
requirements set in chapter 2.8 of Annex 1 to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation (ICAO).

The Agency sees no reason to change this requirement at this time.

2523 comment by: ETPS CI
17b FCL.915 (b)

Additional requirements for flight instructors. An applicant for an instructor
certificate with privileges to conduct flight instruction in an aircraft shall:
(1) hold at least the licence and, if applicable, the rating for which
instruction is to be given;
(2) have:
(i) completed at least 15 hours of flight as a pilot on the class or
type of aircraft on which instruction is to be given, of which a
maximum of 7 hours may be in an FSTD, if applicable; or
(ii) passed a skill test or proficiency check for the relevant
category of instructor on that class or type of aircraft;

Comment 4: ETPS currently flies and instructs under military regulations.
Instructors are rigorously monitored and examined but do not necessarily hold
civilian licenses. ETPS would seek either an exemption or an Acceptable Means
of Compliance (AMC) for this rule, i.e. an acceptance of UK MOD regulation
equivalence which would lead to ETPS becoming an EASA “accepted flight test
training organisation”.

Noted

Provisions on the conversion of military qualifications and training into Part-FCL
qualifications have been included in the cover regulation. Please see text as
published with this CRD.

2666 comment by: barry birch

In the section for Instructor Certficates it would be better to allow new
instructors after 15 hours of classroom training to instructor to a certain
standard i.e. up to reccommendation for General Flight Test and then after
another 15 hours classroom training they can acquire the full instructor
priveleges. This will encourage more pilots to become involved as instructors.
Barry Birch (member BBAC).

Not accepted
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The requirement proposed is in compliance with what was established in JAR-
FCL 1.310(a)(ii) and 2.310(a)(6). This paragraph is also in compliance with the
requirements set in chapter 2.8 of Annex 1 to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation (ICAO).

The Agency sees no reason to change this requirement at this time.

2677 comment by: Luftamt Nordbayern

Der Prifer des Anwarters fir ein "Instructor Certificate" sollte, wie auch alle
Ubrigen Prifer, von der Behorde fir den Einzelfall zugewiesen werden.

Im Vergleich zur normalen praktischen Prifung eines Anwarters fir eine
Pilotenlizenz handelt es sich bei der Fluglehrerprifung nochmals um ein
héherwertiges Prufungsniveau. Hier sollte insbesondere die Bestimmung des
jeweiligen Prifers daher nicht vollkommen freigegeben werden.

Vor allem wird dann gewahrleistet, dass der zu prufende Anwérter keinerlei
Einfluss auf die Auswahl des jeweiligen Prifers ausiiben kann und diese von
einer unabhéangigen Stelle auB3erhalb der Luftsportvereine vorgenommen wird.
Der dadurch entstehende zusatzliche Verwaltungsaufwand dirfte angesichts
der Uberschaubaren Anzahl von Fluglehreranwértern gering sein und l&sst sich
durch den Zugewinn an Sicherheit rechtfertigen.

Die freie Pruferwahl konnte zu einem gefdhrlichen Trend bei der
Prufungsqualitat fuhren. Ein bekannt sorgfaltiger bzw. "strenger" Prufer wird
zukunftig evtl. Probleme haben ausreichend Pruflinge "anzuwerben". Es
wirden, zu Lasten der Sicherheit, zukinftig gerade die Prifer besonderen
Zulauf verzeichnen, die als grofl3ziigig bekannt sind. Ein solcher freier
Wettbewerb des Prufungspersonals um die Gunst der Flugschuler ist deshalb
nicht winschenswert. Die EASA ist offenbar der Ansicht, der funktionierende
Wettbewerb bei den Fluglehrern/Flugschulen kénne auf die Prifer tbertragen
werden. Dies ist aber nicht der Fall. Wahrend ein Flugschuler bei der Auswahl
des Fluglehrers im eigenen Interesse auf dessen Qualifikation und ein hohes
Ausbildungsniveau achten wird, geht es bei der Prufung i.d.R. hauptséchlich
um das sichere Bestehen. Es ist lebensfremd davon auszugehen, ein Prifling
fordere freiwillig eine anspruchsvolle Prifung um seinen Leistungsstand
beweisen zu kdnnen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 2011 above.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2763 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL 915 (b) (1) :

For FFA, the requirement to hold at least the licence for which the instruction is
given is acceptable.

Please notice that the requirement is not fully correct in the case the
instruction is given to Basic LPL student pilots. In such a case, the instructor
hold a LPL licence or more.

Noted
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Thank you for your positive feedback.

2816 comment by: Clare GRANGE

Eighteen years of age is far too young. Someone of that age does not have the
experience or maturity to teach people to fly!

Noted

This minimum age proposed is in compliance with what was established in JAR-
FCL 1.320 and 2.310(a)(1). The Agency sees no reason to change this
requirement at this time.

2829 comment by: CAE
FCL.915 (b) (1) Change to read:

“Hold at least the license and, if applicable, the rating for which instruction is
to be given or comply with FCL.900 (b) (3)”

Reference comment #2826
Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 1572 above.

3366 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 915 (b)

These requirements must be met at any time when the pilot acts as flight
instructor and not only when he applies for the certificate.

(b) Additional requirements for flight instructors. The holders of an—appheant
fer an instructor certificate with privileges to conduct flight instruction in an
aircraft shall:

Partially accepted

Thank you for your comment.
The text will be amended to also include holders of a certificate.

comment by: Bayerisches Staatsministerium fur Wirtschaft,

3968 Infrastruktur, Verkehr und Technologie

Der Priufer des Anwarters fur ein "Instructor Certificate” sollte, wie auch alle
Ubrigen Prifer, von der zustandigen Behorde fir den Einzelfall zugewiesen
werden.

Im Vergleich zur normalen praktischen Prifung eines Anwarters flr eine
Pilotenlizenz handelt es sich bei der Fluglehrerprifung nochmals um ein
hdherwertigeres Prifungsniveau. Hier sollte insbesondere die Bestimmung des
jeweiligen Prifers daher nicht vollkommen freigegeben werden.

Vor allem wird dann gewahrleistet, dass der zu prufende Anwarter keinerlei
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Einfluss auf die Auswahl des jeweiligen Prifers ausiiben kann und diese von
einer unabhangigen Stelle aulRerhalb der Luftsportvereine vorgenommen wird.

Der dadurch entstehende zusatzliche Verwaltungsaufwand dirfte angesichts
der Uberschaubaren Anzahl von Fluglehreranwartern gering sein und lasst sich
durch den erheblichen Zugewinn an Sicherheit rechtfertigen.

Es wird darauf hingewiesen, dass die freie Pruferwahl zu einem gefahrlichen
abwarts gerichteten Trend bei der Prifungsqualitat fihren kénnte. Ein bekannt
sorgféaltiger bzw. "strenger" Prifer wird zukinftig moglicherweise Probleme
haben, ausreichend Priflinge "anzuwerben". Es wirden, zu Lasten der
Sicherheit, zukilnftig gerade die Prifer besonderen Zulauf verzeichnen, die
eher als "groRzigig" bekannt sind. Ein solcher freier Wettbewerb des
Prufungspersonals um die Gunst der Flugschiuler ist deshalb nicht
winschenswert. Der funktionierende Wettbewerb bei den
Fluglehrern/Flugschulen ist schon aus Sicherheitsgrinden nicht auf die Prufer
Ubertragbar. Wéhrend ein Flugschiler bei der Auswahl des Fluglehrers im
eigenen Interesse auf dessen Qualifikation und ein hohes Ausbildungsniveau
achten wird, geht es bei der Prufung i.d.R. hauptsachlich nur um das sichere
Bestehen. Es ist daher nicht realistisch davon auszugehen, der Prifling fordere
freiwillig eine anspruchsvolle Prifung, um seinen Leistungsstand beweisen zu
kénnen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 2011 above.

3998 comment by: Airbus
Page 45 FCL.915 (b)(1)

Comment: text says: hold at least the licence and, if applicable, the rating for
which instruction is given. There is no guidance material related to the “if
applicable”, and it is Airbus understanding that this applies only in the case of
introduction of new aircraft in relationship of FCL.900 (b)(1). | would be wise
to propose a GM to avoid any misuse.

Proposal to insert GM that would use similar text to the one of AMC to
FCL.900 2.1, to explain that in such a case via this special provision the rating
on the type is not required for issuance of the “specific Instructor certificate”.

Partially accepted

The expression ‘if applicable’ does not refer to FCL.900 (b).

It refers to the fact that it in some cases no rating will be needed; for example,
in the case of the LPL, there are no class or type ratings; therefore, in the case
of instruction for the LPL, the instructor does not need to hold any ratings.
Please note that the text will be amended to try to increase clarity.

4120 comment by: Bernd Hein
Statt Instrumentenflug ware CVFR sinnvoll.
Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
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However, as it seems that the comment should have been addressed to
another segment (this paragraph FCL.915 does not contain any reference to
instrument flying); therefore, the Agency is not able to provide a substantiated

reply.

4999 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Add words:
(1) hold a CPL License and at least the licence and, if applicable, the rating for
which instruction is to be given;

LPL should not be allowed to become instructors of their own licenses, and
then to have credits towards a professional license.

For clarification, read general comments on Instructors, along with comments
on the Subpart B (LPL).

This is completely against safety and a RIA is needed to make clear who will be
responsible for such a water down in the safety training regulatory measures.

Not accepted

The proposal included in your comment is much more restrictive than the
provisions of ICAO Annex 1 and JAR-FCL.

It is not considered that there is any safety reason for asking that all
instructors hold at least a CPL.

5000 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

New peragraph (b) (iii)

for FlI (s) and FI(B) have met the theoretical knowledge requirements for a CPL
license in the appropriate aircraft category (except for the LPLI).

This missing paragraph from JAR-FCL has disappeared, whithout explanation,
safety assessment or or RIA justifying its deletion, or safety assessment. ECA
proposes to keep it, as it gives the necessary knowledge to the instructor. To
be an instructor, you need to know more than just basic PPL knowledge.

Not accepted

Your comment seems to refer to FCL.915.FI, where the prerequisites for the FI
are included.

The Agency recognises that ICAO Annex 1 requires CPL theoretical knowledge
for Fls. However, the Agency believes that this requirement cannot apply to
sailplanes and balloons. In fact, in ICAO Annex 1 there is no provision for a CPL
for those categories of aircraft; therefore, the requirement in Annex 1 for CPL
knowledge for FIs has to be interpreted as logically excluding sailplanes and
balloons.

The same applies to Part-FCL; the Agency has followed the system of ICAO
Annex I, and no CPL has been created for those aircraft. There is only a
generic licence whose privileges may be extended to commercial operations
after some additional criteria are met.

Therefore, the Agency cannot accept your comment.
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5269 comment by: CAA Belgium

FCL 915 (b)

These requirements must be met at any time when the pilot acts as flight
instructor and not only when he applies for the certificate.

(b)

Additional requirements for flight instructors. The holders of an—applicantfor
an instructor certificate with privileges to conduct flight instruction in an
aircraft shall:

Partially accepted

Please see the reply to comment 3366 above.

5297 comment by: AEA

Relevant Text:

b) Additional requirements for flight instructors.

Comment:

Please, precise what kind of flight instructors is concerned by those
requirements. Fl or all the instructors.

Proposal:

c)Additional requirements for flight instructors

Noted

It means all instructors providing flight instruction in an aircraft.
Text has been amended to increase clarity.

5700 comment by: FNAM (Fédération Nationale de I'Aviation Marchande)

To be coherent with our second comment to FCL900(a)(2), (a)(3), we ask to
add “(b)(1) hold at least the license and if applicable, the rating for which
instruction is to be given or comply with FCL.900(b)(3)”

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 1572 above.

5730 comment by: Jeff Roberts

There seems to be no good reason why a LAFI and a FI can't instruct for both
types of licences, it is accepted that only a FI can be paid for
instruction/training.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The general principle is that an instructor shall hold at least the licence for
which instruction is being provided. This means a licence with at least the
same privileges. The holder of an LAFI certificate who holds an LPL has lower
privileges than the FI holding a PPL (or an SPL/BPL in the case of sailplanes
and balloons). Furthermore the prerequisites and the content of the training
course for the LAFI(A) and (H) and the FI(A) and FI(H) are different.
Therefore, the LAFI cannot provide instruction for a PPL.
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Due to the fact that the prerequisites and the content of the training course for
the LAFI(S) and LAFI(B) are the same, the Agency will incorporate an
additional requirement which provides appropriate credits for LAFI(S)/(B)
holders.

The proposed Implementing Rules already contain a requirement which will
allow the FI to provide flight instruction for the LPL. See FCL.905.FI (a).

5756 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.915

Page No: 45 of 647

Comment:

The title doesn’t cover the content of the paragraph adequately because the
paragraph includes pre-requisites.

Justification: Clarity

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Title to read “General pre-requisites and requirements for instructors™.

Accepted

Text has been amended accordingly.

5758 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.915 (b)

Page No: 45 of 647

Comment: The title is mis-leading and does not require a check of
competence.

Justification: Where training is required a check of competence should be
required to meet EASA philosophy.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Additional pre-requisites for flight instructors.

(b)(2)(i) change ‘or’ to ‘and’

(b)(2)(ii) passed an assessment of competence for the .....

Partially accepted

(bY@

Not accepted. The intention is to create an alternative requirement to the 15
hous of experience. The Agency considers that this is proportionate and
ensures an adequate level of safety.

(b)(2)(ii)

Accepted. Text amended accordingly.

6013 comment by: Icelandic CAA

Flight instructor should as a minimum meet the theoretical knowledge
requirements for a CPL ref. ICAO Annex 1 2.8.1

Noted

Please see the replies to comments on FCL.915.FI and to comment 5000
above.
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6561 comment by: I1AOPA Europe
IAOPA support the initiative to remove the CPL requirement for a PPL-FI.
Noted

Please see the replies to comments on FCL.915.FI and to comment 5000
above.

6589 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

Paragraph b)1). The LAA accepts the requirement to hold at least the licence
for which the instruction is given.

Noted

Thank you for your positive feedback.

6641 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.915(b)(1) ref FCL.905.LAFI(a) and (b):

Possible contradiction with FCL.105, FCL.105.BA/H,A,H, S and B. Compare to
for example FCL.205.A(b). There is no contradiction, if principle is that PPL or
higher with FI may be remunarated, but BA/H or LPL with FI shall instruct
without remunaration.

The instructor should have at least PPL/SPL/BPL, subpart C.

Noted

Three is no contradiction. Holders of a PPL, BPL, SPL with an FI may receive
remuneration.

The same cannot apply to the LPL, since it is expressly excluded by the Basic
Regulation. They can still instruct, but they cannot be remunerated for it. This
was the system in JAR-FCL also for the PPL.

6674 comment by: Kevin Ison

30 hours classroom training will discourage some people from applying.
Please split this down to 2x15 Level 1&2

There are two types of instructor proposed.

LAFI & FI should both be allowed to instruct for both LPL & BPL, the only
difference should be an FI can be paid and a LAFI cannot.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As regards the first comment, please see the reply on your comment proposing
the same split of the theoretical knowledge instruction in another segment.

As a second issue, you propose allowing an LAFI(B) to instruct for the BPL. The
general principle is that an instructor shall hold at least the licence for which
instruction is being provided. This means a licence with at least the same
privileges. The holder of an LAFI certificate who holds an LPL has lower
privileges than the FlI holding a PPL (or an SPL/BPL in the case of sailplanes
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and balloons). Therefore, the LAFI cannot provide instruction for a BPL.

Due to the fact that the prerequisites and the content of the training course for
the LAFI(S) and LAFI(B) are the same, the Agency will incorporate an
additional requirement which provides appropriate credits for LAFI(S)/(B)
holders.

The proposed Implementing Rules already contain a requirement which will
allow the FI to provide flight instruction for the LPL. See FCL.905.FI (a).

6754 comment by: Viehmann, Regierungspréasidium Kassel

Der Priufer des Anwarters flr ein "InstructorCertificate" sollte, wie auch alle
ubrigen Prufer,
von der zusténdigen Behdorde fur den Einzelfall zugewiesen werden.

Im Vergleich zur normalen praktischen Priufung eines Anwarters fur eine
Pilotenlizenz handelt es sich bei der Fluglehrerprifung nochmals um ein
héherwertigeres Prufungsniveau. Hier sollte insbesondere die Bestimmung des
jeweiligen Prufers daher nicht vollkommen freigegeben werden.

Vor allem wird dann gewahrleistet, dass der zu priufende Anwérter keinerlei
Einfluss auf die

Auswahl des jeweiligen Priufers ausiiben kann und diese von einer
unabhé&ngigen Stelle

aulBerhalb der Luftsportvereine vorgenommen wird.

Der dadurch entstehende zusatzliche Verwaltungsaufwand durfte angesichts
der

Uberschaubaren Anzahl von Fluglehreranwértern gering sein und lasst sich
durch den erheblichen Zugewinn an Sicherheit rechtfertigen.

Es wird darauf hingewiesen, dass die freie Pruferwahl zu einem gefahrlichen
abwarts gerichteten Trend bei der Prufungsqualitat fuhren kdnnte. Ein bekannt
sorgféaltiger bzw. "strenger" Prifer wird zukinftig moglicherweise Probleme
haben, ausreichend Priflinge "anzuwerben". Es wirden, zu Lasten der
Sicherheit, zukinftig gerade die Prufer besonderen Zulauf verzeichnen, die
eher als "groRzigig" bekannt sind. Ein solcher freier Wettbewerb des
Prufungspersonals um die Gunst der Flugschiler ist deshalb nicht
wuiunschenswert. Der funktionierende Wettbewerb bei den
Fluglehrern/Flugschulen ist schon aus Sicherheitsgrinden nicht auf die Prifer
Ubertragbar. Wéahrend ein Flugschiler bei der Auswahl des Fluglehrers im
eigenen Interesse auf dessen Qualifikation und ein hohes Ausbildungsniveau
achten wird, geht es bei der Prifung i.d.R. hauptsachlich nur um das sichere
Bestehen. Es ist daher nicht realistisch davon auszugehen, der Prufling fordere
freiwillig eine anspruchsvolle Prifung, um seinen Leistungsstand beweisen zu
kdénnen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 2011 above.

6830 comment by: UK CAA
Paragraph: FCL.915(b)(2)(ii)
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Page No: 45 of 647

Comment: If the applicant has passed the skill test or proficiency check for
the relevant category of instructor, he doesn’t need to apply for the course. |
think this was meant to read that the applicant should undertake an
“assessment of competence” prior to starting an instructor course.
Justification: Clarity and safety related.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change sub paragraph to read “(ii) passed an assessment of competence with
an FIE or TRE authorised for this purpose for the relevant....”

Not accepted

The assessment of competence referred to in this paragraph is not the same
one as the prerequisite for the entry into the training course, in FCL.915.FI (a).
It is the assessment for the issue or revalidation of an instructor’s certificate.

7211 comment by: OAA Oxford

FCL.915. (b) (3) remove requirement in respect of MPL. Basic phase of MPL is
not flown in aircraft and does not require instructor PIC role.

Not accepted

This paragraph establishes a general requirement for instructors providing
training in an aircraft.

If the instructor is not providing instruction in an aircraft but in a simulator,
then the requirement does not apply.

7212 comment by: OAA Oxford

FCL.915. (b) (1) Cannot hold the MPL licence as this is a new licence.
Suggestion: remove requirement in respect of MPL course.

Not accepted

The requirement is not that an instructor for an MPL needs to hold an MPL.
What is said is that the instructor has to hold at least the licence for which
instruction is being given: this means any licence that has at least the same
privileges or higher than that licence. For the purposes of this paragraph it is
considered that the CPL is equivalent to the MPL.

7531 comment by: FlightSafety International

Does not make provision for the conduct of training by instructors who do not
hold an EASA licence or instructor certificate. Many organizations use
instructors and facilities outside the EU and there are no safety impact with the
training. The intent of the EC is to replicate the current JAR-FCL in Part FCL.

In (b)(1) insert Special condition (3) training conducted outside member states
by instructors not holding an instructor certificate issued under this Subpart.
Copy Appendix 1 to JAR-FCL 1.300 transfering the text or in the AMC

Noted

Your comment seems to refer to FCL.900. Please see the replies to comments
on that segment.
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7842 comment by: Tim FREEGARDE

FCL915(a)(1)
The similarities between SPL and LPL(S) should allow instruction to be offered
for both by either.

Not accepted

The general principle is that an instructor shall hold at least the licence for
which instruction is being provided. This means a licence with at least the
same privileges. The privileges of an LPL(S) are lower than the privileges of an
SPL; therefore, the holder of an LPL(S) cannot provide instruction for an SPL.

7929 comment by: General Aviation Manufacturers Association / Hennig

GAMA Comments about Synthetic Flight Instructors and Medical
Requirement:

GAMA recommends that EASA clarify the connection between FCL.915 and
FCL.905.SFI as it relates to the requirement for holding a medical certificate.

FCL.915(b)(3) states that the general requirements for instructors is to “be
entitled to act as pilot-in-command of the aircraft during such instruction.”
GAMA understands this is intended to address in-airplane flight instruction
provided by the instructor who then may act as pilot-in-command.

However, synthetic flight instructor requirements outlined in Section 7 is silent
about requiring a medical certificate.

GAMA Dbelieves and EASA should recognize that there is not a safety
justification to require synthetic flight instructors to hold a medical certificate,
since there is not a safety of flight issue in place for synthetic flight instruction.

GAMA requests that EASA confirm the agency’s intent not to require Synthetic
Flight Instructors (SFIs) to meet the requirements of FCL.915 to be entitled to
act as pilot-in-command, since this could be seen as inferring a requirement to
hold a medical certificate.

Noted

The privileges of the SFI are to conduct synthetic flight instruction. They are
not conducting instruction in an aircraft, but in an FSTD. Therefore, FCL.915(b)
does not apply to them.

The requirement in FCL.905.SFl is clear: they need to hold or have held a
licence. If they hold a licence, they need to have the related medical
certificate. But if they do not hold a licence, no medical certificate is required.

8180 comment by: H.D.BAUER-HIMMELSBACH

In Deutschland wird der Ehrenamtsgedanke politisch stark geférdert. Der
Flugsport als solcher wird vorwiegend im Vereinsrahmen angeboten und
abgewickelt. Somit ist die Fliegerei auch auch fur Bevdlkerungskreise
erschwinglich, die sich diesen Sport im gewerblichen Sektor von Flugschulen
und Charterfirmen finanziell nicht leisten kdnnten. Diese Funktion des
Ehrenamtes im gemeinnttzigem Verein wird aber nur dann zu erhalten sein,
wenn man dem "Funktionstrager” Fluglehrer auch weiterhin die Méglichkeit
eroffnet seine Lizenz innerhalb des Luftsportverbandes zu erwerben und zu
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erhalten. Nur dann erhalten und behalten wir Fluglehrer, die diese Funktion
neben ihrer Ubrigen Ausbildung und beruflichen Tatigkeit ehrenamtlich austben
kdénnen.

Muf3 ein Fluglehreranwérter bzw. ein Fluglehrer gewerbliche Flugschulen in
Anspruch nehmen fur den Erwerb bzw. die Erhaltung seiner Lizenzen, dann
werden wir nur noch Fluglehrer bekommen und behalten, die damit
"ihreBrotchen" verdienen. Dies hat aber natirlich negative Auswirkungen auf
die gesamte Struktur der Flugsportlandschaft in Deutschland. Ohne die heutige
Vielzahl von Fluglehrern in den Vereinen ist die breite Flugsportausbildung und
der Flugsport selbst nicht mehr in dem Rahmen zu gewéhrleisten, wie er
derzeit noch vorhanden ist. Auch dient dieser Fakt ganz entschieden der
Flugsicherheit. Kennen die Fluglehrer doch "ihren Pappenheimer Flugkamerad".
Sie sehen, wie oft er fliegerisch tatig ist oder auch nicht, wie sicher er die
Vereinsflugzeuge fihrt. Damit hat der Vereinsfluglehrer eine viel bessere
Ubersicht Uber den Leistungsstand eines Piloten, als ein fremder Fluglehrer
bzw. Prufer, der einen Pilot nur alle zwei Jahre beim Checkflug begleitet.

Ich habe an anderer Stelle bereits ausgedrickt, dass ich bereits seit 40 Jahren
ausschlieldlich als Freizeitsportlehrer meiner fliegerischen Tatigkeit nachgehe.
Zu Beginn meiner Ausbildung hatten wir nur einen Fluglehrer im Verein. Der
Flugsport war uns Deutschen erst wenige Jahre zuvor wieder erlaubt worden.
Entsprechend unzuverlassig war die Moglichkeit der Flugausbildung. Mal hatten
wir Flugschiler einen Lehrer, mal eben nicht. Theorie - daran hatte dieser
Fluglehrer auch kein Interesse. Heute hingegen ist es in meinem Verein
Gesetz, dass der Flugschuler erst erfolgreich interne Theorieprufungen zu
bestehen hat, bevor er weitere praktische Ausbildungsabschnitte absolvieren
darf. Durch diese erfolgreiche Verbandsarbeit und die breite Schulung in den
Vereinen haben wir, verglichen mit meinen fruhen fliegerischen Lehrjahren,
heute eine super Struktur und ich beflirchte, dass mit den beabsichtigten
Anderungen der Zertifizierung von Fluglehrern, die Zufiihrung von Fluglehrern
in die Vereine aus der eigenen Mitgliederstruktur heraus versiegt.

Die Fliegerei wird dann wieder etwas fur die, die "es sich leisten kdnnen" und
bleibt damit breiten Bevoélkerungskreisen verschlossen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment and the additional explanations about
the system in place in your country and your club.

However, the Agency does not understand your area of concern. It seems that
the term ‘certification of instructors’ is only used in a very general way as one
factor which could cause problems in the future. As these problems are not
mentioned nor justified, the Agency is not able to provide a response.

Please see also the replies provided to the more specific comments in Subpart
J and see also the resulting text.

8187 comment by: H.D.BAUER-HIMMELSBACH

Die vorgesehenen Vorschriften zur Erlangung der Lehrerlizenzen lehne ich
ab.Das heutige System der Fluglehrerausbildung im Verband ist vorbildlich. Der
Aspirant sollte das Interesse mitbringen und alles weitere wird in der gangigen
Vorauswahl und anschlieBenden Fluglehrerausbildung geregelt. Solange wir
ausreichend viele Fluglehrer haben funktioniert dies auch, da der
Fluglehreraspirant schon fruhzeitig eingebunden wird in den Ausbildungsbetrieb
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und dabei von einem Fluglehrer betreut werden kann. Die vorhandene und zu
erhaltende breite Fluglehrerbasis ist entscheidend! Sonst bekommen wir,
ahnlich negativ wie beim Medizinstudium mit seinem vorgeschaltetem Numerus
Clausus, teuer ausgebildete Berufsfluglehrer, die aber mit dem Flugschuler, der
ja meist auch noch selbst Schuler oder Auszubildender ist, nichts anfangen
kann. Die vorgesehenen Voraussetzungen verzdgern ausserdem ganz
entscheidend den Beginn der Fluglehrerausbildung, womit mancher
Interessierte, und oft auch dafir sehr Begabte, keine Ausbildung mehr
aufnehmen wird.

In unserem Verein wird meist derjenige Fluglehrer, der in frUhen Jahren seine
Ausbildung zum Flieger begonnen hat, selbst noch ganz "heis" ist aufs Fliegen
und entsprechend viel fliegt. Um dann - ganz entscheidend — relative schnell
nach seinem eigenem Flugscheinerwerb, noch mit frischem Theoriewissen und
altersmafigem Kontakt zu den Neulingen im Verein — selbst zum Fluglehrer zu
mutieren!

Resume - nicht die Ansammlung einer Unmenge von eigenen Flugstunden in
einem langem Zeitraum befahigt den Fluglehreraspirant, sondern eher die
Ansammlung von entsprechend weniger Flugstunden, diese aber in einem
kurzem Zeitraum erflogen.

Wir haben in unserem Verein einige Beispiele von Fluglehrern, die in absolute
jungen Jahren bereits diese Lizenz erworben haben und die einen guten Job
machen. Fur Einige war dies auch ein Step auf deren beruflicher fliegerischer
Erfolgsleiter.

Wichtig ist es auch den Erhalt der Fluglehrerlizenz dem Personenkreis des
ehrenamtlichen Fluglehrers zu ermdéglichen. Denn gerade in dem von mir
altersmafig geschildertem Personenkreis gibt es private Unterbrechungen
wegen z.B.: Ausbildungsabschlul3, beruflicher Anforderung, Familiengrindung,
Hausbau etc. Von daher muss demjenigem Fluglehrer auch die Md&glichkeit
einer Pause in seiner Fluglehr-Tatigkeit eingeraumt werden, ohne dass er
gleich seine Lizenz verliert! Es sollte also jeweils immer insgesamt 3 Jahre und
nicht noch zuséatzlich 12 Monate zurick geschaut werden.

Generell sollten also die Hurden fur die Erlangung und den Erhalt der
Lehrlizenz nicht erhéht werden, sonst fehlt uns schlagartig der Nachwuchs, um
unsere Struktur, die eine Erfolgsgeschichte im Nachkriegsdeutschland darstelit,
zu erhalten.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion and the additional information.

Please see the reply to your comment 8180.

In this case again you did not specify the problems with the proposed
requirements for instructors, nor does your comment contain any proposals for
changes.

The Agency is not able to provide a reply.

The Agency would like to highlight that the national requirements for
prerequisites and training courses were evaluated during the drafting phase of
this NPA. Please check and compare the German requirements for the non-JAR
instructors and the requirements proposed with these draft implementing
rules. The Agency is of the opinion that some of the statements provided with
this comment must be revised and amended if such a comparison would be
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made.

8189 comment by: H.D.BAUER-HIMMELSBACH

Es soll weiterhin die "Verbandsflugschule™ mit "AufRenstelle” Flugsportverein als
vollwertiger Ausbildungsbetrieb erhalten bleiben (siehe meine Ausfihrungen
und Begrindungen am Anfang meines Kommentars).

Noted

Thank you for your general comment about training organisations.

Please be aware that the term ‘approved training organisation’ used is only a
general expression for the training organisation. It is the Agency’s view that in
the case of initial training for a licence, rating or certificate only training within
the management system of an approved training organisation can guarantee
the quality of the training and safety of the applicant.

The different level of ATOs or the additional organisational framework (e.g. the
question if your existing system of a central core ATO with connected satellite
ATOs can be kept like it is) will be regulated in the Implementing Rules (and
AMCs) for organisational requirements (published as NPA 2008-22).

This question cannot be answered within the framework of this NPA.

8286 comment by: Paul Mc G

Part-FCL - Subpart J: Instructors - Section 1: Common Requirements -
FCL.915 General requirements for instructors

P47 Part-FCL - Subpart J: Instructors - Section 1: Common Requirements -
FCL.940 Validity of instructor certificate

Part-FCL - Subpart J: Instructors - Section 2: Specific requirements for the
light aircraft flight instructor - FCL.905.LAFI LAFI - Privileges and conditions
This is repetitive and very confusing. Could you rewrite this sensibly.

The LAFI test every nine years should be amended to every 5 years.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree that the mentioned structure or the
content of the mentioned paragraphs is confusing as the structure used is
already in place with JAR-FCL (only the additional licences added).

The system is quite easy to understand and the following logic is used:

Section 1 contains 5 common requirements for all instructor categories.
Therefore, the two mentioned paragraphs (FCL.915 and FCL.940) have to be
studied by all instructors. As these are two pages only, the Agency cannot see
any problem or repetition which could cause confusion.

In Section 2 you will find the specific requirements for the LAFI. FCL.905.LAFI
contains especially the privileges of the four LAFI categories.

The Agency will not rewrite this as the reason for confusion is not justified.
Regarding the issue of the proficiency check for all instructor categories, the

Agency has carefully reviewed the comments received and decided to delete
these requirements in FCL.940.LAFI and FCL.940.FlI.
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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common

Requirements — FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment p. 46

comment | 78 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO
FCL 920
(b) Assessment : The competencies as describes in paragraph a) are the roots
of any instructor's work.
So even if all the instructors shouldn't have all of them, they should have
some.
During the skill test we should have to assess the appropriates ones for MCCI,
STI, MI and all of them for the others instructors.
The text should be written :
Except for the multi-crew cooperation instructor (MMCI), the synthetic training
instructor (STI) and the mountain instructor (MI), the skill test for the issue of
an instructor certificate shall include the assessment of all the competencies as
described in (a).

response | Noted
The reason for the exclusion of the MCCI, STI and MI from this paragraph is
that for these categories of instructors there is no requirement to pass a skill
test.
For these categories of instructors, the assessment of competences will be
done as part of the training course. See FCL.930.MCCI (b) (3), FCL.930.STI
(b), FCL.930.Ml.

comment | 526 comment by: FOCA Switzerland
J/Section 1
FCL.920
Proposal:
(b) Delete: .. and the mountain rating instructor (MI1).."

response | Noted
Please see the reply to comment 78.

comment | 636 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted

response | Noted
Thank you for providing this feedback.

comment | 1363 comment by: George Knight
FCL.920
(a) Integrated Threat and Error Management (TEM) and crew resource
management is not appropriate to gliding instructors. (Nor to instructors
teaching for other LPLs and PPLs.)

response | Not accepted
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Principles of TEM are applicable to all licences.

1940 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alfred Ultsch

"- Integrate Threat and Error Management (TEM) and crew resource
management"”

is too restrictive with respect to the

EC Regulations 216/2008 on common rules in civil aviation (Basic Regulations)

Proof:

1) Annex Il 1.b1. (xi) of the Basic Regulations

call for the knowledge of

" non-technical skills, including the recognition and management of threats and
errors."

2) 8(16) of the Basic Regulations principles
claim for a "promotion of a "culture of safety""

3) TEM is a special technique not accepted by all. More modern and general
accepted techniques exist (see my comments on TEM, error and error
management)

4)

Proposal:

Exchange

"- Integrate Threat and Error Management (TEM) and crew resource
management"”

by

“- Integrate non-technical skills with regard to flight safety”

Where

“non-technical skills with regard to flight safety” is to be defined in the
Definitions section as Cooperation, Leadership & Managerial Skills, Situation
Awareness, and Decision Making including crew resource management, the
promotion of a culture of safety and the recognition and management of
threats and errors

see

Flin, R.; Goeters, K.-M.; HOrmann, H.-J.; Martin, L. (1998): A Generic
Structure of Non-Technical Skills for Training and Assessment; 23rd
Conference of the European Association for Aviation Psychology, Wien, 14.-18.
September 1998

Noted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before including more detailed provisions in Part-FCL,
the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,
Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,
IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), 1ACA,

IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group

2227
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Airlines)

FCL920 (b)

Comment: The competency assessment methodology should be applicable to
all instructor certificates. There should be no exemption for MI, MCCI, STI
Proposal: Delete the sentence, "except for" until "(MI)" and replace the phrase
"skill test" with "competency assessment"

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 78.

3713 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 920

It's very important to consider that instructor competencies described on
FCL.920(a) must be assessed during the MI skill test proposed in another
comment.

FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment

(@) General. All instructors shall be trained to achieve the following
competences:

Prepare resources;

Create a climate conducive to learning;

Present knowledge;

Integrate Threat and Error Management (TEM) and crew resource
management;

Manage time to achieve training objectives;

Facilitate learning;

Assess trainee performance;

Monitor and review progress;

Evaluate training sessions;

Report outcome.

(b) Assessment. Except for the multicrew cooperation instructor (MCCI), the

synthetic training instructor (STI) and—the-meountain—rating—instructor(Mt), the

skill test for the issue of an instructor certificate shall include the assessment
of the applicant’s competences as described in (a).

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 78.

3846 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.920:

There seems to be a mix of the terms “assessment” and “skill test” for the
same purpose. Such a mix should be avoided for standards in order to enhance
the acceptance. The term assessment is not part of the FCL-definitions,
whereas skill test and/or proficiency check are defined (duties related to
examiner privileges).

Compared to existing JAR-FCL 1 or 2 amend 7 resp. 6 FI (A) or (H)
requirements, FCL.920 (plus the appropriate AMC) is editorially a new
requirement (different approach of theoretical contents to instructors
privileges/competences/courses, i.e. TEM, CRM etc.), whereas FCL
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930.FI(b)(1) is a copy of former requirements according to JAR-FCL 1 and JAR-
FCL2, respectively. Therefore, the course contents in FCL.930.FI and the
assessment/skill test in FCL.920(b)/ FCL.935.FI does not seem to be
consistent.

A requirement in order to “upgrade” holders of instructor ratings issued in
accordance with former JAR-FCL requirements (non competency based) seems
to be missing (see i.e. additional requirements for instructors on MPL-courses).
Is this personnel allowed to instruct future applicants for Fl rating(s) under
EASA requirements? The question remains open, which existing instructor is
going to instruct new applicants for instructor ratings under the new
requirement?

FCL.920, FCL.920.FI and the appropriate AMC-Material and FCL.935.FI FI do
not really appear to be consistent (some might be considered as incomplete)
and should be harmonized.

Noted

In relation to your first point, please see the reply to comment 78.

In relation to your second point, the requirements in FCL.920 were part of the
Draft NPA FCL-36, which was one of the NPAs that was at an advanced stage
of adoption in the JAA system and therefore agreed to be included in this NPA.

As for your last issue, it is related to transition measures. As was explained in
NPA 2008-17a (Explanatory Note), the intention of the Agency is to establish
that licences, ratings or certificates issued in accordance with JAR-FCL shall be
grandfathered.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

4067 Authority

Comment: To be effective, the implementing rules must convey a clear and
unambiguous understanding of the required Non-technical Skills (NTS) training
and competence standards for Instructors and Examiners.

Flight Instructors must also be familiar with the concepts of Non-technical
Skills and be able to integrate them into training.

Proposal:

1. Adopt and define the single term ‘Non-technical Skills (NTS), to
describe the non-technical knowledge, skills and behaviours required for
pilot licensing and Instructor training and testing.

New Definition: Non-technical skills - Non-technical skills (NTS) refers to the
skills and behaviours required for the safe, effective and efficient operation of
the flight that are by definition not technical in nature, such as Teamwork,
Decision Making and Threat and Error Management.

Ammend text to read
FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment
(a) General. All instructors shall be trained to achieve the following

competences:
Prepare resources;

Page 73 of 801



response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Create a climate conducive to learning;

Present knowledge;

Integrate Non-technical Skills including Threat and Error Management (TEM)
and crew resource management;

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1940 above.

5013 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Delete and add words:

(b) Assessment. Except for the multicrew cooperation instructor (MCCI), the
synthetic training instructor (STI) and the mountain rating instructor (Ml), at
the completion of training and prior to the issue of a rating or
authorisation, the skill test for the issue of an instructor certificate shall
include the-assessment-of-the-applicant's—competences—as-deseribedHin{a)—an
assessment of their competence in the role.

Justification:

The requirement in current JAR FCL is not only to be assessed, but to do it
after all the training is done, this is gerenaly accepted. The skill test is the one
specified in the appendixes, so it is not clear now the content of the exams.

As there is no other requirement on the specific text for the FI, TRI, CRI,etc,..
that establishes that the skill text must be done after all the training has been
completed, a general statement, as proposed, is needed in the general part.

Partially accepted

The text of FCL.030 (b) will be amended to make clear that an applicant shall
only be recommended for a skill test once he/she has completed the training.

5424 comment by: CAA Belgium

There seems to be a mix of the terms “assessment” and “skill test” for the
same purpose. Such a mix should be avoided for standards in order to enhance
the acceptance. The term assessment is not part of the FCL-definitions,
whereas skill test and/or proficiency check are defined (duties related to
examiner privileges).

Compared to existing JAR-FCL 1 or 2 amend 7 resp. 6 FI (A) or (H)
requirements, FCL.920 (plus the appropriate AMC) is editorially a new
requirement (different approach of theoretical contents to instructors
privileges/competences/courses, i.e. TEM, CRM etc.), whereas FCL
930.FI(b)(1) is a copy of former requirements according to JAR-FCL 1 and JAR-
FCL2, respectively. Therefore, the course contents in FCL.930.FI and the
assessment/skill test in FCL.920(b)/ FCL.935.FI does not seem to be
consistent.

A requirement in order to “upgrade” holders of instructor ratings issued in
accordance with former JAR-FCL requirements (non competency based) seems
to be missing (see i.e. additional requirements for instructors on MPL-courses).
Is this personnel allowed to instruct future applicants for Fl rating(s) under
EASA requirements? The question remains open, which existing instructor is
going to instruct new applicants for instructor ratings under the new
requirement?
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FCL.920, FCL.920.FI and the appropriate AMC-Material and FCL.935.FI FI do
not really appear to be consistent (some might be considered as incomplete)
and should be harmonized.

Noted

Please see the reply to 3846 above.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil Aviation

5628 Authority

#47

FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment
Comment: Instructors should be familiar with the concept and use of a
behavioural marker system for the training of Non-technical Skills

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1940 above.

5760 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.920 (a)

Page No: 46 of 647

Comment: This paragraph states the competences that instructors shall be
trained to achieve, however Threat and Error Management (TEM) and Crew
Resource Management (CRM) are not in the Teaching and Learning (T&L)
syllabus for the Instructor in the AMC.

Justification: The T&L syllabus is pre-JAR and never been updated to include
TEM and CRM and now requires amendment to include these items.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Include TEM and CRM elements with the associated enabling objectives into the
Instructor T&L syllabus.

Noted

TEM and CRM are included in FCL.920. Further details can be found in the AMC
to this paragraph. The different AMCs with the content of the training courses
for instructors refer to this AMC to FCL.920.

5953 comment by: ENAC TLP

The draft does not prescribe any training requirements or the competency
standards that an Examiner or an Instructor should demonstrate in the area of
non-technical/CRM skills and TEM assessment. This will lead to the possibility
of poor practical training in this area and misapplication of the assessment
process due to subjectivity, bias, and poor inter-rater reliability that will
undermine confidence in licensing rules and diminish the training value of
assessment.
Needs training or competence requirements for Instructors and Examinersf in
the area of Non-technical/CRM Skills and TEM assessment .
Proposal:
Under the label of Human Performance contained in syllabiFlightcrew
must be trained in the concepts, use and application of NTS in support to
TEM, CRM and Airmanship. Examiners and Instructors shall undergo
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specific training in the use of a behavioral marker system for the purpose
of non-technical skills assessment. Examiners shall demonstrate
competence in the assessment of non-technical skills to the relevant
competent authority as part of the Instructor rating and Examiner
authorisation process.

FCL 920 Instructor Competencies and assessment

(a) General

page 46

4th dot to be modified as follows (italic)

- Integrate TEM, CRM and NTS into technical training instead of just“-
Integrate TEM and CRM”

response | Noted

Please see the reply to comment 5760 above.

comment 6139 comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580
French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment.

(b) Assessment....training instructor (STI) and—themountainratinginstructer
h, the skill test for the issue...

Justification :French Mountain Pilot Association and the FFA ask to remove
the mountain rating instructor exception, as they consider very important that
instructor competencies described in FCL.920 (a) must be assessed again in
the MI skill test proposed in an other comment on FCL.935.MI MI skill test.

response | Noted

Please see the reply to comment 78 above.

comment | 7068 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.920
Page No: 46 of 647
Comment: The list of competencies for an instructor includes TEM. However,
this is part of non-technical skills and therefore the term NTS should be used
instead.
Justification: Consistency throughout the document.
Proposed Text: (if applicable)
- - Present knowledge
- Integration of Non-Technical Skills

response | Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1940 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common
Requirements — FCL.925 Instructors for the MPL

comment | 377 comment by: REGA

STATEMENT
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MPL instructors for helicopter don't exist in the proposed regulation.

PROPOSAL
Development of the MPL instructor for helicopters according the requirements
for MPL instructor aeroplane.

Not accepted

The MPL is a licence for aeroplanes only. Therefore, there is no need for MPL
Instructors for helicopters.

comment by: Helikopter Air Transport GmbH / Christophorus

1611 Flugrettungsverein

STATEMENT
MPL instructors for helicopter do not exist in the proposed regulation.

PROPOSAL
To develop the MPL instructor (helicopters) according the requirements for MPL
instructor airplane.

Not accepted

Please see the reply to comment 377 above.

2121 comment by: Nigel Roche

From (a) (2) (ii)
have completed initial crew resource management training with a commercial
air transport operator.

| fully understand the logic of requiring an MPL Instructor to have experience in
multi-crew operations and therefore have undertaken CRM as this is a
prerequisite of Multi-crew operations.

However | cannot understand the logic of requiring the prospective instructor
to have undertaken the initial CRM training with a commercial air transport
operator.

The way this is written would invalidate a person from employment as an MPL
instructor if he/she did not undertake the initial CRM with the operator.

As an FTO (ATO) we offer CRM training to both our students and external
CPL/IR holders as part of a programme to improve their abilities and improve
their job prospects, it depends on the operator these as to whether they accept
this as the initial CRM training. The validity of this CRM training for us and any
ATO has just been put into question.

I would suggest deleting this line as to have operated in a multi-crew
environment the instructor must have undertaken initial CRM training and
probable refresher training.

Not accepted

CRM is an operator specific training, that has to be conducted in accordance
with the operator’s procedures.

Page 77 of 801



comment

response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,
Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2228 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group
Airlines)

FCL925(b)

Comment: Wording should be changed for consistency

Proposal: Delete the phrase "on completion of the training” with, "prior to
undertaking instruction for MPL"

FCL925(c)
Comment: text should refer to MPL training

Propopsal: replace the phrase "competency based approach" with "MPL"
Not accepted

FCL.925(b)

Proposal not accepted. The assessment of competencies is to be passed at the
end of the training, not before it takes place. This is not the same requirement
as the requirements for a pre-entry skill test.

FCL.925(c)

Editorial correction not accepted. The paragraph is clear.

comment by: Industry Group (Airbus, Alteon Training, Bell Helicopters,
Boeing, CAE, CTC Aviation Group, ECOGAS, Flight Safety International,

2230 IAAPS (International Association of Aviation Personnel Schools), IACA,
IATA, KLM Luchtvaartschool, Lufthansa Flight Training, TUI Group
Airlines)

FCL925:

Comment: rule material is inappropriate during the inception (early stages) of
MPL. Criteria may be adjusted and also vary with different approaches to
training.

Proposal:move paras (b) (c ) (d) into EASA AMC
Not accepted

During the initial phase of the introduction of the MPL, the Agency does not
intend to change the requirements that were established in JAR-FCL 1.
It is possible however, that these requirements could be subject to a future
rulemaking task, once there is more data on the MPL implementation.

3637 comment by: M Wilson-NetJets
FCL.925(a)(1)

e Although the proposed wording reflects JAR, the requirements are too
tight

Suggestion:
Remove requirement for MCCl's and SFl's teaching basic phase of MPL to hold
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or have held an Fl rating, and add experience reuirements for non-Fl
instructors teaching this basic phase

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 2230 above.

3847 comment by: Luftfahrt-Bundesamt

FCL.925:

Regarding FCL.925 (b) (2), the following items need to be defined in order to
provide ‘a level playing field’:

Which kind of instructor examiner shall conduct the assessment for instructors
for a MPL(A) licence? There is no instructor examiner for MPL-instructors (see
FCL.1005.FIE (a)). Is that on purpose?

What does the assessment comprise, what is the content?

What documents are to be used during the assessment?

What are the pass-or-fail criteria for the assessment?

This also applies to FCL.925 (d)(2).

Noted

In relation to your question on which examiner shall conduct the assessment, it
is the same examiner that has the competence to assess the category of
instructor in accordance with Subpart K; so an FIE or a TRE.

As for your questions regarding the content of the assessment, please see
paragraph (b)(2). Further details may be developed in a future rulemaking
task.

comment by: CRM Advisory Panel to the United Kingdom Civil

4067 Aviation Authority

Comment:

To be effective, the implementing rules must convey a clear and unambiguous
understanding of the required Non-technical Skills (NTS) training and
competence standards for Instructors and Examiners.

Flight Instructors must also be familiar with the concepts of Non-technical
Skills and be able to integrate them into training.

Proposal:

1. Adopt and define the single term ‘Non-technical Skills (NTS), to
describe the non-technical knowledge, skills and behaviours required for
pilot licensing and Instructor training and testing.

New Definition: Non-technical skills - Non-technical skills (NTS) refers to the
skills and behaviours required for the safe, effective and efficient operation of
the flight that are by definition not technical in nature, such as Teamwork,
Decision Making and Threat and Error Management.

Ammend text to read
FCL.920 Instructor competencies and assessment

(a) General. All instructors shall be trained to achieve the following
competences:
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Prepare resources;

Create a climate conducive to learning;

Present knowledge;

Integrate Non-technical Skills including Threat and Error Management (TEM)
and crew resource management;

Noted

The issue of non-technical skills, and specifically their assessment, was never
solved at JAR-FCL level. Before including more detailed provisions in Part-FCL,
the issue needs to be carefully assessed, and should be subject to further
work, in a separate rulemaking task.

We suggest that you submit a rulemaking proposal on this issue to the Agency.

5014 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Add words:

have completed initial crew resource management training with a commercial
air

transport operator approved under Part OPS.

Justification: Reference to an EU operator under PART OPS is necessary to
ensure that training was done according to the approved standards in Europe.

Accepted

The text will be amended accordingly.

5425 comment by: CAA Belgium

Regarding FCL.925 (b) (2), the following items need to be defined in order to
provide ‘a level playing field’:

Which kind of instructor examiner shall conduct the assessment for instructors
for a MPL(A) licence? There is no instructor examiner for MPL-instructors (see
FCL.1005.FIE (a)). Is that on purpose?

What does the assessment comprise, what is the content?

What documents are to be used during the assessment?

What are the pass-or-fail criteria for the assessment?

This also applies to FCL.925 (d)(2).

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3847 above.

5954 comment by: ENAC TLP

The draft does not prescribe any training requirements or the competency
standards that an Examiner or an Instructor should demonstrate in the area of
non-technical/CRM skills and TEM assessment. This will lead to the possibility
of poor practical training in this area and misapplication of the assessment
process due to subjectivity, bias, and poor inter-rater reliability that will
undermine confidence in licensing rules and diminish the training value of
assessment.

Needs training or competence requirements for Instructors and Examinersf in
the area of Non-technical/CRM Skills and TEM assessment .

Proposal:
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Under the label of Human Performance contained in syllabiFlightcrew
must be trained in the concepts, use and application of NTS in support to
TEM, CRM and Airmanship. Examiners and Instructors shall undergo
specific training in the use of a behavioral marker system for the purpose
of non-technical skills assessment. Examiners shall demonstrate
competence in the assessment of non-technical skills to the relevant
competent authority as part of the Instructor rating and Examiner
authorisation process.

FCL. 925 Instructors for MPL

@) (2) (i)

page 46

to be modified as follows (italic)

“have completed initial CRM and Non Technical Skills assessment training with
a commercial air transport operator”

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4067 above.

6466 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.925:
The headline is not clear. Amended text proposal:
FCL.925 Additional training to instructors for the MPL

Accepted

The text will be amended accordingly.

6472 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.925(a)(2)(ii):

CRM courses are conducted by OPS operator. Pilots not involved in OPS
operations may find it hard to be accepted in course. Training organisations
that need those instructors give MCC training and MCC includes also CRM.
Amended text proposal:

(i) have completed initial crew resource management training with a
commercial air transport operator or respective course with approved
training organization.

Noted

Please see the replies to comments 2230 and 5014 above.

7072 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.925 (a)(2)(ii)

Page No: 46 of 647

Comment: Flight Instructors should be familiar with the concept of NTS in
order to prepare the candidates for their tests.

Justification: Clarification

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Amend to read;

(i) have completed non-technical skills training to include initial crew resource
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management training with a commercial.....
Noted

Please see the reply to comment 4067 above.

7278 comment by: ECOGAS

Current wording:

"(a) Instructors conducting training for the MPL shall:
(1) have successfully completed an MPL instructor training course at an
approved training organisation; and"

Issue: Although the proposed wording reflects JAR, the requirements are too
tight and are not supported by an adequate safety case to preclude
amendment as follows

Suggestion: Remove requirement for MCClI's and SFI's teaching basic phase of
MPL to hold or have held an FI rating, and add experience reuirements for non-
FI instructors teaching this basic phase

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 2230 above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 1: Common

Requirements — FCL.940 Validity of instructor certificates p- 47

comment | 637 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted

response | Noted
Thank you for providing this feedback.

comment | 1382 comment by: Bristow Helicopters
FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.
Justification:
Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

response | Noted
This provision is already included in Part-AR, in AR.FCL.215. This requirement
needs to be read in conjuction with that requirement.

comment | 1716 comment by: Sven Koch
Lehrberechtigung 3 Jahre giiltig

response | Noted
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Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.940.

1864 comment by: Dr. Schreck

FCL940.FI

Generell besteht auch hier keine Notwendigkeit zur Uberpriifung durch einen
Examiner. Ehrenamtlich tatige Fluglehrer in Vereinen wirden dadurch hohe
Kosten verursacht, wodurch sie eindeutig gegenuber an kommerzielen
Flugschulen angestellten Fluglehrern benachteiligt. Die Motivation in Vereinen
als Fluglehrer tétig zu sein, wirde dadurch drastisch sinken. Somit wuirde
genau wie unter FCL.930FI die Nachwuchsférderung nicht mehr maglich sein,
da keine ausreichende Zahl an Fl zur Verfligung steht.

Die Uberprufung konnte durch einen entsprechend qualifizierten
Ausbildungsleiter durchgefuhrt werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that you are referring to another paragraph as FCL.940 contains only
the validity period of instructor certificate.

Please see the responses provided in the appropriate segment for FCL.940.FI.
The requirements for the proficiency check for instructors are based on the
JAR-FCL requirements. The Agency does not intend to change them at this
time, without a dedicated safety assessment.

It should be mentioned also that such a proficiency check by definition cannot
be conducted by an instructor. (Please see also Basic Regulation (EC) No
216/2008)

The proficiency checks for the LAFI were deleted.

2127 comment by: British International Helicopters

FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification: Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to
the end of the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same
for simplicity.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the the reply to comment above.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2765 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FFA agrees with the period of 3 years validity for FI, but in agreement with
French Mountain Pilot Association, do not see any reason to limit to one year
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the validity of the mountain instructor certificate MI(A).

Consequently, we ask for deletion of the first part of this requirements, which
will read as follows : FCL.940 Validity of instructor certificates.

Without prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor certificates shall be valid for a
period of 3 years.

Not accepted

The exclusion of the MI from this provision does not mean that the MI
certificate is only valid for 1 year.

What is foreseen is that the MI certificate will be valid as long as the FI
certificate and the mountain rating remain valid.

3323 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL .940

Editorial

With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without prejudice te

FEL9060-B)2) FCL.900(b) (1), instructor certificates.....
Accepted

Editorial correction accepted.
The text will be amended accordingly.

3746 comment by: ANPI

FCL.940 Validity of instructor certificates p47

With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor certificates shall be valid for a
period of 3 years.

The mountain rating instructor keep his instructor certificate providing
he holds a Pilot Mountain Rating according to FCL.815 Mountain
ratings.

Delete TRI and CRI that have nothing in common with mountain flying.
The validity of the MI certificate is dependent on the validity of the FI, FRi-er
€R1 certificate and the mountain rating.

Noted

Please see the reply to comments on FCL.940.MI.

4408 comment by: Bond Offshore Helicopters

FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification:

Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

Noted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 1382 above.

4645 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a-+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, n&mlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewabhrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberpriifungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. DalR es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmal’ an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als flinfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européaischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Tatigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Aus dem angeblichen Sicherheitsaspekt wird hier nur ein weiterer
Uberprufungsproporz im Freizeitpilotenbereich aufgebaut, der aber gegeniiber
der bewéahrten deutschen Vereinsausbildung ausschlief3lich die Kosten erhdht.
Die soziale Kompetenz von Vereinen und die Vorteile einer freiwillig
,uberwachten“ ehrenamtlichen Vereinsumgebung werden ignoriert, der Aspekt
der Eigenverantwortlichkeit des Piloten wird vollig unterdruckt.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, dall ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Glltigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport Ubergestilpt
werden kann.

Der vorgeschlagene verwaltungstechnische Uberbau (FIE, ATO, Beschrankung
der Gultigkeit mit periodischer fliegerischer Uberpriifung, etc.) ist unnotig und
kostet die Piloten (aus ihrer Tasche!) nur zusatzliche Gebihren. Diese Mittel
fehlen dann fur Erlangung von mehr Flugpraxis. Diese war aber schon immer
das wirkungsvollste Mittel zum Erhalt ausreichender Flugsicherheit!

Es ist ausreichend, dass Fluglehrerlizenzen fuer Segelflug und TMG so lange
gueltig bleiben,wie eine entsprechende gueltige Pilotenlizenz vorliegt, unter der
Voraussetzung, dass eine Verpflichtung zum Besuch von
Weiterbildungsveranstaltungen besteht und dieses nachgewiesen wird.

Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit =>8500
Flugstunden

Aenderungen:

Ergaenze fuer Fluglehrer Segelflug und TMG wie oben ausgefuehrt, streiche '3
years'.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your standard comment. Please see the reply to your
other similar comments.

Regarding your additional comment and the proposal to delete any additional
validity period for sailplane and TMG instructor certificates, the Agency
disagrees as there is no reason or justification given why this should be done.

The Agency is of the opinion that a certain instructing experience should be

maintained by the instructor in order to be able to provide flight instruction.
The mandatory refresher cause and the required 30 hours or 60 take-offs are
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an important element for ensuring a high level of safety and some kind of
standardisation. As similar requirements are actually in place in several
Member States (e.g. in Germany), the Agency does not understand the reason
for deleting this requirement especially for FI(S) and will not follow your
proposal.

4651 comment by: Héli-Union

FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification:

Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 1382 above.

4867 comment by: HUTC

FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification:

Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 1382 above.

5271 comment by: CAA Belgium
FCL .940

Editorial

With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without prejudice te
FEE—960(b)(2)

FCL.900(b) (1),
instructor certificates.....

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 3323 above.

6591 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

The LAA agrees with a period of 3 years except for the Mountain Rating
Instructor.

Noted
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Thank you for providing your positive feedback.

6838 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.940

Page No: 47 of 647

Comment: The Implementing Rule dictates that the instructor rating shall
have a validity period of three years exactly. This means to the day and not to
the end of the month and it offers no period within which the instructor may
revalidate his rating with no loss of time. For example, if the instructor rating is
valid until 31 October, then most instructors will wait until the last few days of
October to revalidate. This offers no leeway for problems e.g. weather or
aircraft serviceability. If the check is completed in September, then the next
three years starts from the date of the test and the period between the test
and the end of October is lost. Better to permit the revalidation to be
completed within the last three months and to continue the validity from the
original expiry date.

Justification: Common sense and flexibility.

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change the paragraph to read “.....shall be valid for a period of 3 years in
addition to the rest of the month from the date of test, or date of expiry if
revalidated within the last 3 months of the validity period.”

Noted

Please see the reply to comment 1382 above.

comment by: CHC Europe EASA Ops Team - representing 550 pilots

7119
across Europe

FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification:

Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 1382 above.

8308 comment by: Bertram UNFRIED

Zur Vereinfachung der Termine bei der FCL, der verschiedenen Giltigkeiten
von Dokumenten etc. sollte eine verniinftige Anderung eingebracht werden.
Z.B. Glultigkeit der Dokumente 4 Jahre; Gultigkeit der Lehrberechtigung
ebenfalls 4 Jahre; Verlangerung der Berechtigung nach 2 Jahren durch einen
Fluglehrer. Damit wirde dem Termin Wirrwarr der zur Zeit herrscht Einhalt
geboten.

Noted

The different validity periods of the different pilot ratings and certificates were
established in JAR-FCL. The Agency does not intend to change them at this
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time without a dedicated safety assessment.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor

comment | 663 comment by: British Gliding Association

FCL.905.LAFi, Part B, Page 47

Comment:

The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI) are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of
a LPL but not an SPL. The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for the
issue of an SPL is understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far.

In particular:

e The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) are SPL are identical (AMC to
FCL.110.S and to FCL.210.S)

e The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to
FCL.125 and to FCL.235)

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training courses
(FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f))

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI
(b)(1) and (b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.FlI)

e LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

For the proposed rules not to allow a LAFI(S) to instruct for the SPL would
cause unjustified and serious logistical restrictions in gliding clubs - which are
primarily run by volunteers - without any discernable safety case.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does not require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licence s/he wishes to train for.

Requiring an arbitrary choice between identical instructors makes no sense..

BGA Proposal (Alternative text)

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) aLPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue,
revalidation or renewal of an SPL.

FCL.1005.FE:(Page 66)

(9) (1) skill tests for the issue of the LPL(S) and, for sailplanes only,
where instructor standards and flying training requirements are
identical, skill tests for the issue of the SPL.

Should, however, EASA consider that it is legally forced to continue to
pursue the current proposal, an amendment to FCL.210.S is proposed:
FCL.210.S

(b) Applicants for an SPL who have met all the requirements for the
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issue of a LPL(S) shall be fully credited towards the requirements in
(a) subject to the applicant meeting the SPL medical requirements.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The comment is right when stating that most of the requirements
(prerequisites, content training course, revalidation) will be the same for the
LAFI(S) and for the FI(S). The only difference is the privileges connected with
the two instructor certificates.

However, as a general principle, the instructor has to hold at least the licence
(and/or rating) he/she is providing flight instruction for. This is a commonly
agreed standard and the Agency cannot see a reason to change this. (please
see FCL.915)

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAO).

856 comment by: Heliswiss AG, Belp

Flight instructors are the most important pilots in aviation because they train
all future pilots. Therefore, highest quality is required when training flight
instructors. Offering FI courses is very demanding business and therefore,
applicants should not further be divided into FI und LAFI. Also Leisure Pilots
may well be trained by the existing Fl. It does not make sense to create yet
another FI category.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the proposals are based on the input given by the drafting group.
The experts see a clear need for a specific LAFI(H) as there are some
differences like the different medical standards, the CPL knowledge
requirement or the training course contents.

As no safety related justification is provided with this comment, the Agency
does not agree and will keep the two instructor categories LAFI(H) and FI(H)
as proposed.

2023 comment by: Ray Partridge

I see no merit in requiring an arbitrary and unnecessary choice of somebody
who is not in a position to make an informed decision. Adopt the BGA proposal.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

As there is no specific proposal provided with this comment (only a general
reference to a BGA proposal), the Agency does not know to which requirement
you are referring to. Please see all the responses to BGA comments in this and
the other LAFI segments.

Additionally it should be mentioned that the experts involved in the drafting of
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these proposals evaluated the actual requirements in place in different Member
States and tried to find a safe, sound and for all Member States acceptable
solution. To use simply the requirements which are in place in only one
Member State is for sure not the ideal solution. The Agency is aware that for
most of the Member States, especially the CAAs, the organisations, the training
organisations, the instructors and also for the pilots the introduction of these
new requirements will cause a lot of changes as it is always a solution based
on compromises in order to find the best regulation for a commom European
system.

2212 comment by: Nigel Roche

Throughout this LAFI section there has been no mention of Airships as in "Gas
Airships" is this intentional? | ask this question because:

in FCL.905.LAFI LAFI Privileges and conditions helicopter and aeroplanes
are mentioned in (a) and "appropriate aircraft category” in (b).

As an Airship is a category of aircraft it has not been either ruled in or out by
FCL.905

in FCL.910.LAFI LAFI Restricted privileges (b) different types of aircraft
are mentioned, but not Airships.

As Airships are not mentioned it either means that there are no restrictions/
limitations, or it has been omitted for another reason.

in FCL.915.LAFI Prerequisites for the LAFI training course
(b) In the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes:

(c) In the case of a LAFI for helicopters:

(d) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes,

(e) In the case of a LAFI for balloons,

Again Airships are not mentioned.
in FCL.930.LAFI LAFI Training course
(a) For the LAFI for aeroplanes or helicopters:

(b) For the LAFI for sailplanes or balloons:

Again Airships are not mentioned, but in Airships are mentioned in Appendix
12 to which this order refers

in FCL.940.LAFI LAFI Revalidation and renewal

(1) (i)aeroplanes or helicopters, (ii) sailplanes, (iii) balloons,

Again in the above Airships are not mentioned

Under FCL105.B a holder of an LPL(B) cover hot air airships, which would allow
a LAFI Balloons to cover Hot Air Airships, but this does not cover the PPL As
holder who would like to become a LAFI.

If the intention is that the only FlIs can instruct on airships then | suggest that
a statement is made in FCL.905 to the effect that "Gas Airships" are excluded

from the LAFI system.
If this was not the intention then | suggest that the orders shown above are
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amended to include "Gas Airships".
Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

As you clearly demonstrate with all the references to different LAFI
requirements, only the following four LAFI categories exist:

LAFI for aeroplanes,
LAFI for helicopters,
LAFI for sailplanes,
LAFI for balloons.

As there is no LPL for airships (please see subpart B — Leisure Pilot Licence)
there is no need to introduce a specific LAFI for gas airships. The Agency does
not agree that this has to be mentioned specifically in FCL.905 because it is
obvious that for all PPL licences (e.g. PPL(As) only an FI will be allowed to
provide flight instruction (see also FCL.915).

The specific case of hot-air airships which is a specific class of balloons is
covered with the LAFI(B).

2491 comment by: CAA Belgium

To be deleted entirely: LAFI is not in conformity with ICAO and is not forseen
in the basic regulation.

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion. However, it must be pointed out that
the Leisure Pilot Licence is mentioned in Article 7 of the Basic Regulation.

When drafting requirements for such a Leisure Pilot Licence, additional ratings
and certificates were not excluded. As Annex Il asks clearly for instructors and
examiners, the Agency cannot see why this sub-ICAO licence (in this respect
the comment is right) should not be in line with the Basic Regulation.

The Agency is of the opinion that the leisure pilot system proposed will only
have success and lead to the results expected (e.g. revitalise General Aviation)
if also an instructor category based on this licence and different from the FI
system will be introduced.

As a consequence the LAFI will not be deleted.

2627 comment by: Dieter Lenzkes

General comment to subpart J, section 2 and 3.

Die Verwendung des Begriffes ,Light aircraft flight instructor LAFI* st
verwirrend weil der Begriff ,light aircraft® nicht definiert ist. Dariber hinaus
besteht zumindest im deutschen Sprachgebrauch eine Verwechslungsgefahr
mit dem ,Ultraleicht-Flugzeug”, was aber hier sicher nicht gemeint ist. Im
Prinzip geht es doch um die Ausbildung der Freizeitpiloten fur einen LPL, also
um einen ,Leisure pilot flight instructor.

Zumindest beim Segelflug macht es wenig Sinn bei den Fluglehrern hier noch
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nach LAFI(S) und FI(S) zu trennen. Die Voraussetzungen und Bedingungen
sind fur beide identisch. Die Ausbildungsinhalte fur den LPL(S) und den SPL
sind ebenfalls identisch. Der Unterschied liegt lediglich in den medizinischen
Anforderungen an den auszubildenden Piloten, die an den Freizeitpiloten wegen
des geringeren Risikos niedriger sein kénnen als fur einen kommerziellen
Betrieb (Risikobegriff entsprechend DIN EN [ISO 14121-1, siehe auch
Kommentar 1408 zu NPA 2008, 17c). Die Unterscheidung bei den Fluglehrern
blaht lediglich die Burokratie auf. Bei den Prufern wird diese Unterscheidung ja
auch nicht mehr gemacht.

Vorschlag.

Die betreffenden Abschnitte dahingehend andern oder zusammenfassen, dass
ein Segelfluglehrer grundsatzlich fur beide Lizenzen ausbilden kann, LPL(S)
und SPL.

Begrindung: Weniger burokratischer Aufwand.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Regarding your first issue, it must be highlighted that a huge amount of
stakeholders asked for introducing the term ‘Light Aircraft Pilot Licence’ not
only for the instructor but also for the pilot licence. Based on this input
received, the Agency has carefully evaluated the issue and found a way to
introduce the name LAPL (Light Aircraft Pilot Licence) for the pilot licence. This
means also that the name LAFI will be kept.

Regarding your statement that the requirements for the LAFI(S) and FI(S) are
nearly the same, the Agency agrees. However, as the medical standards and
some of the privileges are different, the Agency will keep both certificates. The
LAFI(S) will not be allowed to provide instruction for the SPL because as a
general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence (and/or rating)
he/she is providing flight instruction for. This is a commonly agreed standard
and the Agency cannot see a reason to change this (see also FCL.915).

This is also in compliance with paragraph 2.8.1 of Annex 1 to the Convention
on International Civil Aviation (ICAQ).

2925 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)

Delete totally.
Justification: is not in accordance with ICAO Annex 1 and is not foreseen in the
basic regulation.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See response to comment No 2491 (CAA Belgium).

3202 comment by: Susana Nogueira

Delete all this section and all references in other sections to the LAFI.
Justification: Is not in ICAO Annex 1

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.
See response to comment No 2491 (CAA Belgium).

3283 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL section 2 LAFI

The difference between the LAFI (S) and the FI(S) is the medical certificate, it
is the same between the LAFI (B) and the FI (B).

On the contrary, the training to obtain a LAFI (A) or (H) certificate is much
lower than the training to a FI(A) or (H) certificate.

There is no justification in that difference of training. These 2 categories of
instructors will have to perform the same kind of instruction, and the LAFI will
have to achieve the training in less flight instruction hours to give to the
applicants rather important privileges (to fly everywhere within the European
territory in a rather complex airspace and various weather conditions, even if it
is with an aircraft limited in weight, number of engine and number of
passengers) which correspond to the activity of the great majority of the
present PPL population. So, logically, the training given by a LAFI should be
more efficient, and consequently the training given to the LAFI sharper.
Moreover, we don’t have the impression that the present level of the Fl is too
high to perform their duties. And we think that the instructors’ level may have
a great impact on safety.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The proposals for the LAFI certificate are based on the input provided by the
expert group developing the requirements for the LAFI(A) and (H).

The principle for all these requirements are formulated in recital 8 of the Basic
Regulation which says:

‘For non-commercial operations, the operational and licensing rules should be
tailored to the complexity of the aircraft and a related definition should be set
out.’

When reviewing the prerequisites, the training course content and some other
requirements for the FI(A) and FI(H) (based on the JAR-FCL requirements), the
drafting group members and the Agency came to the conclusion that some of
the requirements like:

medical standard

CPL theoretical knowledge

instrument flight time

amount of practical training provided during the course
revalidation criteria

would cause a lot of problems and additional financial burden for the typical
leisure pilot instructor in General Aviation. Following the framework given by
the Basic Regulation and trying to develop licensing requirements tailored to
the complexity of this operation, the Agency is of the opinion that the
standards required for the LAFI(A) and (H) are at a sufficiently high level and
that there is no reason to have only one instructor certificate for both licence
categories.The Agency agrees with your statement that the training given by
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the LAFI should be at least as efficient as the training provided by the FI but
does not agree with your proposal that the ‘training given to the LAFI’ should
be even ‘sharper’. Certain exercises are excluded from the syllabus and
checking the necessary flight time for covering the whole syllabus the Agency
came to the conclusion that the training proposed should be on the right level.

4479 comment by: AOPA Switzerland
Since we do not support the introduction of LPL, no LAFI is required.
Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

4928 comment by: Chris Gowers

Delete all references to LAFI from this, and all other, EASA documents.

The whole concept of a "LAFI" is hugely misguided. Whilst the idea of a leisure
pilots licence, enabling people to participate in light aviation with limited
privileges, is a good one, the Light Aircraft Flying Instructor (LAFI) is not.
There should be only one form of flying instructor rating, the FI.

Why should it take any less time to train a pilot to instruct to a lesser
licence........ it does not. On FI courses, by far the bulk of the time is spent in
the air learning the instructional techniques to teach the basic flying skills and
there is little of these skills omitted from the LPL or BLPL syllabus. The current
FI course is barely adequate to give the newly qualifiedFI(A)(R) the building
blocks to teach himself how to instruct; the LAFI would not allow the new FI to
be even close to competent.

The LAFI qualification is a recipe for poorly trained instructors to produce
poorly trained pilots and there is likely to be a large increase in light aviation
incidents and accidets as a result.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

However, the proposals for the LAFI certificate are based on the input provided
by the expert group developing the requirements for the Leisure Pilot Licence.
It was discussed if a separate instructor certificate would be needed. Based on
the fact that the Agency envisages to transfer the JAR-FCL FI directly into the
new system, the experts voted for a separate instructor category. The reasons
were mainly the relatively high level of requirements and the enormous costs
involved to become an FI(A) or (H).

When reviewing the prerequisites, the training course content and some other
requirements for the FI(A) and FI(H) (based on the JAR-FCL requirements), the
drafting group members and the Agency came to the conclusion that some of
the requirements like:

medical standard required

CPL theoretical knowledge

Instrument flight time

amount of practical training provided during the training course
revalidation criteria
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can be fulfilled only with difficulties by a typical leisure pilot instructor in
General Aviation. Following the framework given by the Basic Regulation and
trying to develop licensing requirements tailored to the complexity of this
operation, the Agency is still of the opinion that the standards required for the
LAFI(A) and (H) as proposed are at a sufficiently high level and that there is no
reason to have only one instructor certificate for both licence categories.As no
justification or example is provided with your comment, the Agency does not
agree with the statement that the ‘LAFI qualification is a recipe for poorly
trained instructors’ and will keep the concept of LAFI certificates.

5208 comment by: Paul Morrison

The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI) are toconduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of a
LPL but not an SPL.The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for the
issue of an SPL is understood,but the proposal takes this logic too far.

In particular:

The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) are SPL are identical (AMC to
FCL.110.Sand to FCL.210.S)

The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to FCL.125
andto FCL.235)

LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training
courses(FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f)

LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI (b)(21)
and(b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))

LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.FI)

LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason, identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instructfor SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does notrequire a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licences/he wishes to train for.Requiring an arbitrary choice
between identical instructors makes no sense.

| therefore fully endorse the alternative BGA Proposal:-

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) a LPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue, revalidation
orrenewal of an SPL.

FCL.1005.FE:(Page 66)

(9) (1) skill tests for the issue of the LPL(S) and, for sailplanes only, where
instructor standards and flying training requirements are identical, skill tests
for the issue of the SPL.

Should, however, EASA consider that they are legally forced to continue to
pursue the current proposal, an amendment to FCL.210.S is proposed:
FCL.210.S

(b) Applicants for an SPL who have met all the requirements for the issue of a
LPL(S) shall be fully credited towards the requirements in (a).
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Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion. However, as it is only a copy of another
comment please see the response to comment No 663 (BGA).

6017 comment by: ENAC TLP

since we strongly recommend to delete LPL, we propose to delete LAFI rating
as well.

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.
See also the response to comment No 4928.

6060 comment by: Martyn Johnson

I have no specific expertise in this area.
However, having read the response from the British Gliding Association, | fully
support it.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 663 (BGA).

6091 comment by: Icelandic CAA

We consider that section 2 concerning LAFI should be removed since the
requirements do not fulfill ICAO Annex 1 (section 2.8) minimum standards for
instructor rating.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.
See response to comment No 2491.

6485 comment by: Royal Swedish Aeroclub

KSAK support that LAFI is implemented as a new category of instructors. This
category should be less attractive for the commercial market. It is today a big
problem were the instructors often use their instructor time to gather flying
time and competence in order to be able to fly commercial air transport. The
result is a lack of instructors.

Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

6604 comment by: CAA Finland

General comment: As the privilege to fly in BA/H or LPL easier than the level of
PPL, the requirement for the instructor should be at least the same or even
higher. The expensive part of training(flight training) is only 5h less so the
price of the coursewill not be much cheaperespecially when the number
ofpotential instructor studentsis divided into two courses (LAFI and Fl).The
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LAFI should be totallyremoved.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 4928 above.

6669 comment by: Croft Brown

FCL.905.LAFi, Part B, Page 47

Comment:

The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI) are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of
a LPL but not an SPL. The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for the
issue of an SPL is understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far.

In particular:

The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) are SPL are identical (AMC to
FCL.110.S and to FCL.210.S)

The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to FCL.125
and to FCL.235)

LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training courses
(FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f)

LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI (b)(1) and
(b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))

LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.FI)

LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason, identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does not require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licence s/he wishes to train for. Requiring an arbitrary choice
between identical instructors makes no sense..

BGA Proposal (Alternative text)

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) a LPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue, revalidation or
renewal of an SPL.

FCL.1005.FE:(Page 66)

(g) (1) skill tests for the issue of the LPL(S) and, for sailplanes only, where
instructor standards and flying training requirements are identical, skill tests
for the issue of the SPL.

Should, however, EASA consider that they are legally forced to continue to
pursue the current proposal, an amendment to FCL.210.S is proposed:
FCL.210.S

(b) Applicants for an SPL who have met all the requirements for the issue of a
LPL(S) shall be fully credited towards the requirements in (a).

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion. However, as it is only a copy of another
comment please see the response to comment No 663 (BGA).

7033 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
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Section 2
Specific requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor - LAFI

Justification :

The difference between the LAFI (S) and the FI(S) is the medical certificate; it
is the same between the LAFI (B) and the FI (B).

On the contrary, the training to obtain a LAFI (A) or (H) certificate is much
lower than the training to a FI(A) or (H) certificate.

We can’t find any justification to that difference of training. These 2 categories
of instructors will have to perform the same kind of instruction. The LAFI will
have to achieve the training in fewer flight instruction hours to give to the
applicants rather important privileges (to fly everywhere within the European
territory in a rather complex airspace and various weather conditions, even if it
is with an aircraft limited in weight, number of engine and number of
passengers). This corresponds to the activity of the great majority of the
present PPL population. So, logically, the training given by a LAFI should be
more efficient, and consequently the training given to the LAFI sharper.
Moreover, we don’t have the impression that the present level training of the
FlI is too high to perform their duties. And we think that the instructors’ level
may have a great impact on safety.

Modification :
Delete LAFI certificates

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion. However, it seems that a similar
comment has already been sent.
See also the response to your comment No 3283 above.

7633 comment by: Mike Armstrong
Page 47 of 647 FCL 905.LAFI

| have been unable to differentiate between the pre-
requirements/qualifications/syllabus/skill sets/etc of LAFI and Fl. It seems
unreasonable, therefore, to prevent an LAFI to instruct and test for SPL.
Similarly for LAFE and FE. | would propose that LAFI and LAFE have the same
privileges as Fl and FE in terms of voluntary instructing and testing.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 663 (BGA).

8024 comment by: Andy Balkwill

It is not clear why a LAFI(S) should be prevented from instructing or re-
validating the licence of a pilot holding a SPL as the instruction specified for
LPL(S) and SPL look that same, as do the skill tests specified for LPL(S) and
SPL.The same applies to an FE LPL(S) examining a pilot for SPL.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 663 (BGA).
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B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.905.LAFI LAFI — p. 47
Privileges and conditions

comment

response

comment

398 comment by: Rod Wood

Remove all references to a Basic LPL(H) or LPL(H) rated pilot holding an
instructor rating. This an unnecessary dilution of the standards and experience
needed to control situastions encountered whlst instructing on helicopters

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

However, the proposals for the LAFI certificate are based on the input provided
by the expert group developing the requirements for the Leisure Pilot Licence.
It was discussed if a separate instructor certificate would be needed. Based on
the fact that the Agency envisages to transfer the JAR-FCL FI requirements
directly into the new system, the experts voted for a separate instructor
category. The reasons were mainly the relatively high level of requirements
and the enormous costs involved to become an FI(A) or (H).

When reviewing the prerequisites, the training course content and some other
requirements for the FI(A) and FI(H) (based on the JAR-FCL requirements), the
drafting group members and the Agency came to the conclusion that some of
the requirements like:

- medical standard

- CPL theoretical knowledge

- amount of practical training provided during the course
- revalidation criteria

Can be fulfilled only with difficulties by a typical leisure pilot instructor in
General Aviation. Following the framework given by the Basic Regulation and
trying to develop licensing requirements tailored to the complexity of this
operation, the Agency is still of the opinion that the standards required for the
LAFI(A) and (H) are at a sufficiently high level and that there is no reason to
have only one instructor certificate for both licence categories. As no
justification or example is provided with your comment, the Agency does not
agree with your statement that this will cause ‘an unnecessary dilution of the
standards’ and will keep the concept of LAFI certificates.

524 comment by: Geschéaftsfuhrer Luftsportverband RP

In vielen Bereichen der Fliegerei wird von Selbstverantwortlichkeit gesprochen.
Das Erreichenfur LAFI certificate dauert hier zu lange. Im Windenbetrieb auf 50
Ausbildungsstunden zu kommen, kann recht lange dauern. Beim Motorflug
wissen wir, dass die bei FCL ursprunglich geforderten 100 Ausbildungsstunden
in drei Jahrenvon den meisten Fluglehrern nicht erfullt werden konnten.
Fliegerisches Talent wird vernachlassigt gegenltber nichtssagenden
Stundenvorgaben. Letztendlich hat jede Flugschule die Verantwortung
fur die Fahigkeiten seiner eingesetzten Fluglehrer. Eine Stundenzahl sagt
da gar nichts aus Uber Qualitat.
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Ich schlage nachfolgende Werte vor:

(), (1) in case of a LAFI for sailplanes, has completed at least 50 hours or 100
launches of instruction ;

(), (2) for all other aircraft categories, has completed at least 100 hours of
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category;

Satz (f) (3) andern, denn der Fluglehrer hat ja bereits eine Prufung zur
Schuilerausbildung bestanden; warum soll er jetzt nochmals eine Prufung
machen, um auch Fluglehrer auszubilden. Was vielleicht im gewerblichen
Flugbetrieb notwendig ist, kostet im Luftsport nur zusatzliches Geld ohne
jeglichen Sicherheitsgewinn.

daher (f) (3) has demonstrated to a chief flight instructor ...... with Appendix
12 to this Part.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The comment is aiming on the experience required for a LAFI in order to
provide flight instruction for the LAFI certificate.

The Agency partially agrees with your first proposal to add a certain amount of
launches in order to focus not only on the hours of instruction. The Agency will
separate the ballooning requirements and will add ‘or 150 launches’ for the
LAFI(S).

Regarding your second proposal, the Agency partially agrees that the amount
of hours can be reduced. A minimum amount of 150 hours instructing time
should be sufficient to gain the necessary level of experience in order to be
able to demonstrate the ability to instruct for the LAFI certificate.

The Agency does not agree with your proposal to delete the assesment of
competence (the wording was amended) required in (f)(3) as this is a general
requirement for all instructors wishing to conduct flight instruction for the
instructor certificate and will guarantee a certain standard and check of the
experience level before starting to provide this training (new numbering:

(©)(1)).

527 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

J/Section 2
FCL.905

Proposal
(d) (e) There shall be no such ratings. Ratings such as stated shall
only be possible for holder of a full PPL.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not see a reason (no justification is provided with
this comment) to delete the references to the different ratings.
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Based on the proposals of the experts, the Agency came to the conclusion that
there is no reason to prevent the experienced LPL(A) pilot to start the training
for the towing, night or aerobatic rating. After a careful review of the
comments received there seems to be no safety related argument why these
ratings should not be attached to the LPL licence.

Based on this, the privileges contained in (d) and (e) must be kept.

547 comment by: Norwegian Air Sports Federation
Same comments as for Fl related to aerobatic instructor training and skill test.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to your comment on the FI related to the aerobatic
rating, the instructor training and the skill test.

638 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
(f) Question: Is (3) in addition to (1) or (2) or an alternative?
Noted

Thank you for providing your comment and the question.
Answer: (3) is in addition to (1) or (2) and not an alternative. Otherwise the
word ‘or’ would have been used.

870 comment by: Stefan Kramer

Die geforderte Ausbildungszeit von 250 Stunden ist deutlich zu hoch.

Fluglehrer sind nach Eignung und Befahigung auszuwahlen. Dies ist bereits bei
deutlich geringerer Zeit ausreichend erkennbar.

Diese Hohe Stundenzahl wird in Zukunft wohl kaum ein Fluglehrer im
Freizeitbereich in angemessener Zeit erreichen. Es kann nicht die Absicht der
Neuregelung sein, die Zugangsbarrieren derart hoch zu legen, dass der
Luftsport, der ganz Uberwiegend den Zugang zur Materie der Berufsluftfahrt
schafft, derart behindert wird.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it must be stated that the requirement in (f) is dealing with the
privilege of providing training for the LAFI certificate (during the training
course). Your proposal to choose the instructors for this task only based on the
assessment of his/her qualification and competence is very difficult because
this would mean that the decision would have to be made in a more or less
subjective way.The Agency does not agree with this approach.

However, after careful consideration, the Agency agrees that the amount of
hours can be reduced. A minimum amount of 150 hours instructing time should
be sufficient to gain the necessary level of experience in order to be able to
demonstrate the ability to instruct for the LAFI certificate.
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884 comment by: ASW-27B

Warum reicht es nicht aus, wenn ein Prifer die Eignung als Fluglehrer
festgestellt hat?

Alles andere ist zu aufwandig und reduziert langfristig die Zahl der dringend
bendétigten Fluglehrer, die ehrenamtlich Freizeit opfern, um anderen das
Fliegen beizubringen und denen es nicht zuzumuten ist, dartiiber hinaus noch
eine so hohe Zahl an Ausbildungsstunden fur ihre Berechtigung zu erbringen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 870 above.

972 comment by: Alastair MacGregor

Why should a LAFI not be able to instruct for SPL when they have the same
skills?

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree. As a general principle the instructor has
to hold at least the licence for which instruction is being provided (see FCL.915
(b)(1)). This means clearly a licence with at least the same privileges. The
privileges of an LPL(S) are lower than the privileges of an SPL; therefore, the
holder of an LPL(S) cannot provide instruction for an SPL.

1004 comment by: CAA Belgium

(e) the required flight experience of 20 hrs is far too low !
Such low minima will surely create a hazard to flight safety.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, based on the input received the Agency will delete the proposed 20
hours requirement but will introduce an additional demonstration of his/her
ability to instruct aerobatics to an instructor qualified in accordance with (f). A
similar privilege was already proposed for providing instruction for the night
rating — this system is based on JAR-FCL.

1016 comment by: George Rowden

Comment: Given the similarity of the requirements for LPL(S) & SPL and
LAFI(S) & FI(S) There appears to be no reason why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for a SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for a SPL.

It is therefore proposed that this should be reflected in the document.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.
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1176 comment by: Thomas Reusch

Nein. Keine Vorgaben machen, da die Fluglehrerprifung die Kompetenz des
Fluglehrers bestatigt.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see also the response to comment No 870 above.

As your comment seems to be a general comment on the privileges of an
instructor, please be aware that the Agency does not agree that an instructor
certificate automatically includes all the mentioned privileges without requiring
any further training or the proposed demonstration of the ability to instruct for
certain ratings or the LAFI certificate.

To take an example:

The additional experience requirements for providing aerobatic flight training
are absolutely necessary as the 5 hours training for the LAFI to gain the rating
himself/herself is definitely not sufficient to provide aerobatic training. A
certain additional experience should be gained before providing the training.
The Agency is confident that stakeholders will agree with this requirement
based on the fact that the licensing experts involved in the review were also
supporting the Agency’s view.

1202 comment by: Luftsportverband Rheinland Pfalz
FCL 905 (f) (1 und 2) streichen

Die Anzahl der Ausbildungsstunden erlaubt keine Aussage Uber die Eignung
und Qualitat eines Fluglehrers. Erst wenn ein Fluglehreranwarter Flugschuler
erfolgreich vom Ful3gdnger bis zur bestandenen Prifung ausgebildet hat ist
(zusammen mit einer Prifung nach f) eine Aussage Uber seine Eignung zum
Fluglehrer méglich. Die Ausbildung muf3 alle Ausbildungsabschnitte umfassen.

Formulierungsvorschlag:

(f) (1) in the case of a LAFI fo sailplanes or ballons

- erfolgreiche Ausbildung (instruction) unter Aufsicht erfahrener Fluglehrer (FE)
in allen relevanten Ausbildungsabschnitten bzw. Ausbildungsinhalten-

in the appropiate aircraft category

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that this comment is also aiming at the experience
requirement in (f) in order to allow the LAFI to instruct for the LAFI certificate.

Please see the response to comment No 525 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband) and No 870 (S. Kramer).

The wording proposed in your comment is already covered with
FCL.910.LAFI(b)(3). So this addition proposed makes no sense. In addition to
this the experience level of an LAFI providing training during an instructor
course should be higher than the one proposed by you.
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1244 comment by: Aeromega

Comments earlier about the LPL not being appropriate for helicopters still
apply. However if LPL (H) remains, there is no justification for a lower standard
of instructor for the LPL (H) compared to the PPL (H). There will be a 2 tier
system and that usually means that the cheapest prevails - this will lead to
increased accidents due to the proposed syllabus omissions.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See response to comment No 398 (Rod Wood) above.

1263 comment by: Gunter End

Als Segelfluglehrer 50 Stunden scheinen vertretbar. 250 Stunden als
Motorfluglehrer scheint Ubertrieben 100 Stunden scheinen véllig ausreichend.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
Please see the response to comment No 524 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband)

1343 comment by: Gerhard Hehl

Es sind keine Stundenvorgaben zu machen. Viele Flugstunden zu haben, muss
nicht heissen, dass er gut ist. Das Talent wird letztendlich bei der Prifung
festgestellt.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 870 above.

It should be mentioned that (f) is dealing with the privilege to instruct
applicants for the instructor certificate. The Agency has received a lot of
(multiple/copied) comments on this issue asking for a reduction or even for a
deletion of a certain amount of instruction time. The Agency strongly disagrees
with this idea that every instructor who is able and allowed to instruct for the
basic pilot licence is also automatically the suitable and qualified person to
provide training for applicants for the instructor certificate.

As your comment seems to be a general comment on the privileges of an
instructor, please be aware that the Agency does not agree that an instructor
certificate automatically includes all the mentioned privileges without requiring
any further training or the proposed demonstration of the ability to instruct for
certain ratings or the LAFI certificate. See also the response to comment No
1176 in the same segment above.

1400 comment by: Wilfried Muller

My suggestion is to take the preconditions away. Only the talent of the
applicant should be decisive. The applicant will be checked out in a selection
workshop (assessment centre).

Only the quality of a person combined with PPL knowledge and his /her
airmanship should count.
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Wilfried Muller 11-27-2008
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion. However, the Agency does not agree.
Please see the response to comment No 1343 above.

It should be mentioned that the term ‘selection workshop (assessment centre)’
used is unknown and not part of the future requirements.

1487 comment by: Andrew Sampson

Surely there is no logical reason why a LAFI(S) should not instruct for SPL, or
why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL?

There appears to be considerable ambiguity here as LAFI (S) and FI (S) seem
idential in most respects.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

1507 comment by: Volker ENGELMANN

250 hrs of instruction on all other aircraft categories is far to high and again no
propper risk assesment toll as mentioned earlier before.
Reccomendation: 100hrs

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

After careful consideration and based on the input received, the Agency agrees
that the amount of hours in (f) can be reduced. A minimum amount of 150
hours instructing time should be sufficient to gain the necessary level of
experience in order to be able to demonstrate the ability to instruct for the
LAFI certificate.

1535 comment by: Danish Balloon Organisation

FCL.905.LAFI:

We suggest that the wording of FCL.905LAFI is amended to read: "The
privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor (LAFI) are to conduct flight
instruction and proficiency checks for the issue, revalidation or renewal of:

Justification: The Basic Regulation allows the following toolbox for
demonstration of compliance: "Assessments, examinations, tests or checks".
We therefore think that proficiency checks should be possible also with
instructors to reflect the level of risk associated with the activity.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
However, as the proficiency checks are by definition conducted by examiners
(see Basic Regulation and Implementing Rules Part FCL),this privilege cannot
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be included.

1717 comment by: Sven Koch

LAFI darf ausbilden, verlangern und erneuern in seiner Flugzeug-Kategorie;
muss haben wenn er LAFI ausbilden will: Als Segelfluglehrer 50
Ausbildungsstunden

Als Motorfluglehrer 250 Ausbildungsstunden

Hat im Einklang mit Anhang 12 einen Priufercheck absolviert.
Keine Vorgaben; Talent ist entscheidend und wird durch Fluglehrerprifung
festgestellt. Die Besten sind Fluglehrer bei einer Fluglehrerausbildung; viele
Ausbildungsstunden sagen nichts Uber Qualitat

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind the first part of your comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.905.LAFI.

In the second part you propose to delete the prerequisite minimum hours for
the LAFI and the foreseen check before he/she will be allowed to act as an
instructor instructing LAFI candidates (meaning instructing during an instructor
course). The Agency cannot follow your logic that every LAFI ‘with some talent’
or ‘simply the best ones’ should be allowed to instruct for the LAFI training
course. The Agency does not understand how you will decide on the ‘talent’ or
on the criteria who is ‘the best one’ to do this. The Agency believes that some
minimum requirements on the experience for such a task should be defined
not to allow every instructor to train the future instructors.

1750 comment by: Stephan Johannes

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

zur Eignung zum Fluglehrer ist mehr notwendig, als Flugstunden. Aus meiner
Sicht ist entscheidend, ob der Fluglehreranwérter Talent hat. Dies wird im
Verein zur eine Vorauswahl und im Fluglehrerlehrgang nachgewiesen.

Bitte streichen Sie die Vorgaben und legen Sie Wert auf das Talent/die Eignung
des Fluglehrers.

Mit freundlichen GruRRen
Stephan Johannes

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the responses provided to the comments No 524, 870 and 1176 in
the same segment above. These comments are dealing with the same issue.

1862 comment by: Dr. Schreck

FCL.905.FI FI privilges and conditions

500 Stunden Ausbildung sollten ausreichend sein zur Fluglehrer Ausbildung.
Dieser sollte dann auch die entsprechende Erfahrung haben, um den
proficiency check fur Fluglehrer abnehmen zu kénnen.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that your comment should be addressed to another
segment as here in FCL.905.LAFI no requirement asks for 500 hours of
instruction time.

Your comment seems to aim at the required 500 hours for an Fl to receive the
privilege to provide training for an FI. As the 500 hours proposed are already
incorporated in the NPA the comment is not understood. It should be added
that the instructor will not receive the privilege to act as FIE. This is clearly a
task of an examiner only. Please study the requirements to become an FIE.

1988 comment by: Volker Reichl

Cost Impact, Social impact:

Due to the small differences between the LPS(S) and the SPL it should be
considered to grant rights for a LAFI to exercise the rights of an instructor for
SPL and vice versa.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

1995 comment by: Felix.Reichl

LAFI should instruct LPL(S) as well as SPL due to the fact that training is the
same the only difference in the license is the medical requirement.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

2180 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald

Keine Vorgaben; Talent ist entscheidend und wird durch eine
Fluglehreruberprifung festgestellt. Die Besten sind Fluglehrer bei einer
Fluglehrerausbildung; viele Ausbildungstunden sagen nichts Uber die Qualitat
aus.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As your comment is not specifying on which item you are commenting on, the
Agency is not able to provide a direct response. Please see the responses
provided to comments No 524, 870 and 1176 in the same segment above.
These comments are dealing with the same issue.

2447 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann

Subparagraph (f) (1)

Problem: An alternative number of sailplane take-offs is missing.
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Proposed solution: .., has completed at least 50 hours or 200 take-offs
instructions ...

Justification: Sailplane flight time is highly related to the thermal current
environment. The necessary experience can be gained through a sufficient
number of take-offs also.

Subparagraph (f) (2)

Problem: The number of hours of instruction appears to be a bit high compared
to the related hours for FI(A).

Proposed solution: Change to 200 hours.

Justification: 200 hours of instruction flight provides a sufficient experience to
enable to instruct LAFI candidates. The number of hours should be less than
the related number for FI(A).

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

Based on the comments received the Agency decided to add an additional
alternative requirement in (f)(1) asking for 150 take-offs of instruction.
Additionally, the required flight instruction hours required in (f)(2) will be
reduced to 150 hours.

2474 comment by: derekheaton

As there are no differences within the EASA FCL in:-

flight instruction or skills tests between LPL(S) and SPL or LAFI(S) and FI(S)
training courses then there should be no reason why a LAFI(S) cannot instruct
an SPL or why a FE LPL(S) should not examine a SPL.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

2524 comment by: ETPS CI
17b FCL.905 (1)

the instruction required to conduct flight tests, provided that the Fl is qualified
to conduct such flight tests.

Comment 5: ETPS currently flies and instructs under military regulations.
Instructors are rigorously monitored and examined but do not necessarily hold
civilian licenses. ETPS would seek either an exemption or an Acceptable Means
of Compliance (AMC) for this rule, i.e. an acceptance of UK MOD regulation
equivalence which would lead to ETPS becoming an EASA “accepted flight test
training organisation”.

Noted

Based on the comments received and on the input provided by flight test
experts, the Agency has decided to delete FCL.905.FI(l), and to create a
specific category of flight instructor for flight tests. Please see amended text of
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Subpart J.

As for the issue of military schools, as it was already explained in the
comments to FCL.820, nothing prevents a military school from requiring a civil
approval and providing training for civil pilots, as long as the requirements are
complied with.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2768 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL 905 LAFI LAFI (c) :

FFA has no information about the "group extensions" mentioned here, which
are not defined under FCL 010 Definitions.
FFA asks for clarification on this item.

Noted

Thank you for providing your input.

It has to be highlighted that the term ‘group’ was introduced only for the
aircraft category balloons. Please see the definition for ‘group of balloons’ in
FCL.010 (Definitions) which will provide further information.

You will find also a paragraph about the extension to another group (e.g.
FCL.225.B) and additional AMC material which contains the differentiation of
these groups (AMC to FCL.225.B).

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2772 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FFA draws the Agency 's attention on the confusing numbering of the articles.

FFA suggests to re-consider the whole numbering of Part FCL or, at least, to
change the proposed one into "FCL 905 LAFI - Privileges and conditions for
LAFI".

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not fully understand the meaning of your comment.
With your first general statement you are criticising the ‘confusing numbering
of the articles’ but without explaining why the numbering is so confusing or
providing any counter proposal.

The Agency has decided to assign a certain group of numbers for each subpart.
Here are some examples:

Subpart A FCL.1XX
Subpart B FCL.2XX
Subpart C FCL.3XX

For instructors, as it is subpart J the numbering is FCL.9XX. In order to provide
immediate information which section of subpart J is meant, the additional
denominator of the specific instructor category was added. For this paragraph
this principle means FCL.905.LAFI because it is a paragraph within the section
for the LAFI. The Agency has not received a proposal with a better solution and
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will therefore keep the numbering unchanged.

Regarding your second issue to change the wording of the header, the Agency
reviewed the issue and will try to find a solution. So far the title in the
instructor subpart mentioned the category first followed by the pure title. In
this case the header of the paragraph is: LAFI — Privileges and conditions. As
this seems to be the best way to address it, the Agency will keep this order but
might enlarge the space between the number and the text of the header.

2780 comment by: David COURT

As the training for a BPL and LPL(B) are exactly the same a LAFI should be
allowed to instruct for both the BPL and LPL.

The only distinction should be that a LAFI cannot receive remuneration.

This will allow some very experienced Instructors to continue to instruct when
they cannot pass a Class 2 medical or when the frequency of Class 2 medicals
(due to age) makes holding a FI Certificate too expensive for them.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree. As a general principle the instructor has
to hold at least the licence for which instruction is being provided (see FCL.915
(b)(1)). This means clearly a licence with at least the same privileges. The
privileges of an LPL(B) are lower than the privileges of a BPL; therefore, the
holder of an LPL(B) cannot provide instruction for a BPL.

Regarding your second issue of an instructor who is not able to pass the
medical class 2 requirement, it should be mentioned that a BPL licence will be
directly fully credited for an LPL(B). The instructor certificate will be kept also
and the former FI(B) will be allowed to act as instructor for LPL(B) student
pilots.

2817 comment by: Clare GRANGE

No, No, No! If this route is followed standards will fall dramatically and they
are already struggling. We need a stricter and more stringent method of
training not this very amateur proposal. The idea appalls me and the idea of
LPL pilots and instructors being able to fly at night andundertake aerobatics is
frightening.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does acknowledge your proposal for a ‘stricter and more
stringent method of training’ but does not agree at all with your statement that
the content of this paragraph is a ‘very amateur proposal’. As the justification
is missing completely the Agency can only assume that your comment is
aiming at a certain way on the privilege of the LAFI to instruct for the night
rating and the aerobatic rating if the requirement in (d) and (f) is fulfilled.

The Agency does not understand why the comment states that the proposed
requirement should be ‘frightening’. The system requires already that a
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LAFI(A), who has completed 200 hours flight time and all the other
prerequisites in FCL.915.LAFI before starting with the training course for the
LAFI, who completed the training course and passed the skill test for being an
instructor and who holds the appropriate rating shall demonstrate the ability to
instruct at night to an instructor qualified with (f).The Agency does believe that
this system will ensure that the LAFI will have a high level of competence and
experience in order to safely provide all the training mentioned in FCL.905.A.

It seems that the comment is based on a misunderstanding of the proposed
privileges.

2935 comment by: Robert WORSMAN

Both LAFI and FI should be able to instruct for both LPL and BPL. A LAFI should
not be restricted to only instruct for LPL. There is no logic to the EASA
proposal.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree and would like to explain the logic behind
it. As a general principle the instructor has to hold at least the licence for which
instruction is being provided (see FCL.915 (b)(1)). This means clearly a licence
with at least the same privileges. The privileges of an LPL(B) are lower than
the privileges of a BPL; therefore, the holder of an LPL(B) cannot provide
instruction for a BPL.

2952 comment by: FEDERATION FRANCAISE D'AEROSTATION

FCL. 915. LAFI Pré-requis pour le cours de formation

Balloons

Il ne nous semble pas nécessaire de faire un test en vol avant de suivre le
cours de formation d’Instructeur car les compétences de pilotage peuvent étre
jugées au cours des 3 vols d’instruction. Par contre nous demandons de
rajouter: avoir satisfait a un contréle connaissances théoriques afin de
s’assurer que cette partie est acquise avant le cours.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that the comment should have been addressed to another
segment as this segment is dealing with FCL.905.LAFI.

The Agency does not agree with the proposal to abolish the proposed pre-entry
flight test before taking part in the training course for instructors. This pre-
entry flight test was introduced by JAR-FCL for aeroplane and helicopter
instructors and is widely accepted as a valuable tool during the process.

The reasoning behind such a test is mainly to identify possible training needs
already before the training course starts in order to allow the instructor
candidate to conduct some refresher training before starting the course.

Additionally it should be mentioned that only three flights are required during

the training course. During these flights the instructor exercises should be
trained — there would be not enough time to combine this with the required
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test.
The text will be kept unchanged.

3013 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Add: The privileges of a Fl are to conduct check flights, provided that the FI
has completed 150 hours of dual instruction or 300 launches of dual instruction
in case of sailplanes.

Justification see comment No 3009.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as the proficiency checks are by definition conducted by examiners
(see Basic Regulation and Implementing Rules Part FCL) this privilege cannot
be included.

See also the response to your comment No 3009.

3118 comment by: Bernhard Budke

Die Ausbildungen zur LPL und zur oder SPL unterscheiden sich nur durhc die
Art des erforderlichen Medicals. Daher sollte auch der LAFI (Light Aircraft Flight
Instructor) auch beide Lizenzen ausbilden durfen!

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

3123 comment by: Axel Anschau

Ein LAFI (Light Aircraft Flight Instructor) berechtigt entweder zur Ausbildung
LPL(S) (Leisure Pilot License Sailplane) oder SPL (Sailplane Pilot License). Die
beiden Lizenzen unterscheiden sich aber nur durch die Art des erforderlichen
Medicals. Ich meine es wére einfacher wenn der LAFI sowohl SPL als auch
LPL(S) unterrichten kann denn ausbildungstechnisch besteht nur ein geringer
Unterschied zwischen den Lizenzen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

3165 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

J/Section 2
FCL.905.LAFI

Proposal
Delete whole section

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
However, as explained already with the response to your general statement
regarding the LAFI, the Agency has decided to keep the LAFI category. This will
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mean also that this paragraph containing the privileges has to be kept.

3329 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 905.LAFI (f)

Instructor training can’t be considered as a leisure activity.

Delete the paragraph FCL 905.LAFI (f).

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree because the LAFI has no privilege to get
any remuneration for his/her activity or to provide the training in an instructor
course as a commercial operation.

The Agency has evaluated several national systems for the training of
instructors and came to the conclusion that especially in the balloon and
sailplane environment most of the instructor training courses are pure leisure
or club activities without any form of remuneration for the instructors providing
the training. As there in no safety case at all connected to this activity, the
Agency will keep this requirement to allow LAFIs with a certain experience to
instruct for a LAFI certificate.

3370 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL.905. LAFI (c)

The notion of group exists only for the balloon category and the LPL (B) is only
concerned by the smallest group. So it is not possible to extend to another

group.

(c) class, type ergroup extensions to be endorsed on a LPL , in the appropriate
aircraft category

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
The Agency agrees with the comment and will change the text accordingly.

3423 comment by: Royal Danish Aeroclub

According to our comment no3421 the text should be changed to:

"The privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor (LAFI) are to conduct
flight instruction and proficiency checks for the issue, revalidation or
renewal of: ..."

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
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However, as the proficiency checks are by definition conducted by examiners
(see Basic Regulation and Implementing Rules Part FCL) this privilege cannot
be included.

See also the response to your comment No 3421.

3424 comment by: Royal Danish Aeroclub

In connection to comment No 3421 we suggest the text to read:

"The privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor (LAFI) are to conduct
flight instruction and conduct proficiency checks for the issue,
revalidation or renewal of: ..."

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment but does not understand what the
difference is between this comment and comment No 3423 above. Please see
the response already provided to comment No 3423.

3557 comment by: Rory Worsman

Allow a FI or a LAFI to instruct for both LPL and BPL. The LAFI may not charge
for the instruction but allow the FI to charge.

This ruling is very badly thought out for ballooning - it looks contrived and is
obviuosly trying to conform to other modes of flying.
Please present something more sensible and thought out.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See the response already provided to comment No 2953 (R. Worsman) in the
same segment above.

3583 comment by: Swiss Power Flight Union

Delete Section 2 completely.

We see no reason to introduce an additional flight instructor category (LAFI).
That would be a retrograde step in the quality of training.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as explained already with the response to your general statement
regarding the LAFI, the Agency has decided to keep the LAFI category. This will
mean also that this paragraph containing the privileges has to be kept.

Please see also the response provided to your comment on the general
segment for the LAFI.

3634 comment by: SHA Guido Brun

Statement: the introduction of LPL carries some safety risks already. The
quality and qualification of the instructorsare therefore even more important to
produce safe LPL pilots. Use standard Fl's for the training of LPL.

Proposal: delete LAFI
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Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as explained already with the response to your general statement
regarding the LAFI, the Agency has decided to keep the LAFI category for
several reasons. This will mean also that this paragraph containing the
privileges has to be kept.

Please see also the response provided to your comment on the general
segment for the LAFI.

3921 comment by: DCA Malta
Delete the whole of Section 2 - Not in conformity with ICAO
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as explained already with the response to your general statement
regarding the LAFI, the Agency has decided to keep the LAFI category. This will
mean also that this paragraph containing the privileges has to be kept.

Please see also the response provided to your comment on the general
segment for the LAFI.

4054 comment by: A. Mertz

(H(2): Fiur die 250h Ausbildung sollten Ausbildungszeiten in allen
Luftfahrzeugkategorien (Segelflug, Motorflug, Helikopter, 3-achs-UL) z&hlen.
Der Sinn der Stundenforderung soll ja wohl darin bestehen, dass die
Fluglehrerlehrer geniigend Lehrerfahrung haben. Das "Lehren" an sich, ist aber
bei allen Luftfahrzeugkategorien identisch.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree at all. It is right to say that certain
standard instructional techniques are similar but the required experience to
provide flight training during an LAFlI seminar should not be substituted by
flight instruction time in another aircraft category. Following your proposal
would mean that an FI(S) having completed already 250 hours of flight
instruction on sailplanes would be allowed to instruct during an FI(A) instructor
course directly when having received his/her FI(A) certificate without having
any further instructing experience on aeroplanes. Especially the training from
the right seat and the changed responsibilities during emergency exercises like
simulated engine failure have to be exercised in the role of the instructor
before being able to transfer this knowledge and skill and act as instructor for
instructor candidates. The Agency will slightly lower the required amount of
hours in the specific category in (f)(2) but will not follow your proposal of
accepting flight time in other aircraft categories.

4102 comment by: SFVHE

Diese Bedingungen sind zu hoch. Die Tauglichkeit wird durch eine
Fluglehrerprufung festgestellt. Hundert Ausbildungsstunden innerhalb
eines kurzen Zeitraumes mit nachweisbaren Ausbildungserfolgen
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haben einen hdéheren Aussagewert als 250 Ausbildungsstunden, die
erst Uber viele Jahre — wenn nicht Jahrzehnte (im
Vereinsausbildungsbetrieb) errreicht werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As your comment is not specifying on which item you are commenting on, the
Agency is not able to provide a direct response. Please see the responses
provided to the comments No 524, 870 and 1176 in the same segment above.
These comments are dealing with the same issue.

Based on the comments received the Agency has decided to change the
requirement in (f)(2) for all other aircraft categories in order to read: ‘...150
hours of instruction in the appropriate aircraft category’.

4220 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

(b) a LPL or SPL, in the appropriate aircraft category;

(c) class, type or group extensions to be endorsed on a LPL or SPL, in the
appropriate aircraft category;

Justification: Since the skills for an LPL(S) and an SPL are identical it is illogical
that a LAFI cannot also function as instructor for SPL pilots.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

4222 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Comment: Number of launches is missing

Proposal:

(1) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes or balloons, at least 50 hours of
instruction (or 150 launches for a LAFI(S)) in the appropriate aircraft category;
Justification: In case of sailplanes number of launches is appropriate criterion.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

Based on the comments received and after further consideration, the Agency
has decided to change the requirement in (f) for the LAFI(S) in order to read:
‘...50 hours or 150 launches/take-offs in the appropriate aircraft category’.

4223 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal

(H)(2) for all other aircraft categories, has completed at least 100 hours of
flight instruction. Of the 100 hours 50 hours of instruction shall be on the
respective aircraft category.

Justification: This would not allow to recruit sufficient number of instructors for
LAFI certificates in the voluntarily organised environment of air sports. Credit
must be given for instruction in other aircraft categories, as instructor skills are
common across the categories. It is not appropriate that a person who has
already instructed many hours on sailplanes is required to demonstrate the
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same number of instructing hours as a newcomer.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

Based on the comments received and after further consideration, the Agency
has decided to change the requirement in (f)(2) for all other aircraft categories
in order to read: ‘...150 hours of instruction in the appropriate aircraft
category’.

The Agency does not agree that only 50 hours should be required in the
appropriate aircraft category as proposed in your comment.

4310 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.905.LAFI(b)/(c)

Wording in the NPA

(b) a LPL, in the appropriate aircraft category;

(c) class, type or group extensions to be endorsed on a LPL, in the appropriate
aircraft category;

Our proposal

Change:

(b) a LPL or SPL, in the appropriate aircraft category;

(c) class, type or group extensions to be endorsed on a LPL or SPL, in the
appropriate aircraft category;

Issue with current wording
There is no skill difference between LPL(S) and SPL therefore a LAFI should
also be instructor for SPL applicants and holders.

Rationale

Since the skills for an LPL(S) and an SPL are identical it is illogical that a LAFI
cannot also function as instructor for SPL pilots. An LPL(S) pilot can be issued
an SPL license without the need for an FI(S) instructor. So there may be SPL
licensed pilots with no FI(S) around to provide instruction e.g. TMG extension
or training flights. This has also been discussed in general comment 3250
Nr. 8.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

4311 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.905.LAFI
Wording in the NPA
All occurrences of ,,the appropriate aircraft category*

Our proposal
Change:
Dependant on the context either remove this notion or be more specific

Issue with current wording

The notion ,the appropriate aircraft category“ is used across the whole
paragraph and it is either unclear what is meant or it is superfluous and
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therefore confusing and may lead to all kinds of interpretations.

Rationale

The notion ,the appropriate aircraft category” implies that it is already clear
what category is meant as otherwise the category would have to be specified.
So using this notion leads to confusion since now the thought comes up if more
is meant than what is already clear based on other parts of the regulation e.g.
FCL.035(1). We strongly recommend to remove this notion or to be more
specific.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your proposal is to change or delete the term: ‘in the appropriate aircraft
category’. The Agency does not understand why this wording should be unclear
as the different aircraft categories are well-defined. Please see FCL.010 which
contains all the definitions for the different aircraft categories. If such a
wording is used in a general paragraph like FCL.905.LAFI (b) this means that
the LAFI(A) has only the privilege to instruct for the issue of an LPL(A) and the
LAFI(S) has the privilege to instruct in the appropriate aircraft category which
is a sailplane (or powered sailplane).

However, based on your comment the Agency will consider this issue during
the final editorial review of the whole text of this NPA. In FCL.905.LAFI (e)(2)
the Agency will delete the term ‘in the appropriate aircraft category’ and will
use the term ‘in sailplanes’.

4312 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.905.LAFI(F)(2)

Wording in the NPA

(H(2) for all other aircraft categories, has completed at least 250 hours of
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category;

Our proposal

Change:

(fH)(2) for all other aircraft categories, has completed at least 100 hours of
flight instruction. Of the 100 hours 50 hours of instruction shall be on the
respective aircraft category.

Issue with current wording
250 hours is a too excessive requirement. There must be credit for flight
instruction on other categories.

Rationale

This would not allow to recruit sufficient number of instructors for LAFI
certificates in the non commercial community. Also too much emphasis is put
on the flight time instead of personality as discussed in our general comment
3250 Nr.7. 100 hours of instruction experience is sufficient to instruct for the
LAFI certificate. Credit must be given for instruction in other aircraft categories
as many instructor skills are common across the categories. It cannot be that a
person who has already instructed many hours on sailplanes needs the same
amount of hours instruction on aeroplanes as an applicant who has no other
experience. We refer to our detailed reasoning in our general comment 3250
Nr. 3.
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

Based on the comments received the Agency has decided to change the
requirement in (f)(2) for all other aircraft categories in order to read: ‘...150
hours of instruction in the appropriate aircraft category’.

The Agency does not agree that only 50 hours should be required in the
appropriate aircraft category.

4313 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.905.LAFI(F)(3)

Wording in the NPA

(H(3) has demonstrated to an instructor examiner the ability to instruct for the
LAFI certificate, during a skill test conducted in accordance with Appendix 12 to
this Part in the appropriate aircraft category.

Our proposal

Change:

(H(3) has demonstrated to a chief flight instructor the ability to instruct for
the LAFI certificate, during a skill test conducted in accordance with Appendix
12 to this Part.

Issue with current wording

It is not practical to require an instructor examiner for this check.

The notion ,,in the appropriate aircraft category” is superfluous as discussed in
our general comment 3250 Nr. 6

Rationale

Typically the chief instructor of a training organization will checkout a new
instructor before he gives him the job as a Instructor for this task. This check
should be sufficient and more meaningful than a check by an examiner.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency does not agree with your proposal because as a general principle
all the skill tests and proficiency checks have to be performed by examiners.

Additionally it should be clarified that the chief flight instructor (or better: head
of training) of a training organisation has not necessarily experience in
providing training during instructor courses.

Only the FIE has such an experience which means that he/she is the right
person to perform these skill tests.

Regarding the notion: ‘in the appropriate aircraft category’ please see the
response to your comment No.4311 in the same segment above.

4381 comment by: DC-AL

If a LAFI is to instruct for an aerobatic rating he should only have that ability if
he has demonstrated it to an approprpiate examiner or qualified instructor.

Accepted

Page 119 of 801



comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Based on the input received the Agency will delete the proposed 20 hours
requirement but will introduce an additional demonstration of his/her ability to
instruct aerobatics to an instructor qualified in accordance with (f). A similar
privilege was already proposed for providing instruction for the night rating —
this system is based on JAR-FCL.

4490 comment by: Max Heinz Katzschke

Unter Beachtung meines Kommentars zu NPA 2008-17a Comt#328-2):
..... "Das Vergeben der Erlaubnisse LPL(S) und SPL halte ich fir einen
unnotigen burokratischen Aufwand. Die Unterschiede der daraus resultierenden
Befahigungen sind so gering (das Recht, gegen Bezahlung zu fliegen; die
Komformitéat zu ICAO-Regeln), dass es keiner gesonderten Erlaubnis bedarf"...
sollte bei der Vergabe nur einer Lizenz zum Fuhren von Segelflugzeugen (also
entweder LPL(S) oder SPL) hier entsprechend korrigiert werden, also nur
LAFI(S) oder FI(S).

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

4503 comment by: George Knight

FCL.905.LAFi, Part B, Page 47

The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI1) are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of
a LPL but not an SPL. The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for the
issue of an SPL is understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far.

In particular:

e The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical.

e The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical.

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training

courses.

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses.

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical.

e LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical.
There is, thus, no reason, identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL. During the
early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so does not
require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided what type
of licence s/he wishes to train for. Requiring an arbitrary choice between
identical instructors makes no sense.

I propose that for sailplanes only, where instructor standards and
flying training requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for
the issue, revalidation or renewal of an SPL.

Alternatively change FCL.210.S (b) “Applicants for an SPL who have
met all the requirements for the issue of a LPL(S) shall be fully
credited towards the requirements in (a).”

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

To make sure that an FI(S) or FI(B) certificate holder who is going to change
his/her licence from SPL/BPL to LPL will not loose the instructor privilege
completely, the Agency decided to add a requirement in FCL.930.LAFI
clarifying this issue. Please see the resulting text.

4600 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club

FCL.905. LAFI

Comment:

The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI) are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of
an LPL but not an SPL. The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for
the issue of an SPL is understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far. In
particular:

e The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC to
FCL.110.S and to FCL.210.5)

= The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to FCL.125
and to FCL.235)

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training courses
(FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f))

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI (b)(1)
and (b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))

e LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.FI)

e LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

For the proposed rules not to allow a LAFI(S) to instruct for the SPL would
cause unjustified and serious logistical restrictions in gliding clubs - which are
primarily run by volunteers - without any discernable safety case.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does not require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licence s/he wishes to train for.

Requiring an arbitrary choice between identical instructors makes no sense!

EGU Proposal:

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) a LPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue, revalidation or
renewal of an SPL.

FCL.1005.FE:(Page 66)

(g) (1) skill tests for the issue of the LPL(S) and, for sailplanes only, where
instructor standards and flying training requirements are identical, skill tests
for the issue of the SPL.

EGU Alternative proposal:

If, however, EASA should consider that it is legally forced to continue to pursue
the current proposal, an amendment to FCL.210.S is proposed:

FCL.210.S

b) Applicants for an SPL who have met all the requirements for the issue of an
LPL(S) shall be fully credited towards the requirements in (a), subject to the
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applicant meeting the SPL medical requirements.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

To make sure that an FI(S) or FI(B) certificate holder who is going to change
his/her licence from SPL/BPL to LPL will not loose the instructor privilege (but
only for the LAFI), the Agency decided to add a requirement in FCL.930.LAFI
clarifying this issue.

Please see the resulting text.

4601 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club

FCL.905.LAFI (f)

(1) in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes or balloons at least 50 hours of
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category;

Comment:

Number of launches is missing

EGU Proposal:

1) in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes or balloons, at least 50 hours of
instruction (or 150 launches for a LAFI(S)) in the appropriate aircraft category;

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 870 in the same segment above.

4608 comment by: FFK

It looks strange that a instructor should have 250 hours instruction in a plane
to eduacate. Is this also theoretical instruction?

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Based on the comments received and after careful consideration the Agency
decided to change this requirement and to ask for 150 hours of instruction.
Theoretical knowledge instruction will not be counted as the text clearly asks
for ‘instruction in the appropriate aircraft category’.

4693 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, namlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewaéhrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberprifungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. Dall es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmall an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als finfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européaischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
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Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Tatigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Aus dem angeblichen Sicherheitsaspekt wird hier nur ein weiterer
Uberpriufungsproporz im Freizeitpilotenbereich aufgebaut, der aber gegeniiber
der bewéhrten deutschen Vereinsausbildung ausschlief3lich die Kosten erhéht.
Die soziale Kompetenz von Vereinen und die Vorteile einer freiwillig
»,uberwachten* ehrenamtlichen Vereinsumgebung werden ignoriert, der Aspekt
der Eigenverantwortlichkeit des Piloten wird vollig unterdruckt.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, dal ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Glltigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport Ubergestllpt
werden kann.

Der vorgeschlagene verwaltungstechnische Uberbau (FIE, ATO, Beschrankung
der Gultigkeit mit periodischer fliegerischer Uberpriifung, etc.) ist unnotig und
kostet die Piloten (aus ihrer Tasche!) nur zusatzliche Gebihren. Diese Mittel
fehlen dann fur Erlangung von mehr Flugpraxis. Diese war aber schon immer
das wirkungsvollste Mittel zum Erhalt ausreichender Flugsicherheit!

Hier wird ebenfalls kein FIE benoetigt, ein erfahrener Fluglehrer reicht voellig.
Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit=8500 Flugstunden

Aenderungen:
(H(Q) '...for sailplanes', ergaenze: "und TMG"
(3) Streiche ersatzlos '‘examiner’

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges again your standard comment.
Please see the other responses already provided to several other segments.
Regarding your last three items:

For the proposal to perform a skill test with an instructor, see the response to
comment No.4813 in the same segment above.

The proposal to add ‘and TMG’ in (f)(1) will not be introduced as the TMG
experience should be the same as for aeroplanes.

Concerning your last proposal please see the response to comment No 4313 in
the same segment above.

4840 comment by: Royal Danish Aeroclub
see comment 3421.
Noted

See response to comment No 3421.

4983 comment by: Graham PHILPOT
fl - This time should be reduced to 15 or 20hrs, this requirement is excessive
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency believes that the proposal seems to be based on a
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misinterpretation of this requirement in (f). Subparagraph (f) defines the
minimum experience for an instructor to receive the privilege which allows
him/her to instruct during an instructor course. In (f) 1 a minimum experience
of 50 hours of instruction is required for a LAFI(S) or (B) to fulfil this
requirement. An active instructor (and this should be the group of instructors
providing the training for future instructors) in a typical club environment will
be able to gain this experience in 2 or 3 years. The Agency does not
understand why this proposal should be ‘excessive’ and would like to highlight
that the proposed instruction time of 15-20 hours (which could be reached with
only 10 longer flights) cannot be sufficient.

As the number of take-offs and landings is also an important element to define
a certain level of experience, the Agency has decided (based on several
comments received) to incorporate also a certain number of launches/take-offs
as an alternative requirement.

The required experience for the LAFI(S) will be: 50 hours or 150 launches. For

the LAFI(B) the minimum experience will be: 50 hours or 50 take-offs and
landings.

5023 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Justification:

A LPL should not have the privilege to to flight at night or doing aerobatics or
mountain rating. Paragraps d and e would allow a LAFI to instruct for a LPL, as
the LAFI could hold a CPL with a LAFI certificate. FCL915 b)1) doesn’t prevent
the LAFI to teach for night qualification to a PPL or CPL, as it holds the ratings
and licenses for the instruction given. The LAFI would not have received the
adecuate level of instruction in the instructor course for those licenses. The
request is to delete both paragraphs.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree and will keep the privileges for the LAFI
to instruct LPL pilots for the night and the aerobatic rating if the required
demonstration of the ability to instruct at night or for the aerobatic rating (will
be introduced as already proposed for the night rating) has been performed.

What is needed for this kind of training is the basic knowledge and skill to act
safely as an instructor and the necessary experience for the specific rating. The
Agency strongly believes that an LAFI who has fulfilled the prerequisites in
FCL.915.LAFI (pre-entry flight test/200 hours/3 hours instrument training/20
hours cross-country), has taken part in the LAFI training course (75 hours
theory/15 hours flight training), has passed the instructor skill test, holds the
rating and has demonstrated his ability to instruct for such a rating is
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sufficiently trained to do this.

Regarding your concern that an LAFI holder could provide flight instruction for
a certain rating to a PPL or CPL holder without holding such a licence it should
be highlighted that FCL.915 (b)(1) clearly asks an instructor to conduct flight
instruction only when holding at least the licence for which instruction is to be
given. Although such a flight training is clearly not licence specific (the
instruction for the night rating on an LPL is not different from the instruction
for a night rating on the PPL) this principle clearly excludes the LAFI from
providing flight instruction for such a rating to a PPL or CPL holder.

5127 comment by: Allen A.

Fur Segelflugzeuge solle der LAFI auch Bewerber fur einen SPL ausbilden
kénnen, da die Ausbildung identisch ist. Dies erleichtert die Ausbildung in
Vereinen, die auf ehrenamtliche Fluglehrer angewiesen sind, deutlich.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

5178 comment by: Pilar Munoz

It is not very clear why a LAFI can only do instruction for SPL or LPL (S), as the
differences of these two licences is just the medical. The instruction is the
same, so the intsructor can be also the same.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

5583 comment by: Belgian Gliding Federation
FCL.905. LAFI, Part B

Comment:
The proposals identify that the privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor
(LAFI) are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of
an LPL but not an SPL. The logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for
the issue of an SPL is understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far. In
particular:
e The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC to
FCL.110.S and to FCL.210.S)
e The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to
FCL.125 and to FCL.235)
e LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their training courses
(FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f))
e LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI
(b)(1) and (b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))
e LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.FI)
e LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
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instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

For the proposed rules not to allow a LAFI(S) to instruct for the SPL would
cause unjustified and serious logistical restrictions in gliding clubs - which are
primarily run by volunteers - without any discernable safety case.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does not require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licence s/he wishes to train for.

Requiring an arbitrary choice between identical instructors makes no sense!

Proposal:

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) aLPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue,
revalidation or renewal of an SPL.

FCL.1005.FE:(Page 66)

(9) (1) skill tests for the issue of the LPL(S) and, for sailplanes only,
where instructor standards and flying training requirements are
identical, skill tests for the issue of the SPL.

Alternative proposal:
If, however, EASA should consider that it is legally forced to continue to pursue

the current proposal, an amendment to FCL.210.S is proposed:

FCL.210.S

aApplicants for an SPL who have met all the requirements for the issue
of an LPL(S) shall be fully credited towards the requirements in (a),
subject to the applicant meeting the SPL medical requirements.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please see the response to comment No.4600 (Deutscher Aero Club)

5586 comment by: Belgian Gliding Federation

FCL.905.LAFI (f)
(1 (1)in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes or balloons at least 50 hours of
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category;

Comment:
Number of launches is missing

Proposal:
1)in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes or balloons, at least 50 hours
of instruction or 150 launches for a LAFI(S) in the appropriate
aircraft category;

Accepted

Thank you for providing this comment.
Please see the response to comment No0.4601 (Deutscher Aero Club)
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5656 comment by: Robert John

(e) 20 hours is an excessive requirement for sailplane aerobatic instructors.
This implies perhaps 120 aerobatic flights which is 100 more than necessary
for a competent pilot (who can demonstrate his skill to an examiner).

Noted

Thank you for providing your input on the privilege of the LAFI(S) holding an
aerobatic rating to provide instruction for this rating.

Your proposal is to change the proposed minimum aerobatic experience based
on the fact that aerobatics in sailplanes usually do not last very long.

Based on your input and some other comments (some of them asking for an
even higher amount of experience), the Agency decided to delete the
experience requirement completely but to introduce a demonstration of the
ability to provide flight instruction for the aerobatic rating to an instructor
qualified in accordance with (f) as it was already proposed for the night rating
instruction.

5761 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL. 905 LAFI (F)(3)

Page No: 47 of 647

Comment: Refers to an ‘instructor examiner’ when the title in Subpart K
Section 7 is Flight Instructor Examiner

Justification: Clarification

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change paragraph:

(3) has demonstrated to a Flight Instructor Examiner the ability...

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
The Agency agrees that the wording ‘instructor examiner’ should be used to be
consistent. The text will be amended accordingly (the same in FCL.905.FI).

5783 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: 905.FI (j)(1)(i) and 905.LAFI()(2)

Page No: 50/47

Comment: It seems strange that a LAFI can instruct for the issue of a LAFI
(aeroplane or helicopter) with 250 hrs instructional time but an FlI needs 500
hrs instructional time.

Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change the hours requirements for an Fl to instruct for the issue of a LAFI to
250 hrs.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as there are already several differences between the LAFI and FlI
(check also the prerequisites or the contents of the instructor course), the
Agency is of the opinion that the requirement for 500 hours instructing time is
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not really necessary to prove that an instructor will be able to provide flight
training during an LAFI course. The 500 hours for the Fl are based on the JAR-
FCL requirements (please see the responses and the resulting text on the
FCL.0905.FI in the appropriate segment) whereas the proposed 250 hours
were based on the input provided by the experts involved in the drafting of
these requirements for the LAFI. As there is a slightly different syllabus
(compared with the PPL) the Agency does believe that a lower amount of flight
instruction time can be accepted.

Based on the huge amount of comments proposing an even lower amount of
experience (see the comments and responses on this issue in this segment),
and after a careful review of this issue the Agency decided to lower the number
of hours in (f)(2). The assessment of competence to be done with an FIE will
anyway decide if the LAFI or Fl is able to provide this training or not.

It should also be mentioned that in FCL.905.FI an additional privilege will be
added to instruct for the issue of an LAFI certificate if 150 hours instructing
time have been completed.

5871 comment by: EFLEVA

EFLEVA considers that the LAFI test every nine years and CRI/FI every
sixyears is inconsistent. LAFI test should be changed to every 6 years.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that your comment should have been addressed to
FCL.940.LAFI as it mentions the required checks for the revalidation of the
certificate.

Based on the huge amount of comments received, the Agency decided to
delete the proficiency check and to delete FCL.940.LAFI(b).

5903 comment by: Professional Balloonists Netherlands

Section 2 LAFI

FCL.905.LAFI

In our opinion there must be more clearly indicated that a LAFI is competented
to only the balloon group ‘small’.

Proposal: This restriction has to be incorporated in the text.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your statement that the LAFI will only be allowed to provide flight instruction
on balloons of a certain envelope size is correct.

However, as no specific name of such a group is mentioned in the LPL subpart
and as the term ‘group’ is only introduced for the BPL licence, no specific group
has to be mentioned here. As a general rule the instructor is only allowed to
provide flight instruction for the aircraft class or type he is allowed to fly
himself/herself.

In the case of the LAFI(B) the pilot licence LPL allows to act as pilot-in-
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command of balloons with a maximum envelope size of 3400m3 (amended
during the review). This means that the LAFI is only allowed to provide training
on balloons of such an envelope size.

No clarification is needed here.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

6204 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

FCL.905.LAFI (e) : French Mountain Pilot Association and the FFA propose to
add a 8 on MI certificate written as follows :

(e bis) Mountain ratings in the appropriate aircraft category, provided
that the LAFI(A) holdsthe appropriate rating and a MI(A) certificate.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as there is a specifically trained mountain instructor (Ml) the pure
LAFI holding a mountain rating will not be allowed to provide training for the
Mountain rating. If he/she would like to extend the privileges he/she has to
fulfil the requirements in section 10 of this subpart. At least 100 landings that
require a mountain rating and the participation in a mountain training course
have to be completed before the MI certificate can be obtained.

In the example provided with your comment the LAFI holds also a second
instructor certificate which is the MI. With the MI certificate it is not a problem
to instruct for the mountain rating. You will find the privileges of the MI in
FCL.905.Ml.

6403 comment by: peter Gray
FCL.905.LAFI

Since all the requirements to teach to LPLS or to SPL are the same it is
anomalous to define the priviledges and conditions of the LAFI(S) and the
FI(S) in different terms.

If all gliding instructors are FI(S) their pupils can elect to apply for a LPL(S) or
SPL as they see fit though as the training requirements are the same the need
for a LPL(S) seems redundant.

It appears the major difference is in the medical requirements where, once
again, it is anomalous to have two different standards for in effect the same
thing.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response for comment No 972 in the same segment.

6595 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

The LAA observes that some sections are repetitive and unclear/confusing. The
LAA recommends a simplification of the numbering and order sequence.

We further consider the LAFI test every nine years in comparison to the CRI/FI
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every six years to be inconsistent and should be amended to every 6 years.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Regarding the first issue the comment does not provide an example or a
justification. The Agency is not aware that some sections are repetitive or
unclear. The recommended simplification of the numbering and order sequence
is not explained in detail and no example is provided.

The mentioned proficiency check will be deleted.

6616 comment by: Oxford Gliding Club

As as small club, with a low number of students it is difficult to see how Oxford
Gliding Club could maintain instructors at both SPL and LPL levels. It also
seems unlikely a student would know if they were aiming towards SPL or LPL
level qualification, and thus be unable to choose an appropriate instructor.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

7046 comment by: CAA Norway

FCL.905.LAFI(e)

The 20 hrs experience in aerobatics before being allowed to instruct for the
aerobatic rating is very low, and in our view detrimental to flight safety!
Aerobatic flying can be very demanding and potentially more dangerous than
normal flight. Accordingly, the instructors should have considerable experience.
100 hrs is a more realistic number.

Noted

Thank your for providing your opinion.

However, based on the input received the Agency will delete the proposed 20
hours requirement but will introduce an additional demonstration of the
instructor’s ability to instruct aerobatics to an instructor qualified in accordance
with(f). A similar privilege was already proposed for providing instruction for
the night rating — this system is based on JAR-FCL.

7185 comment by: Finnish Aeronautical Association - Kai Ménkkdénen

Requirement rules out instructors like LAFI(S) privilege to instruct for SPL. This
is unlogical and unappropriate and cannot be justified by differences in the
medical certificate required for those licenses. Privileges at least for LAFI(S)
shall be given so that he/she has rights to instruct equally for LPL(S) and SPL.

Justification:

Training syllabus for LPL(S) and for SPL in the view of instructing is equal.
Differences in medical certificate requirements for those licenses has nothing to
do with training syllabus and shall not make separation to instructor ratings for
those licenses. Medical certificate shall be only a question where to use your
license. Furthermore, for renewal as in FCL.940.LAFI experience as in LAFI or
FI can both be counted that is a correct equalization also.
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Proposed text:
Change the text of FCL.905.LAFI (b) to read:
(b) a LPL, in the appropriate aircraft category and respectively for BPL and SPL

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

7187 comment by: Finnish Aeronautical Association - Kai Monkkénen

In connection with adding the sailplane cloud flying rating to FCL.8xx, add the
requirements for LAFI(S) for giving instruction for sailplane cloud flying rating.

Justification:
Missing sailplane cloud flying rating is a special activity for unpowered
sailplanes and LAFI(S) must have appropriate experience on sailplane cloud

flying.

Proposed text:

Add requirements for LAFI(S) for sailplane cloud flying rating, after
FCL.905.LAFI (e) as the following:

(—) sailplane cloud flying rating in the unpowered sailplane, provided that the
LAFI holds the sailplane cloud flying rating and has at least 10 hours of
experience in sailplane cloud flying

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

As already indicated in the NPA (NPA 2008-17a) the Agency has launched an
additional task with the title ‘Qualifications for flying in IMC’. One of the
objectives is to draft the specific requirements for a future European cloud
flying rating (sailplanes).

Together with these requirements for the rating the instructor privileges have
to be amended.

7276 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

Delete Section 2 completely.
Justification: We see no reason to introduce an additional flight instructor
category (LAFI). That would be step backwards in the quality of training.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See also the response to comment No 389.

7372 comment by: Anja Barful3

For my understanding the LAFI for sailplane is not needed, because even the
two licences for sailplane do not differ really. It only makes the rules much
more complicating. | would prefer one Instructor licence for all different task
when training for a sailplane licence.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See also the responses to comments No 389 and 972 in the same segment
above.

7416 comment by: Peter van Harten

Comment: make more clear that a LAFI is only allowed to instruct on
maximum balloonclass small.
(Balloonclass small in my opinion is a maximum 105.000 cu ft. balloon)

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 5703.

7429 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alexander Bubenik

FCL.905.LAFI (b) a LPL, in the ... category;_in case of a LAFI for sailplanes SPL
flight instruction may be provided.

There is no significant difference comparing the flight training of LPL (sailplane)
and SPL. The projected provision appears somehow a bit illogical.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

7509 comment by: Graham PHILPOT

How does someone instruct without an Instructor rating??

This should be one or two instructing flights observed by an examiner

For Balloons 50 hrs is too long, it should not be measured in hours, this should
be measured in observed training/instructing situations -example maximum of
two- before being able to instruct alone.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion on FCL.905.LAFI.

However, the Agency does not understand the reasoning behind your
comment. Your question asks how someone could instruct without instructor
rating. The answer to this is simple as it will not be allowed to provide
instruction without such a certificate. None of the privileges mentioned here
could be carried out without such a certificate.

Regarding your second comment on the required 50 hours flight instruction for
being allowed to provide flight instruction during the training course for the
LAFI(B), the Agency will add as an alternative 50 instruction flights.

7583 comment by: Reinhard Heineking

FCL.905.LAFI besagt in (f), dass zur Ausbildung von Fl's i Segelflug 50
Ausbildungsstunden des FI, im Motorflug u.a.250 Ausbildungsstunden
erforderlich sein sollen.

Page 132 of 801



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

Die Anzahl der absolvierten Flugstunden als FlI sagt wenig Uber die Qualitat
eines Ausbilders und Uber die Eignung zum Ausbilden von Fluglehreranwértern
aus. Diese Eignung bzw. das Talent sollte besser Uber eine Fluglehrerausbilder-
Vorauswahlprufung ermittelt werden. Ausserem sollten die Ausbildungsleiter
der Vereine und Landesverbdnde aufgrund Ilhrer personl. Kenntnis der
Anwarter zu Rate gezogen werden, um festzustellen wer als Fl-Ausbilder
geeignet ist.

Die fixierten Stundenanzahlen in FCL.905.LAFI.(f).(D) und
FCL.905.LAFI.(f).(2)sollten daher ersatzlos gestrichen werden

Reinhard Heineking JARFCL FI PPL(A), TMG, GPL
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the responses to comments No 524 and 870 in the same segment
above.

The Agency is of the opinion that a certain minimum amount of flight training
should have been completed in order to be eligible for such an important task.
The instructors for such an LAFI training course should have at least the
required skill level. No real justification is provided why the instructing
experience should be much lower. (See the agreed changes)

It should be highlighted that the mentioned pre-entry flight test was already
introduced. See FCL.915 for this.

7597 comment by: Féderation Francaise de Planeurs Ultralégers motorisés

By giving the power to a LAFI to conduct a LPL test to a student he had not
instructed, EASA will simplify greatly the LPL process. LAFE will only be
necessary for testing LAFI

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as the assessment of pilot’s skill is clearly defined as the task of the
examiner and the proficiency check by definition has to be conducted by an
examiner, the Agency will not introduce such a privilege.

7613 comment by: Stampa Hartwig

The right to conduct flight instruction is only for LPL(S) and not for SPL. It"s
objective not usefull, because it”s the same training.

Suggestion: Put in the word "SPL", because the training for both Fls ist just the
same

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment.

7668 comment by: Cristian Olinescu

To be deleted entirely: LAFI is not in conformity with ICAO and is not forseen

Page 133 of 801



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

in the basic regulation.
Not accepted

However, as explained already with the response to your general statement
regarding the LAFI, the Agency has decided to keep the LAFI category. This will
mean also that this paragraph containing the privileges has to be kept.

7793 comment by: Oliver Garlt

Fluglehrer (LAFI) sollten zum LPL(S) und zum SPL ausbilden diurfen. Die
Lehrinhalte fur beide Lizenzen sind identisch. Sie unterscheiden sich nur durch
das medizinische Tauglichkeitszeugnis. Dies hat aber keinen Einfluss auf die
Ausbildung.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

7862 comment by: Graham Bishop

There is no reason identified in the proposal why a LAFI (S) should not instruct
for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

7922 comment by: RSA
FCL.905 and 910 - LAFI seems in contradiction

On one hand the privileges of a LFI are limited to conduct flight instruction for
revalidation or renewal of basic LPL, LPL, class , type on LPL ...

On the other hand he can conduct flight instruction for the issue of a LPL ...
What are finally the privileges of a LAFI
We propose to precise in FCL.905 to add that

"A LAFI can conduct light instruction for the issuance of a LPL"
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency must admit that the reasoning behind it is not
understood. Please study the paragraph FCL.905.LAFI and you will discover
that the wording used in the first sentence defines: ‘The privileges of a ... LAFI
are to conduct flight instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of ...".
This means that the training for the issue of a licence is already included. The
Agency does not see any need for the proposed change.
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7931 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

EAS recommends to add the privilege of instructing for the mountain rating to

(e).
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as it was decided to create a specific instructor category for such a
rating, this privilege will not be included.

8084 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers

An instructor for sailplanes is in some cases a little bit different to other light
aircraft:

FCL.905.LAFI (e)

20 hours of aerobatic flying is difficult to obtain if a typical glider aerobatic
flight is over after some 5 minutes of aerobatics....

This must be lower or perhaps a better way is to allow fully self-responsible
instructing after completion of a aerobatic course as instructor under
supervision before.

FCL.905.LAFI (f)

Similar case for the 50 hours of instruction.

In a club doing instruction only by winch launching we talk about a typical
flight time of 5 - 10 minutes.

Then you need 300 flights for 50 hours!!!! Simply not reasonable, please offer
something more suitable.

150 flights might be a reasonable number.

Add: The privileges of a Fl are to conduct check flights, provided that the FI
has completed 150 hours of dual instruction or 300 launches of dual instruction
in case of sailplanes.

Justification is that the creation of examiners instead of using the existing FI
makes no sense.

Last but not least:

It should not make any difference if the instructor has a LPL(S) or SPL and/or
the student aims for a LPL(S) or SPL.

Both licences differ only in regard to the medical therefore instructing should
be possible in all combinations of LPL(S) and SPL on both seats.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your input on the different privileges of the LAFI(S).

Your first comment is dealing with the proposed minimum aerobatic experience
based on the fact that aerobatics in sailplanes usually do not last very long.
Based on this and on other comments asking for an even higher amount of
experience before being allowed to instruct, the Agency decided to delete the
experience requirement completely but to introduce a demonstration of the
ability to provide flight instruction for the aerobatic rating to an instructor
qualified in accordance with (f) as it was already proposed for the night rating
instruction.
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Regarding your comment on the requirement in (f), the Agency will add the
term: ‘or 150 launches/take-offs’.

The following proposal asks to introduce an additional privilege to carry out
proficiency checks. The Agency does not agree as the proficiency checks by
definition will be conducted only by examiners. The Agency does not
understand the logic behind the justification saying ‘the creation of examiners
instead of using the existing FI makes no sense’. It seems that you have not
taken into account the Implementing Rules and the AMC material for the
examiner subpart. Please study the prerequisites, the training requirements
and the obligations of an examiner to understand what the differences are
between an examiner and an Fl. Not every Fl is automatically a ‘good’
examiner — especially not without having attended a standardisation seminar
for examiners.

Concerning your last issue please see the response provided to comment No
972 in the same segment above.

8296 comment by: Paul Mc G

The privileges of a light aircraft flight instructor (LAFI) are to conduct flight
instruction for the issue, revalidation or renewal of a LPL but not an SPL. The
logic of prohibiting a LAFI(S) from instructing for the issue of an SPL is
understood, but the proposal takes this logic too far.

In particular: The flight instruction specified for LPL(S) are SPL are identical
(AMC to FCL.110.S and to FCL.210.S)

The skill tests specified for LPL(S) and SPL are identical (AMC Nol to FCL.125
and to FCL.235) LAFI(S) and FI(S) have identical pre-requisites for their
training courses (FCL.915.LAFI (d) & FCL.915.FI (f))

LAFI(S) and FI(S) undergo identical training courses (FCL.930.LAFI (b)(1) and
(b)(2)(i) & FCL,930.FI (b)(1)(ii) and (b)(2)(iii))

LAFI(S) and FI(S) restricted privileges are identical (FCL.910.LAFI &
FCL.910.Fl) LPL(S) and SPL recency requirements are identical (FCL.230.S)

There is, thus, no reason identified in the proposal why a LAFI(S) should not
instruct for SPL, or why an FE LPL(S) should not examine for SPL.

For the proposed rules not to allow a LAFI(S) to instruct for the SPL would
cause unjustified and serious logistical restrictions in gliding clubs - which are
primarily run by volunteers - without any discernable safety case.

During the early part of training, when a pupil has not yet gone solo and so
does not require a medical certificate, she or he may not even have decided
what type of licence s/he wishes to train for.

Requiring an arbitrary choice between identical instructors makes no sense.
This is particularly strange when one licence could cover all cases and here it is
examiners and instructors under consideration not general pilots and so in this
case for instructors and examiners some simplification could be considered?

BGA Proposal

FCL.905.LAFI

(b) a LPL

(1) For sailplanes only, where instructor standards and flying training
requirements are identical, a LAFI(S) may instruct for the issue, revalidation or
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renewal of an SPL.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 972 in the same segment above.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.910.LAFI LAFI — p. 47
Restricted privileges

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

48 comment by: Stefan JAUDAS

Noted

Something went wrong with your comment. No text is provided.

399 comment by: Rod Wood
Remove all references to helicopter in this paragraph. See FCL.905 comment.
Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

As already explained in the response to your other comments dealing with the
same issue, the Agency will keep the LPL and the LAFI for helicopters. Please
see also the response to your comment on FCL.905.LAFI.

927 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

To give the new opportunity for the PPL to receveive remuneration for flight
instruction when keeping the present level of safety obtained under JAR-FCL,
we should only allow young LAFI to work (when getting their experience) under
the control of FI.

That needs to modifiy the FCL 910. LAFI LAFI - Restricted priviliges, paragraph
a

FCL.910.LAFI LAFI Restricted privileges

(a) A LAFI shall have his/her privileges limited to not acting as an instructor for
first solo flights and first solo navigation flights and to only conducting flight
instruction for the issue of a LPL under the supervision of a £tAH-ef FI for the
same category of aircraft nominated by the training organisation for this
purpose

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree with the proposal to only allow the FI to
supervise the ‘young LAFI’ and to exclude the fully certified LAFI to do this. The
justification provided doesn’t seem to be a safety related issue and doesn’t
seem to be very practical. Please bear in mind that a certain training
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organisation is only providing training for the LPL and has no FlI. This would
mean that the ‘young LAFI’ with limited privileges would have to go to another
training organisation in order to find an Fl doing the supervision.

956 comment by: Robert Cronk

The instruction requirements for SPL and LPL(S) appear to be identical; as
such, any qualified instructor should be able to instruct for either licence (and a
FE LPS(S) should be able to examine for SPL.

Before a new pilot goes solo, it is likely that the student will not know which
licence version they will wish to obtain, and so it is not practical to differentiate
between instructor types.

To restrict an instructor with one licence type from instructing/examining for
the other stream makes no sense, and means that a CLub will need to roster
instructors with both licence types for each flying day to enable students
undertaking alternative licence versions to be taught.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree. As a general principle the instructor has
to hold at least the licence for which instruction is being provided (see FCL.915
(b)(1)). This means clearly a licence with at least the same privileges. The
privileges of an LPL(S) are lower than the privileges of an SPL; therefore, the
holder of an LPL(S) cannot provide instruction for an SPL.

1718 comment by: Sven Koch

Keine Zustimmung zu erstem Alleinflug oder erstem Alleinuberlandflug bis er
absolviert hat:

Motorflug 50 Ausbildungstunden und 25 Schuleralleinflug
Segelflug 15 Stunden oder 50 Starts Ausbildung

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion, but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.910.LAFI.

2158 comment by: Rudiger Braun
b (1):

reduce 50 hours of flight instruction on aeroplane to 30 hours. 30 hours are
conform with the requirements for LA license.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to lower the required
amount of flight time and will keep the requirement for the LAFI(A) in (b)(1)
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which is asking for 50 hours of flight instruction.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. It seems
that a certain group of stakeholders asks for some further alleviations (as
proposed in your comment: lowering to 30 hours) whereas a second group of
stakeholders proposes to raise the number. The Agency firmly believes that 50
hours flight instruction under the supervision of an experienced LAFI
nominated for this purpose should be sufficient in order to take away the
limitation.

2205 comment by: Nigel Roche

In (b) The limitations in (a) shall be removed from the certificate when the
LAFI has completed:

There is no indication of Airships
In FCL.905.LAFI LAFI Privileges and conditions
(b) a LPL, in the appropriate aircraft category;

(f) (2) for all other aircraft categories, has completed at least 250 hours of
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category;

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The first issue mentioned is the fact that there is no LAFI certificate for the
category airship developed. This conclusion is right as it was decided at an
early stage that there is no need for a pure leisure pilot licence for the gas
airship. Please see the PPL requirements for the airship (you will also find an
FI(As) in subpart J). It should be mentioned however that the hot-air airships
are treated as a class of balloons.

The Agency does not understand why FCL.905.LAFI is mentioned because none
of the requirements mentions an LAFI for airships. If a term like ‘for all other
aircraft categories’ is used it is not meant that there is an LAFI certificate for all
other aircraft categories. FCL.905.LAFI contains only the privileges and
conditions whereas the other paragraphs like FCL.920.LAFI or FCL.930.LAFI
provide more information about the aircraft classes for the LAFI.

2263 comment by: Mike Grierson

Para (b) 1 the LAFI only requires 50 hours of flight experience to remove the
Restriction wheras a FI(R) who is higher qualified. more experienced and
better trained requires 100 hours.

The purpose of this requirement is to gain the necessary experience to judge
when it is SAFE to send a student solo. There can be no justification for having
a 50 hour requirement for a lesser qualified Instructor.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
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However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to raise the required
amount of flight time and will keep the requirement for the LAFI(A) in (b)(1)
which is asking for 50 hours of flight instruction.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. It seems
that a certain group of stakeholders asks for some further alleviations whereas
a second group of stakeholders proposes to raise the numbers (as proposed in
your comment: 100 hours). The Agency firmly believes that 50 hours flight
instruction under the supervision of an experienced LAFI nominated for this
purpose should be a sufficient amount in order to take away the limitation.

Additionally, it should be highlighted that the main aim of this limitation is not
only the idea of getting more experience for the judgement when to send a
student pilot on his/her first solo but also the possibility to receive support and
assistance of the supervising instructor. 50 hours of flight instruction will allow
to cover the whole flight training syllabus.

2740 comment by: barry birch

As the Full Flight Training Syllabus in the category of hot air balloons is
effectively the same for LPL Balloons and BPL Balloons then the LAFI Balloons
should be allowed to instruct for both licenses.

However to maintain the distinction from a FI Balloons the LAFI is not
permitted to charg money for thir instruction.

This will increase the number of overall instructors available, as the flying
season is very short for ballooning (summer only) and new trainee pilots may
well find that an FI with a BPL may well be doing other commercial work and
not be available for instruction but a LAFI will be able to continue the training
and the student can log hours towards their license. Barry Birch (member
BBAC).

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree. As a general principle the instructor has
to hold at least the licence for which instruction is being provided (see FCL.915
(b)(1)). This means clearly a licence with at least the same privileges. The
privileges of an LPL(B) are lower than the privileges of a BPL; therefore, the
holder of an LPL(B) cannot provide instruction for a BPL.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580
French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

2774
FFA accepts the proposed figures and limitations.
Noted

Thank you for providing this positive feedback.

2934 comment by: Robert WORSMAN

Both LAFI and FI should be able to instruct for both LPL and BPL. A LAFI should
not be restricted to only instruct for LPL. There is no logic to the EASA proposal
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- especially so as the LPL hours are credited when becoming BPL.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree. As a general principle the instructor has
to hold at least the licence for which instruction is being provided (see FCL.915
(b)(1)). This means clearly a licence with at least the same privileges. The
privileges of an LPL(B) are lower than the privileges of a BPL; therefore, the
holder of an LPL(B) with instructor certificate cannot provide instruction for a
BPL.

2962 comment by: FEDERATION FRANCAISE D'AEROSTATION

FCL.910.LAFI-Restricted privileges

Les vols solos

Il est demandé que le premier éleve d’'un instructeur soit laché en solo par un
autre LAFI ou FI. Ceci est trés difficilement réalisable du fait de la répartition
géographique des instructeurs, (certaines régions ne dénombrent que lou 2
instructeurs). Nous pensons qu’il faut laisser la décision a I'instructeur de
lacher son éléve pour le vol solo, mais nous préconisons que la
formation de I'éléeve se fasse sous le contrble de l'organisme de
formation ayant délivré la qualification de l'instructeur. La formation
de l'instructeur étant considérée comme terminée apreées le test en vol
de I'éleve effectué par un FIE de I'organisme de formation.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency does not understand the problem caused by the requirement which
does not allow the LAFI with limited privileges to send a student pilot solo. You
are mentioning in your comment that it could be difficult to find another LAFI
for this task. It seems that this statement or question is based on a
misunderstanding as all the activities of the LAFI with limited privileges have to
be supervised by another LAFI. This means that the other LAFI with full
privileges has to oversee and supervise anyway all these 15 hours of 50 take-
offs which will include possible solo flights of students.

As this requirement is based on JAR-FCL and other national systems which
have introduced a similar limitation in order to address the specific situation of
a first solo flight, the Agency does not see any problems and will keep this
safety related requirement as it is.

3558 comment by: Rory Worsman

For instruction on Balloons | believe all instructors should be able and capable
of instructing for LPL and BPL

A light AFI should not be restricted to instructon on LPLs only.

This rule does not make sense, a LPL's count to a BPL.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response provided to comment No 2934 (R. Worsman) in the
same segment above.
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4226 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal:
(b)(3) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 50 launches of

flight instruction eevering-the-full-flight-training-syltabus. ..

Justification: Same requirements as for the FI.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree and will keep the requirement
unchanged.

Your proposal is to delete the term: ‘covering the full training syllabus’ and the
justification provided is based only on the request to align the text with the
LAFI(A) requirement.

As you can easily see the numbers of hours and the amount of launches for the
LAFI(S) are much lower as the numbers proposed for the LAFI(A). Aligning the
text with the requirements for the LAFI(A) would mean that the LAFI(S) should
provide 50 hours of flight instruction and supervise at least 25 student solo
flights.

During the drafting phase of these proposals the gliding experts came to the
conclusion that the wording proposed (covering the full training syllabus)
would be more appropriate for the LAFI(S) and (B). Based on this, the total
amount of hours required could be lowered. By accepting your proposal the
Agency would have to introduce a higher amount of flight training because the
required 15 hours could be easily fulfilled with 4 cross-country training flights.
This is definitely not the aim of these requirements as this time period of
restricted privileges should allow the LAFI to gain experience in sending
student pilots on solo flights, instructing all the exercises of the syllabus and
receiving support and assistance of the supervising instructor. The Agency is of
the opinion that this time period with limited privileges should not be seen as
an additional burden but as an option to further qualify the instructor before
granting him/her the full privileges. The additional requirement for providing
flight instruction covering the full flight training syllabus will therefore be kept.

4314 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.910.LAFI(b)(1)

Wording in the NPA

(b)(1) in the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes, at least 50 hours of flight
instruction in a singleengine piston aeroplane or TMG and has supervised at
least 25 student solo flights.

Our proposal

Change:

(b)(1) in the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes, at least 30 hours of flight
instruction in a singleengine piston aeroplane or TMG and has supervised at
least 25 student solo flights.

Issue with current wording
50 hours keep an instructor unnecessarily too long under restricted privileges
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depending on availability of students.

Rationale

The non commercial general aviation does not have regular requirement
availability by students for training and other instructors will be competing for
instruction time to fulfil the required instruction time limits. Therefore it may
take very long until 50 hours of instruction are achieved. 30 hours matches the
required hours for a validity period of 3 years which should in general be the
maximum time that an instructor has restricted privileges. 30 hours instruction
time is about the time required to train 2 students where the supervising
instructor occasionally has to check the progress of the student. This should be
sufficient experience to then remove the restrictions.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comments 2158 and 2263 above.

4315 comment by: Baden-Wirttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.910.LAFI(b)(3)

Wording in the NPA

(b)(3) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 50 launches of
flight instruction covering the full flight training syllabus for the issuance of the
LPL for sailplanes;.

Our proposal

Change:

(3) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 50 launches of
flight instruction <rest deletet> .

Issue with current wording
Tracking and documenting if the full flight training syllabus has been covered is
completely unpractical.

Rationale

Instructors for aeroplanes and helicopters are not required to cover the
complete syllabus. Instructors for Sailplanes should not be treated differently.
Since the training of glider pilots typically stretches over 2 years and there
may not be that many student pilots it may take very long for an instructor to
cover the complete syllabus. Keeping track of this also requires additional
unnecessary documentation. Therefore the last part of the sentence should be
deleted.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4226 above.

The justification provided that there might not be enough student pilots (one
student would be enough to cover the full syllabus), that this will take too long
and finally that the documentation for such a procedure would be too
demanding cannot be accepted as a valid argument. Knowing that such a
system is already successfully in place in several Member States and seeing
the advantages of such a supervising system for the instructor, the Agency
does not consider a change.
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4380 comment by: DC-AL

I consider 100 hours instructing more appropriate for the removal of the
restriction

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comments 2158 and 2263 above.

4602 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club

FCL.910.LAFI (b)

3) “In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 45 launches of
flight instruction covering the full training syllabus for the issuance of the LPL
for sailplanes”

Comment: Why are LAFI for sailplanes required to cover the full syllabus
whereas LAFI for aeroplanes and helicopters are not? This additional
requirement should be removed.

EGU Proposal:
3) “In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 45 launches of
flight instruction”

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
However, as you have already commented on this issue with your comment
4226 above, please see the reply to this comment.

4613 comment by: FFK

This should also be for Microlight. If you are a FI for PPL you shoud be allowed
to be an instructor for microlight (not trikes)

Noted

Thank you for providing your proposal.

However, as the licensing requirements for Annex Il aircraft (e.g. microlights)
are excluded from the EASA scope (see Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008),
national authorities have to decide if certain parts of the LAFI training could be
credited for a national instructor rating/certificate on Annex Il aircraft. This will
definitely not be done with these Implementing Rules.

5029 comment by: ECA- European Cockpit Association

Delete and replace number of hours of instruction:

(1) in the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes, at least 50 hours of flight instruction in
a singleengine

piston aeroplane or TMG and has supervised at least 25 student solo flights.

(2) in the case of a LAFI for helicopters, at least 50 hours of flight instruction in
helicopters and supervised at least 25 student solo flight air exercises.

Justification:

100 is the minimum number of hours commonly accepted as a safe number of
hours. There are no real tests on the adequacy of this rating. The principle of
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precaution advices to set a reasonable limit.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to raise the required
amount of flight time and will keep the requirement for the LAFI(A) in (b)(1)
which is asking for 50 hours of flight instruction unchanged.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. It is
obvious that a certain group of stakeholders asks for some further alleviations
whereas a second group of stakeholders proposes to raise the numbers (as
proposed in your comment: 100 hours). The Agency firmly believes that 50
hours flight instruction under the supervision of an experienced LAFI
nominated for this purpose should be a sufficient amount in order to take away
the limitation.

Additionally, it should be highlighted that the main aim of this limitation is not
only the idea of getting more experience for the judgement when to send a
student pilot solo but also the possibility to receive support and assistance of
the supervising instructor. 50 hours of flight instruction will allow to cover the
whole flight training syllabus and should be sufficient. The justification
provided is not understood as there is no ‘commonly accepted ... safe nhumber
of hours’ for taking away such a limitation.

5588 comment by: Belgian Gliding Federation

FCL.910.LAFI (b)
3) “In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 45 launches of
flight instruction covering the full training syllabus for the issuance of
the LPL for sailplanes”

Comment:
Why are LAFI for sailplanes required to cover the full syllabus whereas LAFI for
aeroplanes and helicopters are not? This additional requirement should be
removed.

Proposal:
3) “In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, at least 15 hours or 45

launches of flight instruction”
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4226 above.

5616 comment by: David Trouse

The conditions for removing the restriction on the privilages of a LAFI should
be the same as those for lifting the restrictions on a FlI because the type of
initial training being carried out is essentially the same.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
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However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to raise the required
amount of flight time and will keep the requirement for the LAFI(A) in (b)(1)
which is asking for 50 hours of flight instruction unchanged.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. It seems
that a certain group of stakeholders asks for some further alleviations whereas
a second group of stakeholders proposes to raise the numbers (as proposed in
your comment:aligning it with the FI requirements). The Agency firmly
believes that 50 hours flight instruction under the supervision of an
experienced LAFI nominated for this purpose should be a sufficient amount in
order to take away the limitation.

Additionally, it should be highlighted that the main aim of this limitation is not
only the idea of getting more experience for the judgement when to send a
student pilot solo but also the possibility to receive support and assistance of
the supervising instructor at any time and on any other problem. 50 hours of
flight instruction will allow to cover the whole flight training syllabus and should
be sufficient.

It should be highlighted that there is no need to align the requirements for the
LAFI and the FI as there are already a lot of differences in other paragraphs.
Based on the fact that the training for the LPL is slightly different from the PPL
instruction (e.g. no 180° turn solely by reference to instruments) also the
prerequisites, the training course contents or the revalidation criteria of the
LAFI and the FI are different.

5763 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.910 LAFI(b)(1)(2)

Page No: 47 of 647

Comment: The difference in paragraph 1&2 in relation to 25 student solo
flights (aeroplanes) and 25 student solo flight exercises (helicopters) should
not exist. It was changed for JAR FCL 2 by JAR LLST(H) with the intention of
transferring it to JAR FCL 1 prior to the demise of the LST.

Justification: Consistency — NPA 25 to JAR FCL 2 changed the wording in JAR
FCL 2 Subpart H from ‘25 solo flights’ (for which there was no definition) to ‘25
student flight air exercises’ because an ‘air exercise’ is detailed in the PPL
Syllabus contained in JAR FCL Section 2 as the briefing, flight and debrief.
Therefore, under this alleviation, the instructor may detail more than one solo
flight exercise to be conducted in a single solo flight.

Proposed Text: Combine FCL 910 LAFI (b1&b2) to reflect that both
aeroplanes and helicopters state ‘at least 25 student solo flight exercises’.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees that such a difference should not exist. The comment is
right with the explanation why these differences where introduced but it should
be highlighted that the term ‘air exercise’ is only used for the different
exercises during an instructor course. As in this case the student pilot is
trained according to the syllabus containing the flight training for the LAFI only
the term: ‘exercises’ is known. The Agency does not agree with the proposal to
use the expression ‘solo flight air exercises’ for the LAFI(A) and (H) as this
would mean that several of these exercises could be combined during one
flight. The number 25 and the wording ‘student solo flights’ will be kept and
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also introduced for (b)(2) because of the fact that this expression provides
more clarity what is meant. Taking the proposed expression for both (‘solo
flight air exercises’) would lead to problems because this term is not widely
known.

6254 comment by: Christoph Talle

910.LAFI (b)(3) Like for aeroplane and helicopters it should be renounced the
second part of the sentence: ...covering the full flight trainig syllabus .... .

This because special glider flying depends on season. Maybe it takes a lot of
time (years) to complete the full syllabus.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comments 4226 and 4315 above.

6846 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.910 LAFI 7 910 FI

Page No: 47 & 51 of 647

Comment: Refers to an Fl acting under ‘supervision’ of an LAFI or FI, however
there is no definition to what constitutes ‘supervision’ or the experience or
qualifications required of a supervisory Fl. As these requirements are common
to all FI categories a general requirement is needed in FCL.950 to
clarify/standard standardisation.

Justification: Safety/Legality — A definition, for this purpose of this Part, is
required for what is acceptable as ‘supervision’ and the minimum acceptable
experience level and responsibilities of a ‘supervisor’.

Standardisation - The lack of a binding definition in JAR already causes
confusion/variation in standardisation and a ‘loophole open to abuse.
Proposed Text: (if applicable)

A new FCL.950 Supervision of the Restricted Instructor

(a) The supervising instructor shall hold an unrestricted instructor rating
with at least 200 hours of flight instructional experience to include
experience on the type or class of aircraft for which supervision is being
given, the syllabus/exercise being taught and the experience/limitations of
the individual he is supervising.
(b) The supervising instructor shall be nominated, in the organisations
Operations Manual or Flying Order Book, so that he/she may be readily
identified. Such a document should also list the qualifications and
responsibilities of the supervising instructor.
(c) Before flight training commences, the supervising instructor shall assess
the day’s programme as appropriate having considered the exercise(s) to
be flown, student performance and progress, aircraft maintenance and
serviceability, the weather forecast, NOTAMS and any other factors likely to
affect the planned activities.
(d)The supervising instructor must be present at the airfield during any
instructional flights and be contactable without undue delay.
(e) The supervising instructor shall be informed of any student solo flying and
be available to observe, where appropriate, any briefings conducted by or
student solo flights authorised by the restricted instructor.

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency has carefully reviewed your comment but came to the conclusion
not to introduce a specific requirement for the supervising instructor. The
training organisation is asked to nominate an instructor for this purpose which
will be in most of the cases one of the most experienced the ATO has available.
200 hours instruction time is not needed to fulfil this task as the unrestricted
instructor is allowed to instruct himself also without any additional supervision.

7412 comment by: Werner LADNER

Refer to FCL.910.LAFI (b)(1)
The limitation of 50 hours is to high. There are not so much studets available
so it takes to long time.

| propose to change

(b)(1): in case of a LAFI for aeroplanes, at least 30 hours of flight instruction
in a single piston aeroplane or TMG and has supervised at least 25 student solo
flights

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comments 2158 and 2263 above.

7510 comment by: Graham PHILPOT

4- This needs to be reduced to maybe 2 observed flights.

The quality check is when the student reaches the Examination stage.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to ask for only 2
observed flights in (b)(4) and will keep the requirement for the LAFI(B) which
is asking for 15 hours or 50 take-offs of flight instruction under the supervision
of an FI or LAFI(B).

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. The
Agency firmly believes that the required flight instruction under the supervision
of an experienced LAFI nominated for this purpose should be kept as proposed
as such a system is already successfully in place in several member states
(and was also introduced with JAR-FCL for the FI).

Additionally it should be highlighted that the main aim of this limitation is not
only the idea of getting more experience for the judgement when to send
student pilots on solo flights but also the possibility to receive support and
assistance of the supervising instructor. 15 hours of flight instruction will allow
to cover the whole flight training syllabus.

8087 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers

Asking for a full flight training syllabus is too much.
Sometimes simply not enough students are available.
15 hours or 50 launches should be enough.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4226 above.

8164 comment by: F Mortera

3. About instructor certificates

FCL.910.LAFI B (b) (4) = FCL.910.FI B(c) (3) “Restricted privileges”
(pages 47 and 52)

FCL.915.LAFI B (e) = FCL.915.FI B (g) “Pre-requisites” (pages 48 and
51)

FCL 925.LAFI = FCL.935.FI “Skill test” (pages 49 and 52)

I am also confused in a similar way for the LAFI and Fl certificates and their
respective requirements.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
However, the Agency does not understand why these requirements mentioned
are causing any confusion.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.915.LAFI p. 47-48
Prerequisites for the LAFI training course

comment

response

189 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

As pre-requisite for the LAFI training course for sailplanes we are of the opinion
that under (d) 100 launches are sufficient.

Justification: The bulk of experience is surely gained within the frame of the
first 100 launches, not much is added with the second 100.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree at all with your proposal that a sailplane
pilot with an experience of only 100 take-offs should be allowed to take part in
the instructor course.

The quality of the flight training is a main element in General Aviation to
ensure a high level of safety. If the instructor has completed only a very
limited amount of take-offs himself/herself (and the Agency is of the opinion
that a glider pilot with only 100 flights cannot be called ‘experienced’ at all) the
risk exists that he/she will not be able during the training flights with students
to cope with all the situations which could occur (e.g. during emergency
exercises like simulated launch failures or stalling exercises).

The Agency will keep the required amount of experience for the LAFI(S)
candidate.

comment | 400 comment by: Rod Wood
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(c) Remove this sub para. See comment to FCL 905 and 910
Not accepted

Thank you for your opinion.
As it was decided to keep the LAFI(H), the Agency will not follow your
proposal. See also the responses to your other comments on the same issue.

525 comment by: Geschaftsfihrer Luftsportverband RP

Im Luftsport wird es bei Beibehaltung des augenblicklich vorgeschlagenen
Werkes eine Fortsetzung des gewaltigen Ruckganges an FI im Luftsport geben.
Ich wage sogar zu behaupten, dass der FlI auf Grund der hohen
Ausbildungskosten und Anforderungsprofil im Luftsport ganz aussterben wird.

Daher die Forderung, dass der Eingangstest fur einen Fluglehrer-Anwérter auch
bei Flugzeugen von einem LAFI und nicht ausschlielich von einem FlI
abgenommen werden kann. Es muss -wie Eingangs bemerkt- eine
Durchgéngigkeit im eigenen Bereich vom LPL-Scheininhaber bis zum LAFI-
Prufer geben!!

(a) In case of the LAFI for aeroplanes, the flight test shall be taken with a LAFI
or FI .

Es ist sicher empfehlenswert, aber beim LAFI darf es keine Forderung zum
Instrumentenflug geben! Die Forderung in der Ausbildung nach der 180 Grad
Kehrtkurve unter quasi Instrumentenflugbedingungen reicht vollkommen aus.
Der Rest ist VFR-Fliegen nach Instrumenten.

(b) In the case of LAFI for aeroplanes or TMG:
(b) (1) received at least 3 hours of simulated instrument flying ...... FSTD;

Die 3-Achs gesteuerten UL durfen nicht auRer Acht gelassen werden. Deshalb
fur den LAFI noch eine UL-Erleichterung, aber auch fur Segelfluglehrer:

(b) (3) completed at least 200 hours of flight time of which 150 hours PIC;
Holders of a sailplane license or a lizense for 3 axis controlled moicrolight are
cedited up to 100 flight time on these categories.

in (b) (4) erganzen:

complete at least ...... single-engine piston aeroplane or TMG of which ....
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The first item is dealing with the pre-entry flight test. The Agency agrees that
not only an FI(A) or (H) but also an experienced LAFI(A) or (H) should be
allowed to perform this pre-entry flight test with the candidate. The Agency will
change the requirement in (a) and include the LAFI as proposed but with a
slight addition. Based on other comments proposing to take instructors for this
task who are really familiar with the content of this flight test, especially the
instructors providing flight training during an instructor course are qualified for
this. The LAFI having the privilege to instruct during an instructor course is
defined in FCL.905.LAFI (f). The requirement will read:
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‘The flight test shall be taken with an LAFI qualified in accordance with
FCL.905.LAFI (f) or an FI qualified in accordance with FCL.905.FI (j) in the
appropriate aircraft category’.(You will find this wording now in FCL.930.LAFI -
Training Course).

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received dealing with the issue of
the required 3 hours of instrument flight instruction as a prerequisite for the
LAFI(A) candidate. This issue can be discussed controversially because
additional knowledge and experience to cope with difficult weather conditions
might be helpful in specific cases but as this kind of training is clearly not part
of the flight training syllabus for the LPL(A) the Agency agrees with all the
comments asking for a deletion as such a 3 hours training module will not at all
allow the future instructor to fly in IMC. The requirement in (b)(1) will be
deleted completely but an additional exercise will be added in FCL.930.LAFI
(Training Course) in order to ask for at least 1 hour flight training by reference
solely to instruments (including a 180° turn).

Your third comment proposes to introduce some kind of ‘crediting’ for flight
time on microlight or sailplanes. The Agency will add ‘on SEP aeroplanes or
TMG’ for the required 150 hours. This means that the remaining 50 hours
(200h-150h) can be flown on aircraft of other classes. The Agency agrees that
flight time in other categories of aircraft could be useful but the Agency also
strongly believes that a certain minimum experience on aeroplanes or TMG has
to be required and should not be replaced by flight time on sailplanes. The
quality of the flight training is one main element in General Aviation to ensure
a high level of safety. If the instructor has completed only a very limited
amount of take-offs/hours himself/herself (and the Agency is of the opinion
that an aeroplane pilot with only 75 hours on aeroplanes or TMG as proposed
by youcannot be called ‘experienced’), the risk exists that he/she will not be
able during the training flights with students to cope with all the situations
which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises like simulated engine
failures or stalling exercises).

The Agency will therefore keep the required 150 hours of flight time on
aeroplanes or TMG for the LAFI(A) candidate.

528 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

J/Section 2
FCL.915 LAFI

Proposal

(d) Flight experience must be augmented up to at least 200 hrs. A
credit of up to 50%b in aeroplane is accepted.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency has carefully reviewed the comments received on this issue. Most
of the comments propose to lower the required amount of flight hours and
take-offs on sailplanes whereas your proposal is to raise them to 200 hours.
The Agency would like to mention that it will be always very difficult to
describe a certain required competence or experience with a certain amount of
flight time or take-offs. A competency-based approach would be the better
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solution but could not be introduced with these Implementing Rules yet. Based
on an evaluation of existing national requirements the drafting group of
experts proposed finally the minimum amount of 100 hours and 200 launches
on sailplanes. The Agency believes that this is a sufficient number and does not
agree with the proposal to raise it. The pre-entry flight test will show if the
candidate is mature enough to take part in the training course (see
FCL.0930.LAFI).

Several comments are proposing all kind of crediting for the LAFI prerequisites.
Your comment asks for 50% credit for flight time on aeroplanes. As it was
decided to keep the 100 hours on sailplanes this would mean that an LPL(A)
licence holder would only have to complete 50 hours in sailplanes. The Agency
agrees with the principle that flight time in other categories of aircraft could be
useful but the Agency also strongly believes that a certain minimum experience
on aircraft of the specific category must be required and should not be
replaced by flight time on aeroplanes. The quality of the flight training is one
main element in General Aviation to ensure a high level of safety. If the
instructor has completed only a very limited amount of take-offs/hours
himself/herself (and the Agency is of the opinion that a sailplane pilot with only
50 hours on sailplanes should not be called ‘experienced’) the risk exists that
he/she will not be able during the training flights with students to cope with all
the situations which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises like
simulated launch failures or stalling exercises).

The Agency will therefore keep the required 100 hours of flight time on
sailplanes and will not introduce a credit for flight time on aeroplanes or TMG.

639 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association

Comment: There is an inconsistency in the recency requirements for pilots
wishing to attend a training course for the LAFI. Pilots of aeroplanes are
required to have experience and recency "completed at least 30 hours of flight
time on a single engine piston aeroplane of which at least 5 hours shall have
been completed during the six months preceding the pre-entry flight test set
out in (a);" whereas pilots of helicopters, sailplanes and balloons do not have a
recency stipulation

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As certain elements which are already in place for the Flight Instructor
according to the JAR-FCL system are taken over also for the LAFI, this
additional requirement for the LAFI(A) was introduced by the experts.

The Agency agrees that this requirement doesn’t seem to be consistent with
the requirements for the other LAFI categories and will delete it. The pre-entry
flight test will show if the required level of recent experience on aeroplanes is
reached.

1345 comment by: Gerhard Hehl

Was ist mit instrument flight instruction gemeint? Instrumentenflug oder nur
die Ausfuhrung einer 180-Grad-Kurve? Oder ist damit Funknavigation gemeint?

Noted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received dealing with the issue of
the required 3 hours of instrument flight instruction as a prerequisite for the
LAFI(A) candidate. This issue can be discussed controversially because
additional knowledge and experience to cope with difficult weather conditions
might be helpful for the LAFI in specific cases but as this kind of training is
clearly not part of the flight training syllabus for the LPL(A) the Agency agrees
with all the comments asking for a deletion. The requirement in (b)(1) will be
deleted completely but an additional exercise will be added in
FCL.930.LAFI(Training Course) in order to ask for at least 1 hour flight training
by reference solely to instruments (including a 180 turn). Based on the fact
that the proposed 3 hours instrument instruction will anyway not allow the
instructor to fly safely in IMC conditions, the Agency believes that this training
will be sufficient.

1434 comment by: Aero Club Oppenheim e. V.

Eine 180 Grad Kurve sollteausreichend sein! Oder ist mit Instrumentenflug
Funknavigation gemeint? sonst wirde ich den Punkt streichen.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
As it is a copy of similar comments please see the reply to comment 1345
above.

1508 comment by: Volker ENGELMANN

(b) 3 and (d) the flight hours again are far to high!

The number of flight hours does not say anything about the quality of a pilot.
The pre checkout by a FIE does!

With the experience of FIE"s a good assesment can be done wethet FE
trainees are able to full fill the requirements of a good, solid and experienced
Fl-Assistant!

Cut down the numbers to 75 hrs.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to comment No.528 (FOCA Switzerland).

The Agency agrees that the result of the pre-entry flight test and the final skill
test at the end of the course is more important than any required prerequisite
defined by using a certain amount of flight time.

However, as a purely competency-based approach will not be implemented a
certain amount of experience should be reached (as explained in the response
mentioned above). The same reasoning should be valid for all LAFI certificates.
The Agency does not believe that an LAFI(A) candidate with only 75 hours on
TMG or SEP will have reached the necessary level of experience for such an
important task. Therefore, both numbers will be kept unchanged.

1719 comment by: Sven Koch

(a) Eignungsflug mit einem Fluglehrer Flugzeuge: 3 Std Instrumentenflug, 20
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Std Uberlandflug, 200 Std Gesamtflugzeit wovon 150 Std als PIC, 30 Std auf
SEP wovon 5 Std innerhalb 6 Monaten vor Eignungsflug

Segelflug: 100 Std als PIC und 200 Starts auf Segelflugzeugen; wenn auch
TMG-Lehrer, dann 30 Std als PIC auf TMG 180 Grad Kurve ist ausreichend!
oder ist mit Instrumentenflug Funknavigation gemeint? sonst streichen

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

As it is a copy of similar comments please see the reply to comment 1345
above.

The rest seems to be only a translation of some specific items of the
requirement.

2154 comment by: Rudiger Braun

10 hours of IFR training is too much, change into 5 hours.
the basic requirements for Fl are high enough.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

However, it seems that the comment is addressed to the wrong paragraph as
FCL.915.LAFI is not asking for 10 hours of instrument instruction.

Only for the FI 10 hours of instrument instruction are proposed. This is taken
over from JAR-FCL. Please see the responses provided in the segment for
FCL.915.FI.

The proposed 3 hours of instrument instruction will be amended.

2181 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald

180 Grad Kurve ist ausreichend oder ist mit Instrumentenflug Funknavigation
gemeint? sonst bitte streichen!

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
As it is a copy of similar comments please see the reply to comment 1345
above.

2265 comment by: Mike Grierson

It is a requirement of ICAO Annex 1 that a flight instructor shall have CPL level
knowledge. How is this demonstrated?

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As the LPL concept is clearly based on a sub ICAO level there is no need to ask
for a theoretical CPL knowledge level for the LAFI.

In addition to this, the Agency is of the opinion that such an additional level is
not necessary to provide flight training for the LPL.
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2448 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann

Subparagraph (b) (4)
Problem: TMG is missing.
Proposed solution: ... single-engine piston aircraft or TMG ...

Justification: Throughout the document the TMG is treated as alternative to
SEP aircraft. Therefore it is also necessary for the related LAFI.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

This requirement was proposed by the experts involved in drafting these
requirements and was mainly based on the fact that the 30 hours required on
SEP aeroplanes were in a similar way introduced by the JAR-FCL requirements.
The Agency after having reviewed carefully all the comments received and
further discussed the issue with the experts agrees and will change the original
proposal in order to allow also a pure TMG LPL licence holder to become a LAFI
for TMGs. No safety related argument should prevent this.

FCL.915 will ensure that the LAFI has completed at least 15 hours as a PIC on
aeroplanes or TMG before being allowed to provide training but the Agency
does not believe that this amount of experience is sufficient in this case. As the
Agency is not in favour to introduce a specific LAFI(A) restriction ‘for
aeroplanes only’ or ‘TMG only’, the proposed requirement asking for at least 30
hours flight time on aeroplanes will be kept and a similar wording for the TMG
experience added if an instructor intends to provide instruction only on TMGs.

The requirement that 5 of these hours have to be completed during the last 6
months will be deleted.
Please see the amended wording in FCL.915.LAFI(a).

2466 comment by: Dieter Lenzkes

Vorschlag zu FCL.915.LAFI (d):
Replace paragraph (d) by:

In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes and/or powered sailplanes, completed at
least 100 hours of flight time as pilot in command and 200 launches as pilot in
command on sailplanes_and/or powered sailplanes. Additionally, in case the
applicant wants to give instruction on touring-motorgliders, he shall complete
at least 30 hours of flight time as pilot in command on TMG.

Begrundung: Diese Korrektur ist zur Préazisierung notwendig wenn der
Vorschlag in Kommentar 1212 fur die Definitionen angenommen wird.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
The Agency agrees that flight time on powered sailplanes should be mentioned

also. The reason why this was not mentioned so far is that flight time on TMGs
(which are also powered sailplanes) should not be included.
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The Agency will try to find a wording for the final text for the first sentence in
(d) which will include flight time on powered sailplanes but not on TMGs.

Additionally the Agency will add the word ‘Touring’ in the second sentence to
use a consistent wording.

2685 comment by: Derry MOORE

With regard to 30 hours of ‘classroom teaching'. | have 22 years as a Hot Air
Balloon Instructor with seminars every 2 years covering your syllabus. Will |
have to do 30 hours ‘classroom teaching' etc?

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

However, it seems that the comment is not dealing with any requirement of
this paragraph FCL.915.LAFI.

As the term ‘classroom teaching’ is mentioned you might refer to the
theoretical knowledge instruction and the instructional techniques required
during an instructor training course. It seems also that you are already holding
an instructor rating which means that the content of the instructor course
which is clearly drafted for LPL(B) pilots wishing to become an instructor and
not dealing with the conversion of existing instructor certificates.

The conversion of existing national licences will be based on a conversion
report of the competent authority and is not covered by these Implementing
Rules. There will be certainly no conversion requirement asking for additional
30 hours classroom teaching for the already certificated instructors during the
conversion period.

What you will have to do when the new system is in force is to attend an
instructor refresher seminar every three years if you do not choose the other
two options for the revalidation of your certificate. Please see FCL.940.LAFI.

comment by: French Fédération Francaise Aéronautique groups the 580

2775 French powered flying aer-clubs and their 43 000 private pilots

Since the Basic LPL is a licence by itself, FFA strongly recommends requiring
from applicants for a LAFI certificate to hold at least a LPL licence.

It seems unrealistic for a Basic LPL holder to ask for a LAFI training course.

An other way to avoid any misunderstanding on this topic would be to
introduce a general statement in the section "Common requirements” in
subpart B.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
The Agency agrees and would like to add that this requirement is already

contained in FCL.915 which says:
‘An applicant for an instructor certificate ... shall hold at least the licence ... for
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which instruction to be given ...". For the LAFI this means that the candidate
has to hold at least an LPL not a Basic LPL.

The Agency does not see a need to specify this in subpart B.

3232 comment by: Egon Schmaus

FCL.915.LAFI (b)
(1) received at least 3 hours of "simulated instrument flying in a SEP or a
FSTD"

Reason: Actual flight instruction is not necessary for FlI conducting flight
training with minor or without Radio-Navigation

FCL.915.LAFI (b)
(4) completed..... SEP aeroplane "or TMG" of which...

Reason: LAFI will be entiteled for flight istructionin the aircraft class he is rated
for. This need not mandatorily be SEP.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received dealing with the issue of
the required 3 hours of instrument flight instruction as a prerequisite for the
LAFI(A) candidate. This issue can be discussed controversially because
additional knowledge and experience to cope with difficult weather conditions
might be helpful in specific cases but as this kind of training is clearly not part
of the flight training syllabus for the LPL(A) the Agency agrees with all the
comments asking for a deletion. The requirement in (b)(1) will be deleted
completely but an additional exercise will be added in FCL.930.LAFI (Training
Course) in order to ask for at least 1 hour flight training by reference solely to
instruments (including a 180 turn).

Regarding the second issue see the reply to comment 2448 above.

3305 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 915 LAFI

1- An applicant must meet an appropriate and updated level of knowledge to
undertake the instructor training course, otherwise the ground part of the
instructor course will be mainly used to reach the level of knowledge and not to
learn how to give instruction. This level of knowledge shall be much deeper
than the level of the holder of the licence to enable the instructor to give
accurate explanations, to adapt these explanations to the student and to be
convincing.

2- An instructor who performs instruction for instructor ratings is more able to
assess the level required to follow the instructor course.

(a) passed a theoretical evaluation to ensure that the applicant meets
the level of knowledge necessary to undertake the course,

(b) passed a pre-entry flight test to assess his/her ability to undertake the
course.

In the case of the LAFI for aeroplanes and helicopters, the flight test must be
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taken with a FI qualified as in 905 FI (j) in the appropriate aircraft category.
In case of LAFI for other categories of aircraft, the flight test shall be taken
with a LAFI qualified as in FCL 905 LAFI (f) or a FI qualified as in 905 FI
(J) in the appropriate aircraft category.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency fully agrees with the statements and explanations provided about
the main aim of this pre-entry flight test. The Agency also agrees with the
proposal to involve only instructors who provide instruction for instructor
ratings as these instructors are necessarily the group of instructors who will be
the most suitable to assess the level required for the course.

The Agency will change the requirement in (a) as proposed but with a slight
addition. As the LAFI having the privilege to instruct during an instructor
course (see FCL.905.LAFI (f)) is also qualified to assess this level the proposed
addition for the LAFI(S) and (B) will be introduced also for the LAFI(A) and (H)
pre-entry flight test. The requirement will read:

‘The flight test shall be taken with a LAFI qualified in accordance with
FCL.905.LAFI (f) or an FI qualified in accordance with FCL.905.FI (j) in the
appropriate aircraft category.’

3325 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
FCL 915 LAFI (e)

The LPL (B) gives only the privileges to flight on a small balloon.
“On....is to be” instead of “for.....will be ” to be consistent with FCL 915 LAFI (c

) (D)

(e) In the case of LAFI for balloons, completed at least 75 hours of balloon
flight time as pilot in command, of which at least 15 hours have to be in the
class and-greup on fer which instruction will-be is to be given.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees and will delete ‘and group’ based on the fact that the group
distinction is only foreseen for the BPL.

The Agency will reconsider the other editorial proposals in order to find the

best wording to ensure legal certainty.

3326 comment by: DGAC FRANCE
Part FCL 915 LAFI (b)(3)

Consistency with the requirements for the other categories and necessary to
have an appropriate experience to become instructor.

FCL .915.LAFI

(b)
(3) Completed at least 200 hours of flight time in aeroplanes of which 150
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hours as pilot in command
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Based on the comments received and in order to adress a certain possibility of
‘crediting’ flight time in other aircraft categories the Agency will amend the text
as follows:

‘completed at least 200 hours of flight time including at least 150 hours as
pilot-in-command of single-engine piston aeroplanes or TMG’.

4230 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal

(b)(1) received at least 3 hours of simulated instrument flying in a single-
engine piston aeroplane,

Justification:

The wording “instrument flight instruction” would require a two complex
infrastructure and would exclude instruction on TMG.

It should be possible to conduct this instruction under simulated conditions. It
should neither be necessary to use a fully IFR certified aeroplane, nor to do it
at an FTO which is approved for IFR training nor to require an IFR instructor.
Especially it should be possible to conduct this on a appropriately but not fully
IFR equipped TMG for instructors who only intend to instruct on TMG.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency carefully reviewed the comments received dealing with the issue of
the required 3 hours of instrument flight instruction as a prerequisite for the
LAFI(A) candidate. This issue can be discussed controversially because
additional knowledge and experience to cope with difficult weather conditions
might be helpful for the LAFI in specific cases but as this kind of training is
clearly not part of the flight training syllabus for the LPL(A) the Agency agrees
with all the comments asking for a deletion. The requirement in (b)(1) will be
deleted completely but an additional exercise will be added in FCL.930.LAFI
(Training Course) in order to ask for at least 1 hour flight training by reference
solely to instruments (including a 180 turn).

4232 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal

(b)(4) completed at least 5 hours of flight time on a single-engine piston
aeroplane or TMG during the six months preceding the pre-entry flight test set
out in (a);

Justification:

This requirement as worded in the NPA does not allow instructors holding TMG
rating only.

The Basic LPL license and LPL license can be issued with either TMG or single
engine piston rating. These ratings are symetrical and equivalent. There must
therefore be an option of a LAFI with only a TMG rating who intends to instruct
only for basic LPL or LPL licenses on TMG. In Germany there are many training
organisations that instruct solely on TMG.

Partially accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

This requirement was proposed by the experts involved in drafting these
requirements and was mainly based on the fact that the 30 hours required on
SEP aeroplanes were in a similar way introduced by the JAR-FCL requirements.
The Agency after having reviewed carefully all the comments received and
further discussed the issue with the experts agrees and will change the original
proposal in order to allow also a pure TMG LPL licence holder to become a LAFI
for TMGs. No safety related argument should prevent this.

FCL.915 will ensure that the LAFI has completed at least 15 hours as a PIC on
aeroplanes or TMG before being allowed to provide training but the Agency
does not believe that this amount of experience is sufficient in this case. As the
Agency is not in favour to introduce a specific LAFI(A) restriction ‘for
aeroplanes only’ or ‘TMG only’, the proposed requirement asking for at least 30
hours flight time on aeroplanes will be kept and a similar wording for the TMG
experience added if an instructor intends to provide instruction only on TMGs.

The requirement that 5 of these hours have to be completed during the last 6
months will be deleted.
Please see the amended wording in FCL.915.LAFI(Q).

4251 comment by: SFG-Mendig

Wenn mit instrument flight instruction der sogenannte hooded flight gemeint
ist (Flug mit eingeschrankter Sicht nach aussen unter sogenanntem
angenommenen IMC unter VFR am Tag), dann ist diese Aussage verstandlich
und wird mitgetragen. Es muss aber vermieden werden, dass hier IFR
ausgestattete Luftfahrzeuge mit Fluglehrern, die zum Ausbilden von IFR
berechtigt sind, hierfur erforderlich sind.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4230 above.

4316 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.915.LAFI(b)(1)

Wording in the NPA

(1) received at least 3 hours of instrument flight instruction in a singleengine
piston aeroplane,

Our proposal

Change:

(b)(1) received at least 3 hours of simulated instrument flying in a
singleengine

piston aeroplane,

Issue with current wording
The wording “instrument flight instruction” would require a too complex
infrastructure and would exclude instruction on TMG.

Rationale

It should be possible to conduct this instruction under simulated conditions. It
should neither be necessary to use a fully IFR certified aeroplane, nor to do it
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at an FTO which is approved for IFR training nor to require an IFR instructor.
Especially it should be possible to conduct this on a appropriately but not fully
IFR equipped TMG for instructors who only intend to instruct on TMG.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4230 above.

4317 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.915.LAFI(b)(3)

Wording in the NPA

(b)(3) completed at least 200 hours of flight time of which 150 hours as
pilotincommand;

Our proposal

Change:

(b)(3) completed at least 200 hours of flight time of which 150 hours as
pilotincommand; Holders of a sailplane license or a license for 3 axis controlled
microlight are credited up to 100 hours flight time on these categories.

Issue with current wording
Flight time in all fixed wing categories must be appropriately credited.

Rationale

As reasoned in great detail in general comment 3250 Nr. 2 and 3 the skills
in all fixed wing categories are extremely similar and the experience in these
other categories is especially valuable for the task of an instructor. Therefore
this flight time must be credited. It is not justifiable that an applicant with
experience in multiple fixed wing categories has to fulfil the same requirements
on just aeroplanes as an applicant with flight time only on aeroplanes.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your comment proposes to introduce some kind of ‘crediting’ for flight time on
microlight or sailplanes in (b)(3). The Agency will add ‘on SEP aeroplanes or
TMG’ for the required 150 hours. This means that the remaining 50 hours
(200h-150h) can be flown on aircraft of other categories. The Agency agrees
that flight time in other categories of aircraft could be useful but the Agency
also strongly believes that a certain minimum experience on aeroplanes or
TMGs has to be required and should not be replaced by flight time on
sailplanes or other aircraft categories.

The quality of the flight training is one main element in General Aviation to
ensure a high level of safety. If the instructor has completed only a very
limited amount of take-offs/hours himself/herself (and the Agency is of the
opinion that an aeroplane pilot with only 100 hours on aeroplanes or TMG as
proposed by you might not be sufficient), the risk exists that he/she will not be
able during the training flights with students to cope with all the situations
which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises like simulated engine
failures or stalling exercises).

The Agency will therefore keep the required 150 hours of flight time on
aeroplanes or TMGs for the LAFI(A) candidate.
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comment | 4318 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

response
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FCL.915.LAFI(b)(4)

Wording in the NPA

(b)(4) completed at least 30 hours of flight time on a singleengine piston
aeroplane of which at least 5 hours shall have been completed during the six
months preceding the preentry flight test set out in (a);

Our proposal
Delete FCL.915.LAFI(b)(4)

Issue with current wording
This requirement as worded in the NPA does not allow for instructors with only
TMG rating

Rationale

The Basic LPL license and LPL license can be issued with either TMG or single
engine piston rating. These ratings are symmetrical and equivalent. There
must therefore be an option of a LAFI with only a TMG rating who intends to
instruct only for basic LPL or LPL licenses on TMG. In Germany there are many
training organisations that instruct solely on TMG. Therefore there can not be a
requirement specifically for SEP flight time.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4232 above.

4319 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.915.LAFI(d)

Wording in the NPA

(d) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, completed at least 100 hours of flight
time as pilotincommand and 200 launches as pilotincommand on sailplanes.
Additionally, in case the applicant wants to give instruction on motor gliders,
he shall complete at least 30 hours of flight time as pilotincommand on TMG.

Our proposal

Add:

Holders of an LPL(A) or a license for 3 axis micro lights are credited up to 50
hours against the 100 hours flight time on sailplanes and 15 hours against the
30 hours flight time on TMG.

Issue with current wording
Flight time in all fixed wing categories must be appropriately credited.

Rationale

As reasoned in great detail in general comment 3250 Nr. 2 and 3 the skills
in all fixed wing categories are extremely similar and the experience in these
other categories is especially valuable for the task of an instructor. Therefore
this flight time must be credited. It is not justifiable that an applicant with
experience in multiple of these fixed wing categories has to fulfil the same
requirements on just sailplanes as an applicant with flight time only on
sailplanes.

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

Several comments are proposing all kind of crediting for the LAFI prerequisites.
Your comment asks for 50% credit for flight time on aeroplanes or microlights.
As it was decided to keep the 100 hours on sailplanes this would mean that an
LPL(A) licence holder would only have to complete 50 hours in sailplanes.

The Agency agrees with the principle that flight time in other categories of
aircraft could be useful but the Agency also strongly believes that a certain
minimum experience on aircraft of the specific category must be required and
should not be replaced by flight time on aeroplanes. The quality of the flight
training is one main element in General Aviation to ensure a high level of
safety. If the instructor has completed only a very limited amount of take-
offs/hours himself/herself (and the Agency is of the opinion that a sailplane
pilot with only 50 hours on sailplanes should not be called ‘experienced’
although he might be an experienced aeroplane pilot), the risk exists that
he/she will not be able during the training flights with students to cope with all
the situations which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises like
simulated launch failures or stalling exercises).

The Agency will therefore keep the required 100 hours of flight time on
sailplanes and will not introduce a credit for flight time on aeroplanes.

4695 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, n&mlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewahrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberprifungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. Dall es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmal an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als finfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européaischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Téatigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, dal ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Glltigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport Ubergestilpt
werden kann.

100 Stunden und 200 Starts sind unangebracht, es gibt ja in (a) noch einen
Eingangstest; es reichen oder 200 Starts.

Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit>=8500 Flugstunden

Aenderungen:
(d) ersetze 'and' in "...PIC and 200..." durch 'oder’

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

As the first part of your comment is only a copy of your standard comment, the
Agency will not provide an additional response to this. Please see the other
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responses to your comment in all the other segments.

Regarding your proposal for a change of ‘and’ into ‘or’ the Agency does not
agree as both elements are important prerequisites.

The quality of the flight training is one main element in General Aviation to
ensure a high level of safety. If the instructor has completed only a very
limited amount of take-offs/hours himself/herself (and the Agency is of the
opinion that a sailplane pilot with only 100 take-offs on sailplanes but 220
hours should not be called ‘experienced’ although he might be very
experienced in finding thermals or flying along the ridge), the risk exists that
he/she will not be able during the training flights with students to cope with all
the situations which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises like
simulated launch failures, stalling exercises or outlanding situations). The
Agency also strongly believes that an LPL(S) pilot with 200 flights with an
average flight time of only 10 minutes should gain more experience by
performing some longer thermal flights or cross country flights before starting
the training to become an instructor.

The Agency will therefore keep the required 100 hours of flight time and 200
take-offs on sailplanes and will not introduce the ‘optional’ solution. Please
check also the actual minimum prerequisites in place in the European Member
States and you will discover that the Agency’s proposal is based on the existing
well-functioning systems which should not be lowered as this would lower also
the good standard reached in most of the Member States.

4957 comment by: George Knight
p 48

(d) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, completed at least 100 hours of flight
time as pilotincommand and 200 launches as pilotincommand on sailplanes.
Additionally, in case the applicant wants to give instruction on motor gliders,
he shall complete at least 30 hours of flight time as pilotincommand on TMG.

Suggest for pilots with SEP ratings that up to 20 of the TMG hours can be done
on SEP types.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees that a certain experience on SEP aeroplanes will be helpful
for the future task as instructor on TMGs. However, as the requirement already
asks for only 30 hours in TMGs, the Agency does not agree that 20 hours
should be credited for flight time on SEP aeroplanes. As some of the handling
characteristics are totally different a minimum of only 10 hours on TMG (as
proposed) is not seen as sufficient.

5157 comment by: Dieter Zimmermann

Zu FCL.915.LAFI:
Absatz (b)(1) ist ersatzlos zu streichen. Grund: Es ist nicht Aufgabe eines LAFI

Instrumentenflug auszubilden. Durch das durch diesen Absatz verordnete
Halbkdénnen ist eine grosse Gefahr zu beflirchten.
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Absatz (b)(4) ist wie folgt zu andern: 30 Stunden Flugzeit auf Flugzeugen mit
einer maximalen Abflugmasse bis hoéchstens 2000 kg Abflugmasse oder
Touringmotorseglern mit mindestens ...

Grund: Flugzeit auf grossen Flugzeugen ist ungeeignet. Es muss auch die
Mdglichkeit zum "Motorseglerlehrer™ geben.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Regarding your first proposal, please see the reply to comment 4230 above.

Concerning (b)(4) please see the reply to comment 4232 above.

5765 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL 915 LAFI (a)

Page No: 48 of 647

Comment: The content and standards to be achieved for * the instructor pre-
entry flight test’ are not specified.

The instructor to conduct the test should be qualified as an instructor specified
under FCL 905FI (j)

Justification: Standardisation/consistency/guidance —For the pre entry skill
test.

Safety/standardisation - An Fl specified under FCL 905 FI (j) is an instructor of
Fls and aware of the entry standard required. Permitting any FI to conduct the
pre-entry test is worthless.

Proposed Text:

A pre-entry skill test, which shall consist of a LPC/LST flown to an
above average standard, shall be taken with an Fl specified under FCL
905 FI (§).

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 3305 above.

5767 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: 915.LAFI (b)(4)

Page No: 48

Comment: The requirements appear to exclude the possibility of a LPL holder
flying just TMGs being able to undergo a LAFI course as 915.LAFI (b)(4)
excludes TMG.

Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change 915.LAFI (b)(4) to include TMG

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

This requirement was proposed by the experts involved in drafting these
requirements and was mainly based on the fact that the 30 hours required on
SEP aeroplanes were in a similar way introduced by the JAR-FCL requirements.
The Agency after having reviewed carefully all the comments received and
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further discussed the issue with the experts agrees and will change the original
proposal in order to allow also a pure TMG LPL licence holder to become an
LAFI for TMGs. No safety related argument should prevent this.

FCL.915 will ensure that the LAFI has completed at least 15 hours as a PIC on
aeroplanes or TMG before being allowed to provide training but the Agency
does not believe that this amount of experience is sufficient in this case. As the
Agency is not in favour to introduce a specific LAFI(A) restriction ‘for
aeroplanes only’ or ‘TMG only’, the proposed requirement asking for at least 30
hours flight time on aeroplanes will be kept and a similar wording for the TMG
experience added if an instructor intends to provide instruction only on TMGs.

The requirement that 5 of these hours have to be completed during the last 6
months will be deleted.

Please see the amended wording in FCL.915.LAFI(a).

5775 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: 915.LAFI (d)

Page No*: 48

Comment: ‘motor glider’, which is undefined, is used in this para
Justification:

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Change to ‘touring motor glider’ or ‘TMG’.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
The Agency agrees that this is an editorial mistake. The text will be amended
to read ‘touring motor gliders’.

5907 comment by: Professional Balloonists Netherlands

We give our comment in general:

Observations of: Section 2 LAFI up to and including Section 7/FIE

- In the Netherlands there are no approved training organisations for
ballooning. There is only one approved provider for theoretical courses and
refresher courses for balloonists holding a licence and for already excisting FI’s.
For new FI's there is only the opportunity to do a theoretical course for E
2.700,= without practical instruction (so far). In our opinion EASA introduces a
scoop of training, courses, privileges and examinations which cannot be
provided or guaranteed by the government but the market has to solve this.
EASA’s main item is security; it cannot be the meaning of EASA to introduce a
safety system that cannot be provided or guaranteed by the governement or
the branche. The proposals of EASA have to be practicable. If this is not
possible, this way of proposing is irrelevant and out of this world, certainly for
a country as the Netherlands in which the government explained its
balloonpilots that the market was busy well by deregulating itself and that the
market was safe.

- In our opinion there is no need for training organisations which have to
provide both theoretical and practical instruction. What is wrong to following
the theoretical instruction for example at a school of aviation and following
practical instruction with an FI? When an Fl proves his competence he or she
should also immediately be approved.

Page 166 of 801



response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

- The presented system of EASA deals with training organisations approved by
the government (in the Netherlands these organisations scarcely excist),
market forces, no appreciation of knowledge and experience of balloonpilots
and a system of examinations (instead of training flights as it is for now). EASA
does not clarify why the already excisting systems are not sufficient. Although
they have examined the incidents and accidents: in no way it is possible to
conclude why the current systems would not satisfy: 15 incidents in 2006, and
no injuries on ballooning.

- EASA is making way too easy distinction between hot-air-balloons, air-ships
and gas balloons. 3 instruction flights would be already sufficient to change to
another class. It is not good to assume that a hot air pilot can fly an air ship or
a gas balloon after having done 3 instruction flights. This is a major mistake of
thinking.

- The senior person examiners can obtain their privilege after having required
after the criteria of national legislation. In other words EASA cannot decide
how this has to be solved international. So this item has to be solved national.
In the presented international legislation there is refered to the national
authorities. Therefore this is a weakness offer of EASA.

- We expect that there will be short of examiners within a few years.

Noted

Thank you for providing this detailed comment containing several statements
regarding several different issues.

Please be aware that the Comment-Response Tool is designed in a way which
allows to allocate a certain comment to a specific segment (paragraph). Please
see the responses provided to your other comments in the different segments
and study also the other responses provided in the different segments dealing
with the ballooning requirements.

Some additional explanations should be provided here:

1. The Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 asks for approved training
organisations (ATOs) and defines that only certified instructors should be
allowed to provide training. As these Implementing Rules have to correspond
with the Basic Regulation these requirements are based on the principle that
training will be provided by instructors and that the courses for the issue of
licences will be provided by ATOs. In most of the European countries such a
system is also for balloons already in place. No reason can be seen why this
should not work in your country. At this stage the Agency has to follow the
framework given by the Basic Regulation.

2. The Implementing Rules will allow that the theoretical part of the training is
provided by one training organisation whereas the practical training is provided
by another ATO.

3. Please study the segments dealing with the proposed proficiency checks for
the revalidation and you will discover that the training flights with instructor
will be introduced.

4. The mentioned ‘major mistake of thinking’ lays on your side as it seems to
be based on a misinterpretation of the requirement in FCL.135.B containing the
extension of privileges to another balloon class. Please study this requirement
and you will discover that the Agency has proposed 5 hours of additional
training to extend from the class ‘hot-air balloon’ to ‘hot-air airship’
(FCL.135.B(a)(1)((ii))
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5. The mentioned ‘weakness offer’ regarding the senior examiner is not
understood. The senior examiner as mentioned in FCL.1025 who will observe
the test or check for the revalidation of an examiner certificate should be
tasked by the competent authority as the competent authority is responsible
for the oversight of the examiners.The Agency cannot see a problem with this.

5. The Agency does not understand why there should not be enough examiners
for tests or’checks on balloons in the future. As no justification or explanation
is provided no further response can be provided. Please check the prerequisites
for balloon examiners in subpart K in order to verify this.

6596 comment by: Light Aircraft Association UK

Since the Basic LPL is a ‘stand alone’ licence, the LAA considers it mandatory
that applicants for a LAFI certificate to hold at least an LPL.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
Please see the reply to comment 8287 below.

6700 comment by: CAA Finland

FCL.915.LAFI(d):
Amended text proposal: motor gliders, he/she shall

Accepted

Thank you for providing this information.
The Agency agrees that this is an editorial mistake. The text will be amended
to read ‘he/she’.

7421 comment by: Peter van Harten
Comment: in a lot of countries there are NO ballooning schools.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency has understood that in some countries so far no training
organisations for balloon pilots exist. With the future system flight training for
the issue of an LPL(B) or BPL will be only provided by instructors organised in
an approved training organisation because this is already required by the Basic
Regulation.

7511 comment by: Graham PHILPOT

e) | believe 75hrs to be excessive and restrictive, it will deter a lot of
potentially good instructors. This should be in the region of 10>15 hrs

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.

However, the Agency would like to highlight that this requirement in
FCL.915.LAFI contains the prerequisites to become an instructor which means
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that the holder of this certificate will be allowed to provide flight training. Your
proposal to require only an amount of 15-20 hours experience on balloons to
become a LAFI for balloons seems to be based on a misinterpretation because
all the experts involved in the drafting and in the review do agree that the
experience proposed with your comment is definitely too low to become a
‘good’ and safe instructor. An LPL(B) pilot with only 15 hours of experience
should gain some more experience before being allowed to provide flight
instruction to student pilots.

The quality of the flight training is one main element in General Aviation to
ensure a high level of safety. If the instructor has completed only a very
limited amount of take-offs/hours himself/herself (and the Agency is of the
opinion that a balloon pilot with only 10-15 hours experience as proposed by
you cannot be called ‘experienced’ at all) the severe risk exists that he/she will
not be able during the training flights with students to cope with all the
situations which could occur (e.g. during emergency exercises).

The Agency will therefore keep the required 75 hours of flight time on balloons
for the LAFI(B) student instructor in (e).

7702 comment by: Reinhard Heineking

Ein Fluglehrer fur VFR Lizenzen benétigt keine Instrumentenflugberechtigung.
Daher ist es nicht erforderlich, dass 3 Stunden Instrumentenausbildung
absolviert werden. Im Rahmen der Fluglehrerausbildung muss das Beherrschen
der 180°-Umkehrkurve trainiert und beherrscht werden. Funknavigation gehort
selbstversténdlich auch dazu. Daher sollte der 1. Satz zu FCL.915.LAFI (b) (1)
geéndert werden, damit ausgedrickt wird, dass Funknavigation incl. 180°
Umkehrkurve in diesem Part trainiert werden.

Reinhard Heineking FI JAR_FCL PPL(A), TMG, GPL
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4230 above.

7936 comment by: Europe Air Sports, VP

Just to confirm the formal prerequisites a LAFI applicant needs to hold at least
a LPL.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.

The Agency agrees and would like to add that this requirement is contained in
FCL.915. This requirement says:

‘An applicant for an instructor certificate ... shall hold at least the licence ... for
which instruction to be given ...". For the LAFI this means that the candidate
has to hold at least an LPL.

8094 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers

And now to make confusion complete the word "motor glider" is introduced.....

If in FCL.915.LAFI (d) an instruction for TMG is wanted it should read 30 hours
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on TMG.

See also our earlier comments about what a sailplane is....
response | Accepted

Thank your for providing your opinion and identifying this minor editorial
mistake.
The Agency will add ‘Touring’ to make clear that the TMG is meant.

comment | 8167 comment by: F Mortera

3. About instructor certificates

FCL.910.LAFI B (b) (4) = FCL.910.FI B(c) (3) “Restricted privileges”
(pages 47 and 52)

FCL.915.LAFI B (e) = FCL.915.FI1 B (g) “Pre-requisites” (pages 48 and
51)

FCL 925.LAFI = FCL.935.FI “Skill test” (pages 49 and 52)

I am also confused in a similar way for the LAFI and Fl certificates and their
respective requirements.

response | Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As responded earlier the Agency does not really understand the meaning
behind your comment. As explained before 2 different categories of instructors
were created (differences were explained earlier). Some of the requirements as
the one for the prerequisites in this paragraph are similar.

One huge difference will be that the LAFI(B) will be only allowed to instruct on
balloons with a maximum envelope capacity of 3400m3 whereas the FI(B)
could use also balloons with a larger envelope size.

comment | 8287 comment by: Paul Mc G

Since the Basic LPL is a ‘stand alone’ licence, should all applicants for a LAFI
certificate hold at least an LPL or will the requirement be for a higher
certification?

response | Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
The Agency does not understand fully the meaning behind your comment.
Especially the reference to the Basic LPL is not understood.

Please see the requirement contained in FCL.915 which says:

‘An applicant for an instructor certificate ... shall hold at least the licence ... for
which instruction to be given ...’. For the LAFI this means that the candidate
has to hold at least an LPL. The Basic LPL is not sufficient.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.930.LAFI LAFI — p. 48-49
Training course
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244 comment by: Joe Sullivan

An approved training organization in this case should be any RTF and
instruction should be given by CFI or FI or demonstratably competent people
appointed by the CFI

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, according to the Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 the general
term for all these organisations providing flight instruction will be ‘approved
training organisation’ (ATO). Based on this the term ‘registered facility’ (used
in the JAR system) cannot be maintained as all the organisations have to be
approved.

For the training course to become an instructor such a training organisation is
therefore required. Only instructors qualified for this specific instruction to LAFI
candidates will be allowed to provide this training. Please see the privileges of
the LAFI (FCL.905.LAFI(e)) in order to find out what kind of qualification is
needed.

415 comment by: Geschaftsfihrer Luftsportverband RP

Fluglehrer-Lehrgang (a),(3),(i) fir Flugzeuge: die Forderung nach 15
Flugstunden ist viel zu hoch und Kostentreibend. Der Aufwand von ca € 5.000,-
fur einen solchen Lehrgang wird im ehrenamtlichen Engagement nicht
aufgebracht und wéare fur Vereine nicht tragbar.

Anwarter werden in relativ kurzer Zeit die Flugstunden zur Lehrgangsteilnahme
erfliegen, d.h. sie haben ein hohes fliegerisches Konnen. Eine Mindest-
Stundenzahl von 5 Stunden st ausreichend. Es st ja eine
Mindestforderung. Der Syllabus muss diesbeziiglich gestaltet werden. Wer
mehr Flugstunden zur Erlangung der Lehrberechtigung braucht, fliegt eben
mehr als 5 Stunden. Darlber hinaus entscheidetder Priufungsflug, ob ein
Kandidat besteht oder nicht; ob dieLehrgangsstunden ausgereicht haben oder
nicht.

(a), (3), (i) for the LAFI for aeroplane: at least 5 hours flight instruction, of
which 1 hour may be conducted in a FSTD

(b) (2) (i) ...sailplanes, 5 hours flight instruction or at least 20 take-offs.

Fur den Training course muss es Erleichterungen fir bereits vorhandene
Fluglehrer im Ultraleichtbereichgeben. Diesen gravierenden Fehler hatte
bereits die JAR-FCL im Vergleich zur deutschen LuftPersV gemacht.

Die eingesetzten Erleichterungen in (a) (4) sowie (b) (3) sind zu gering und
nur auf die Theorie beschrénkt. Da es lediglich Mindestforderungen sind und
der Bewerber in einer Prifung sein Kénnen beweisen muss, schlage ich vor:

streichen der Satze (a) (4) und (b) (3) und einsetzen:

(c) Pilots holding a LAFI or FI certificate shall be credited with 50 % of all
instruction hours

Partially accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your first proposal is to reduce the required training for the LAFI(A). The
Agency reviewed all the comments received on this issue very carefully and
came to the conclusion that the economical reasons mentioned should not
influence at all the decision on the minimum training requirements for the
LAFI. As the quality of the training provided by these LAFIs will be the basic
element for the level of safety of the future generation of LPLpilots the Agency
will not use any economical/financial reasons to decide on the minimum flight
training to be provided during the instructor course. Based on this the AMC
containing the training syllabus should not be reduced and a certain
corresponding minimum amount of practical training during such a course
should be required. The Agency is of the opinion that the 5 hours proposed by
you are definitely not sufficient to provide all the training needed and to cover
the whole training syllabus for the LAPL(A)/LAFItraining (at least 18 exercises
including specific radio navigation and navigation procedures).

Based on all the comments received (a huge amount of comments ask for a
reduction and only a few are proposing to align them with the FI
requirements), the Agency reviewed the syllabus for the training course and
came to the conclusion that the required amount of total flight time can be
reduced slightly to 12 hours but will include an additional exercise in order to
address the comments received on the proposed prerequisite ‘instrument
instruction’ in FCL.915.LAFI. This exercise will ask for an instruction of at least
one hour by reference solely to instruments including the completion of a 180°
turn. As all these proposed numbers are minimum figures using the term ‘at
least’ the ATO might ask for additional training if necessary for a certain LAFI
candidate in order to reach the required level of competence and experience.
The option for flight instruction provided in an FSTD will be reduced to only one
hour in order to ensure a certain minimum flight time in an aeroplane.

Regarding (b)(2)(i) the Agency agrees partially with your comment and
decided to reduce the required amount of flight time to 6 hours but to keep the
proposed 20 take-offs.

Your next comment is dealing with a crediting system for pilots holding a
national microlight instructor certificate. As this national licence and/or rating
is excluded form these requirements and will stay under national legislation the
Agency is not informed about the different systems in place for this kind of
certificates. Based on the fact that the training for these certificates is not
known, the Agency is not in a position to introduce some kind of crediting for
such a national microlight instructor rating.

The crediting system for pilots holding already an LAFI or Fl certificate of any
other category of aircraft regarding the theoretical knowledge instruction in
(a)(1) or (b)(1) of the proposed implementing rules leads to the conclusion
that an LAFI(S) holder has to complete only 20 hours of additional theoretical
knowledge to fulfil this requirement. The 25 hours of teaching and learing will
be also credited based on the general requirement FCL.915 (c)(1). The Agency
does not see any need to introduce a change. The proposed 50% crediting will
not be introduced.

564 comment by: Rod Wood

Remove all references to helicopters in this paragraph as there should be no
such instructor rating considered for helicopters. The experience level required
for the PPL(H) FI(R) course should be considered to be the minimum safe level

Page 172 of 801



response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

for entry. Earlier comments on LAFI(H) reflect this opinion.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As this is a repetition of a statement provided earlier already on other
segments please see the responses to the comments in those segments. The
Agency decided the LAFI(H) certificate. Based on this decision all the
references to helicopter will be kept.

885 comment by: ASW-27B

Zu hohe Stundenzahl. die nur Geld kostet. Uber die Fahigkeit als Fluglehrer
entscheidet der Priufungsflug. Man sollte den Vereinen schon zutrauen, so
verantwortungsbewusst zu sein, dass sie nur geeignete Piloten zur
Fluglehrerausbildung zu schicken.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

1203 comment by: Luftsportverband Rheinland Pfalz
FCL 930 (b) (2) (i) streichen

Die hohe Stundenzahl kostet Geld und Zeit und ist in einem 2 woé6chigen
Lehrgang nicht zu erreichen. Uber die Eignung eines Kandidaten entscheidet
letztendlich die Prifung am Ende des Lehrganges

Formulierungsvorschlag:
(b) (2) (i) for the lafi for sailplanes,5 hours of flight instruction, or at least 10
take offs - including dual flight instruction.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Regarding your proposal on (b)(2)(i) please see the reply to comment 415
above.

The Agency agrees partially with the comments received and decided to reduce
the required amount of flight time to 6 hours but to keep the proposed 20
take-offs as an alternative requirement.

1214 comment by: Julia DEAN

The 30 hours is a large number of hours in one tranche.

In order to make it more manageable, and indeed attractive, for potential
instructors could it not be spit into two groups of 15 hours classroom training
with a suitable period between the two parts in order to allow the trainee
instructor to gain some experience of instructing (perhaps only to a certain
level) that can then come back and be discussed and shared in a peer group,
ultimately producing better, more informed, more experienced instructors who
have learnt from each other.
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A trainee instructor who attends one 30 hour classroom session, not having
done any prior instructing could be ‘let lose' on student pilots with very
minimal experience of practical teaching, and no means of sharing their
teaching experiences or learning from others trainee instructors

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that you are referring to the requirement in (b)(1) asking for 30
hours of theoretical instruction and instructional techniques. This proposal was
based on an evaluation of the existing national requirements for instructor
courses in different Member States and it was supported by the experts.

It seems also that your comment is based on a misinterpretation when you
state: ‘a trainee instructor who attends one 30 hour classroom session, not
having done any prior instructing...’”. The proposed concept is not asking for 30
hours theory without any practical flight training on the instructional
techniques (in the aircraft). Subparagraph (b)(2) clearly asks for some dual
flight training in parallel. The requirement was kept so ‘open’ in order to allow
the different systems of courses actually in place in the Member States. The 30
hours theoretical knowledge instruction and instructional techniques can be
provided as separate theory days on weekends followed by a flight training day
during weekends or the ATO might also choose to offer a 1 or 2 weeks course
with daily theory lessons and flight training in parallel. The Agency does not
see any problem with this requirement.

However, it must be mentioned at this stage that an editorial mistake was
made when asking for only 30 hours of theoretical instruction and including the
instructional techniques. As FCIl.915 (c) provides a general credit for the
teaching and learning skills the module of 20 hours lessons on instructional
techniques (teaching and learning) must be introduced also for the LAFI(S).
Based on the comments received the Agency will introduce the 25 hours also
for the LAFI(S) and (B) which means that the LAFI(S) course will contain 55
hours theory in total.

1346 comment by: Gerhard Hehl

15 Stunden Doppelsteuer sind zu viel. Es wirden 5 Stunden ausreichen. Es
wirde nur die Kosten hochtreiben mit der Konsequenz, dalR es keine Bewerber
mehr gibt.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

1401 comment by: Wilfried Muller

The LAFI should receive structured methodical flight instruction training, not
dual flight instruction.

Wilfried Muller 11-27-2008
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees with your statement that the instructor should receive
‘structured methodical flight instruction’ but as this is not a defined term the
Agency decided to use the commonly agreed term ‘dual flight instruction’. The
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intention behind is clearly that the LAFI candidate will be instructed by another
LAFI qualified for this task. Nothing is said about the way these flights have to
be structured or categorised. There is no need to explain the content of the
training provided with these Implementing Rules using the term proposed by
you. Please see the AMC material containing the syllabus for these courses and
you will agree that the term ‘dual training’ can be kept.

1720 comment by: Sven Koch

Theorie + Praxis an einer zugelassenen Flugschule

Motorflug: Theorie 50 Std Theorie-Unterricht, 25 Std Methodik; 15 Std
Doppelsteuer praktische Flugausbildung

Segelflug: 30 Std Theorie-+ Methodik, 10 Std

Doppelsteuer Flugausbildung oder 20 Starts

Zu hohe Stundenzahl fur Flugausbildung; als Minimumforderung 5
Std ausreichend; nur kostentreibend; letztlich entscheidet Prufungsflug tber
Fahigkeit.

Flight instruction training statt dual flight instruction

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
It seems to be a more or less German translation of the main elements
contained in FCL.930.LAFI.

Regarding the issue of the total amount of training required please see the
reply to comment 415 above.

Regarding the mentioned issue of ‘flight instruction training’ instead of ‘dual
instruction’ please see the reply to comment above.

1752 comment by: Stephan Johannes

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

im ehrenamtlichen Bereich sollte man beachten, dass der Fluglehrerlehrgang in
der Freizeit/Urlaub durchgefihrt wird. Eine zu hohe Mindestvoraussetzung bei
den Flugstunden, wird hier viel Freizeit und auch Geld kosten.

Als ausreichend wiurde ich 5 Flugstunden oder 20 Starts sehen.Es sollen auch
in Zukunft Fluglehrer fur den Vereinsbereich ausgebildet werden kdénnen. Die
Verantwortung fur die Qualitat des Fluglehrers tragt im ehrenamtlichen Bereich
der Verein. Der Prifungsflug dokumentiert die Kompetenz.

Mit freundlichem Grul3
Stephan Johannes

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 1203 above.

1863 comment by: Dr. Schreck
FCL.930FI
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Eine theoretische Ausbildung von 125h und eine praktische Ausbildung von 30h
ist viel zu hoch gegriffen. Es kann keinem FI Anwérter zugemutet werden,
soviel Urlaub zu nehmen. Die Vereine wirden sehr schnell vor dem Problem
stehen, dass sie keinen FI Nachwuchs mehr haben und somit auch keine
Flugausbildung mehr abhalten kédnnten. Insgesamt wirde also der Nachwuchs
wegbrechen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that this comment should have been addressed to another segment
because this requirement is dealing with the training course for the LAFI.

The training for the FI was taken over from JAR-FCL. Please see the responses
and the resulting text for FCL.930.FI in the appropriate segment.

2182 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald

Dies ist eine viel zu hohe Stundenzahl zur Fluglehrerausbildung; als
Minimumforderung sind 5 Stunden ausreichend; nur kostentreibend, letzlich
entscheidet Prufungsflug Uber F&h9igkeit

Flight instruction training statt dual fligt instruction

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Regarding the issue of the total amount of training required please see the
reply to comment 415 above.

Regarding the mentioned issue of ‘flight instruction training’ instead of ‘dual
instruction’ please see the reply to comment 1401 above.

2257 comment by: Reinhard Heineking

FCL.930.LAFI b 3 i requires a minimum flight training time on 15 hrs. This
seems to be very much compared the currentregulations. It would increase the
cost of the FI certificate very much.

For a many interested pilots it would be too expensive. The costs should be
kept on an acceptable level to ensure, that enough flight instructors can be
educated within the general aviations private

flying clubs and members, which have an average income. | would propose to
reduce the minimum flight instruction time to 10 hours. Within this time all
necessary items can be trained on an appropriate

level. If an applicant needs more training, the instructor can decide case by
case, how much more training should be performed.

Reinhard Heineking PPL(A) FI JAR FCL and FI GPL

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see also the reply to comment 415 above.

Based on the comments received the Agency reviewed the syllabus for the
required training and came to the conclusion that the required amount of total
flight time can be reduced slightly to 12 hours but including an additional
exercise in order to address the comments received on the proposed
prerequisite ‘instrument instruction’. This exercise will ask for a demonstration
of at least one hour by reference solely to instruments including the completion
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of a 180° turn.

2382 comment by: Arnold Klapp

Die geforderten 100 Std. sind sehr hoch. Eine Reduzierung auf 75 Std. bzw.40
Std. auf Schleppmuster halte ich fur angebracht.

Der Bewerber sollte im Lehrgang eine gut strukturierte, methodische
Ausbildung erhalten.
Die geforderte Stundenzahl fir die Ausbildung erscheint zu hoch.

Aufgrund mehrjahriger Erfahrung in der Segelfluglehrer-Ausbildung, halte ich
im Segelflug 5 Std oder mind. 15 Starts Flugausbildung im Lehrgang fur
angemessen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that your first comment should have been addressed to another
paragraph as none of the requirements in FCL.930.LAFI asks for 100 hours of
flight training. If this comment is aiming at the prerequisites for the towing
rating please see the responses provided to FCL.805.

The Agency agrees with your second statement. Please study the AMC material
for the LAFI training course and the responses provided.

Regarding your proposal to reduce the required flight time and the number of
launches please see the reply to comment 1203 above.

2517 comment by: Andrew Kaye

30 Hours of classroom instruction would seriously reduce the number of
applicants and result is a possible shortage of instructors. A staged process of
classroom training would be a better approach. After all it is the pilots skills as
a pilot that make the candidate suitable as a future instruction.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see also the reply to comment 1214 above.

The Agency does not understand at all why a 30 hours total amount of
theoretical instruction should ‘seriously reduce the numbers of applicants and
result in a possible shortage of instructors’. A staged process of classroom
teaching is already foreseen as the flight training in the balloon (under training
with an experienced LAFI or FI) should be provided in parallel if possible.

As the theoretical instruction is questioned by you it should be highlighted that
the quality of instruction provided by the future instructor will have direct
influence on the competences of his/her LPL(B) pilots. The Agency firmly
believes that a certain more detailed level of knowledge in the main subjects
will be absolutely necessary. The reached theoretical level so far (LPL(B)
theory) is not sufficient to fulfil the needs of an instructor. The 30 hours
requirement will be kept and it should be mentioned that due to an editorial
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mistake the additional 25 hours teaching and learning module (which is
obligatory for all instructor categories) was missing and will be added.

2737 comment by: R I M Kerr
UK experience proves the suitability of our current system.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

2781 comment by: David COURT

I would like to see the 30 hours of theoretical knowledge split into two 15 hour
courses. After the first 15 hours the trainee Instructor would be allowed to
Instruct to a limited level under the supervision of a full instructor.

After completion of the second half of the theoretical knowledge they would be
allowed to instruct the full syllabus.

This will allow new Instructors to mix classroom theory with practical
instruction. This then allows the trainee instructor to put the classroom work
into context.

There are also some good potential instructors who would be reluctant to apply
due to the high commitment of time and expense to complete the full course
before they could teach a single student.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see also the replies to comments 1214 and 2517 above.

A staged process of classroom teaching is already foreseen as the flight
training in the balloon (always with an experienced LAFI or FI on board) should
be provided in parallel if possible. The Agency does not understand why the
system proposed in your comment should not work with the requirements
proposed. After receiving a certain amount of theoretical knowledge
instruction, discussing the main elements of the instructing techniques and the
contents of the syllabus, the LAFI or FI(B) providing the training will organise
the first training flights. As the LAFI candidate has never instructed before the
LAFI/FI providing the training will follow the training syllabus contained in the
AMC simulating a student pilot or asking a ‘real’ student pilot to act as the
student pilot during these flights. At least three flights are foreseen during this
training period.

The Agency does not agree to create an additional level of instructors under
supervision after having reached a certain amount of training during the course
as the whole training syllabus has to be completed and the skill test to be
passed before acting as an instructor.

2834 comment by: Dave Sawdon

A pre-requisite of 3 hours I/F instruction for a LAFI is far too low to ensure that
the LAFI can safely deal with situations that can arise during training

Noted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that you are referring to another paragraph. FCL.930.LAFI
contains the elements of the training course and does not mention so far any
instrument flight instruction. Based on the comments received on the
prerequisites (in FCL.915.LAFI 3 hours instrument flight instruction were
proposed) the Agency decided to delete this requirement and to introduce an
additional requirement in this requirement asking for a certain amount of
training by reference solely to instruments. Please see the reasons for this
change provided in the responses to the mentioned paragraph.

2936 comment by: Robert WORSMAN

For both FI and LAFI:

For a balloon FI or LAFI, 30 hours of theoretical instruction before practical
instruction commences does not follow best practise in education.

10 or 15 hours or classroom instruction should be followed by permission to
instruct to a specific level. a further period of classroom instruction should
then allow the instructor to instruct at all levels.

Committing to all the training at the start of the course will:

1. Discourage some of those interested from instructing from applying.

2. Eliminate the chance to revise and revisit important segments of training
course.

3. Eliminate the chance to review and appraise how the instructor is
progressing

4. Eliminate the chance for classroom discussion on lessons learnt. This is
particularly important in remote regions of the EU where contact with other
balloon pilots restricts the opportunity to discuss lessons learnt.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the reply to comment 2781 ) above.

Please be aware that your statement is based on a misinterpretation as the
requirements as proposed will follow ‘best practice in education’ and will allow
to commence practical instruction already when reaching 5, 10 or more hours
of theoretical instruction. This is only depending on the weather and the
decision of the ATO when to start with the practical training. But be aware that
these flights are dual training flights (always with the LAFI/FI providing the
training).

3262 comment by: Egon Schmaus

FCL.930.LAFI
@@(3O) ..... at least "15" hours of dual flight .....

Reason: LAFI will typically be leisure-time instructor on simple aircraft. Thus
training costs must be as low as possible to maintain highnumber of instructors
in areoclubs.

FCL.930.LAFI
(b)(2)(i) for the LAFI for sailplanes, "5" hours of dual instruction or at least 20
takeoffs

FCL.930.LAFI
(b)(3) ....shall be credited with "15" hours towards...
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Reason: ... see above... plus: Second Fl rating only demands further
knowledge and techniques for gliding, not for instruction

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

Regarding your proposal to raise the theory credit in (b)(3) the Agency does
agree as the credit mentioned here is only for the theoretical knowledge
requirement in (b)(1) but not for the instructional techniques (teaching and
learning). For this module of the theoretical training paragraph FCL.915 (¢)
provides already a full credit for all instructor categories. As only a certain
amount of the remaining theory is really aircraft specific (technical knowledge)
the remaining hours of theoretical knowledge for an LAFI(A) to become an
LAFI(S) should be lowered slightly to read: ‘shall be credited with 18 hours
towards the requirement in (b)(1)’.

3535 comment by: Martyn Blunden

This reduction in the flight training requirements for a flying instructor can only
result in a lower standard of training being delivered to the student pilot, with
the enevitable reduction in flight safety. Apart from the reduction in navigation
training required for the BLPL (compared to the current JAR-FCL PPL) the rest
of the skill aquisition required of the trainee pilot is surely largely the same. So
how is this to be achieved when the instructor will have only recieved half the
flight training he currently does? He will, of course, have to pass a flight test,
but this must have a lower standard when compared to that of an instructor
completing the full 30 hour course. Or, otherwise what is the point of doing the
extra 15 hours? As an current FIC instructor | feel that there should not be any
reduction in the current (JAR-FCL) course content for instructorsif we are to
maintain the standards in flight training. We should work towards improving
pilot skill and safety not diluting it to the lowest common denominator. If this
proposal goes through the likely outcome, in due course, is an increase in work
load for the AAIB.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

You are questioning the required amount of flight training for the LAFI training
course. The proposal was based on the input provided by the licensing experts
of different Member States and is based on the experience gained in instructor
training courses. As already explained for the LPL licence the concept of the
LPL and LAFI is build on a more competency based approach. The required
amount of 15 hours flight training is an ‘at least’ requirement which means
that an experienced sailplane instructor with already hundreds hours of flight
time on SEP aeroplanes will maybe need only 10-15 hours to reach the level
required for the skill test. A pure LPL(A) holder with only the required
experience of 200 hours on SEP not holding another LAFI certificate might
need 20 hours of dual instruction time or even more. The Agency does not see
the need to follow the JAR system also for the LAFI as the feedback from the
experts shows clearly that the required training time of 30 hours for the FI
introduced with the JAR system was often experienced as too high and created
quite some problems for General Aviation (see several comments in this
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segment) training organisations and potential FI candidates.

Please see also the reply to comment 415 above to understand why the
Agency will reduce the minimum required flight time to 12 hours.

3559 comment by: Rory Worsman

Reduce classroom theoretical training to 10 or 15 hours and permit that level
to instruct up to solo flights.

Flying is a practical skill. The very best instructors are not necessarily
acedemics. You need to encourage the practically minded and the skill flyers to
be instructors - Not those with a high academic aptitude.

This proposal will alienate those that have the best skills to be past on.

You also reduce the opportunity to access and appraise the progression of the
instructor during his training. Breaking the course into segments with allowable
instruction in between will allow for greater control and quality in the system
overall.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
As it is basically the same comment as comment 2936, please see the reply
provided already in the same segment above.

4103 comment by: SFVHE

Die hohe Flugstundenzahlen. Da abschlielender Prufungsflug zur
Lehrberechtigung erforderlich, sollten 5, aber héochstens 10 Std. am
Doppelsteuer als ausreichend angesehen werden.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4122 comment by: Bernd Hein
CVFR ware hier anzustreben.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

The term ‘CVFR’ seems to ask for a specific training or rating based on an
existing German national rating. The Agency does not understand the proposal
behind it but agrees that the LAFI(A) has to receive some basic radio
navigation training. Please study the training syllabus for this course contained
in the AMC material. Additionally one hour instruction by reference solely to
instruments will be introduced.

4165 comment by: Elmar KUEMMEL

Zu hohe Stundenzahl fur Flugausbildung; als Minimumforderung 5 Std
ausreichend; nur kostentreibend; letztlich entscheidet Prufungsflug tber
Fahigkeit.
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Flight instruction training statt dual flight instruction

Als Flugschule muss auch die geforderte Flugschule eines Landesverbands
gelten. Die Stunden und Bedingungen sind so hoch, dass eine Ausbildung zum
Fluglehrer im Ehrenamt nicht mehr moéglich wird.

Wenn das gewinscht ist, ist auch der Niedergang des Segelflugs gewiinscht.

Die Qualitat eines segelfliegerisch erfahrenen Piloten hat sich unléngst erst bei
der Airbus-Notwasserung gezeigt. Genauso verhdlt es sich auch mit den
Fluglehrern.

Sind nicht nur noch Theoretiker mit entsprechender akademischer Ausbildung
oder sonstiger fliegerischer Tatigkeit gewilnscht, muss hier entsprechend
geandert werden.

Ein guter ATPL-Lehrer ist noch lange kein guter Segelfluglehrer, nur weil er
aufgrund der lizenzen leicht zur Berechtigung kommen kann und die noétige
Zeit investieren kann.

Auch hier méchte ich noch einmal eindringlich auf die Feststellungen im sehr
guten Papier des Landesverbandes von Rheinland-Pfalz verweisen, wohin ein
Verlust der ehrenamtlichen Ausbildungstatigkeit fuhrt. Und das sind verbriefte
Zahlen!!!

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4243 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal:

(3) (i) for the LAFI for aeroplanes: at least 10 hours of dual flight instruction,
of which 3 hours may be conducted in a FSTD;

Justification:

The requirement of 15 hours is not proportionate. 10 hours of flight instruction
is completely sufficient.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4244 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal

(a)(4) Pilots holding a LAFI or a FI certificate of any category of aircraft shall
be credited with 30 hours towards the 50 hours in (a)(1) and 15 hours in a(2).
(5) Pilots holding a LAFI or FI for sailplanes shall be credited with 5 hours
against (a)(3)(i)

Justification

Applicants which already hold an instructor license must be credited
significantly more.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees to a certain extent because only a very limited amount of
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the general instructional exercises and techniques are similar from one
instructor category to the other and should be therefore credited. All the other
air exercises (see AMC containing the training syllabus) are specific for each
aircraft category and should be instructed and repeated in the specific aircraft
category. The Agency reviewed carefully the comments received on this issue
and decided not to introduce a general additional credit for instructors of any
other category or for the LAFI(S) (as proposed by you) but to introduce an
additional credit of 6 hours for the LAFI(S) holding a TMG extension as this
instructor (with TMG) will already be familiar with a lot of the air exercises to
be flown during a LAFI(A) training course.

Regarding your first proposal for an additional credit of 15 hours towards the
25 hours in (a)(2) (instructional techniques/teaching and learning) the Agency
would like to highlight that a full credit will be provided for all instructor
categories according to paragraph FCL.915 (c).

4246 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

Proposal

Add: (b)(4) Pilots holding a LAFI or FI for aeroplanes or an FlI for 3 axis
controlled microlights shall be credited with 5 hours or 10 launches against
(bY@

Justification

Applicants who already hold an instructor certificate shall be credited stronger

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not agree with your proposal to introduce another
credit for an LAFI(A) wishing to become also an LAFI(S). As it was decided to
reduce the required training for the LAFI(S) to 6 hours or 20 take-offs, the
Agency is of the opinion that the specific elements and air exercises of the
sailplane instructor syllabus have also to be completed by a fully certificated
LAFI(A) holder and no additional credit for the practical training should be
given.

Regarding your proposal to provide some credit for national instructor ratings it
has to be stressed again that Annex Il aircraft licences do not fall under the
scope of this regulation. As the different microlight instructor ratings are based
on totally different systems the Agency is not able to verify this and to
introduce a general crediting system.

4253 comment by: SFG-Mendig

Flugausbildungszeit in dieser Hohe wird nicht mitgetragen, Befdhigung des
Piloten ist entscheidend, nicht die Anzahl der Flugstunden, die im Rahmen des
Lehrgangs geflogen werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4321 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.930.LAFI(a)(3)(i)
Wording in the NPA
(3) (i) for the LAFI for aeroplanes: at least 15 hours of dual flight instruction,
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of which 3 hours may be conducted in a FSTD;

Our proposal

Change:

(3) (i) for the LAFI for aeroplanes: at least 10 hours of dual flight instruction,
of which 3 hours may be conducted in a FSTD;

Issue with current wording
The requirement of 15 hours is not proportionate.

Rationale

10 hours of flight instruction is completely sufficient. The required pre entry
flight test has assessed that the applicant has sufficient flying skills to act as
instructor. The dual training should only instruct in standardization and
instructional techniques. Adding more than necessary increases the difficulty to
recruit instructors for the non commercial clubs and jeopardizes the goal to
strengthen non commercial operations. This rationale is more detailed in
comment 3250 Nr. 1 and Nr.7

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4322 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.930.LAFI(a)(4)

Wording in the NPA

(a)(4) Pilots holding a LAFI or a FI certificate of any category of aircraft shall
be credited with 30 hours towards the 50 hours in (a)(1).

Our proposal

Change:

(a)(4) Pilots holding a LAFI or a FI certificate of any category of aircraft shall
be credited with 30 hours towards the 50 hours in (a)(1) and 15 hours in
a(2).

(5) Pilots holding a LAFI or FI for sailplanes or FI for 3 axis controlled micro
lights shall be credited with 5 hours against (a)(3)(i)

Issue with current wording
Applicants which already hold an instructor license must be credited
significantly more

Rationale

Instructional techniques are to a great extent common across most types of
aircraft and especially across all fixed wing aircraft. Therefore an instructor
wishing to extend instruction privileges to a new type of aircrafts should be
credited to a much higher extent as proposed in the NPA. This reasoning is
more detailed in comment 3250 Nr. 2. and 3. An unnecessary high level of
requirements increases the difficulty to recruit instructors for the non
commercial clubs and jeopardizes the goal to strengthen non commercial
operations. This rationale is more detailed in comment 3250 Nr. 1

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 4244 above.
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4323 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.930.LAFI(b)(3)

Wording in the NPA

(b)(3) Pilots holding a LAFI or a FI certificate on any category of aircraft shall
be credited with 10 hours towards the requirement in (b) (1).

Our proposal

Add:

(b)(4) Pilots holding a LAFI or FI for aeroplanes or an FI for 3 axis controlled
micro lights shall be credited with 5 hours or 10 launches against (b)(2)(i)

Issue with current wording
Applicants which already hold an instructor license must be credited more

Rationale

Instructional techniques are to a great extent common across most types of
aircraft and especially across all fixed wing aircraft. Therefore an instructor
wishing to extend instruction privileges to a new type of aircrafts should be
credited to a much higher extent as proposed in the NPA. This reasoning is
more detailed in comment 3250 Nr. 2. and 3. An unnecessary high level of
requirements increases the difficulty to recruit instructors for the non
commercial clubs and jeopardizes the goal to strengthen non commercial
operations. This rationale is more detailed in comment 3250 Nr. 1

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the reply to comment 4246 above and the reply to your comment
3250.

4696 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, namlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewabhrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberprufungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. Dal} es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmall an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als funfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Tétigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Aus dem angeblichen Sicherheitsaspekt wird hier nur ein weiterer
Uberprifungsproporz im Freizeitpilotenbereich aufgebaut, der aber gegeniiber
der bewéahrten deutschen Vereinsausbildung ausschliel3lich die Kosten erhdht.
Die soziale Kompetenz von Vereinen und die Vorteile einer freiwillig
»,uberwachten“ ehrenamtlichen Vereinsumgebung werden ignoriert, der Aspekt
der Eigenverantwortlichkeit des Piloten wird voéllig unterdrickt.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, dal ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Gultigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport uUbergestulpt
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werden kann.

Der vorgeschlagene verwaltungstechnische Uberbau (FIE, ATO, Beschrankung
der Gultigkeit mit periodischer fliegerischer Uberprifung, etc.) ist unnétig und
kostet die Piloten (aus ihrer Tasche!) nur zusatzliche Gebihren. Diese Mittel
fehlen dann fur Erlangung von mehr Flugpraxis. Diese war aber schon immer
das wirkungsvollste Mittel zum Erhalt ausreichender Flugsicherheit!

Die ATO in der vorgesehenen Form ist hier voellig ueberfluessig, bei der
Ausbildung am Doppelsteuer reicht die Haelfte der Bedingungen.

Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit=8500 Flugstunden

Aenderungen:
Streiche ersatzlos 'ATO".
(b)(2)(i) Veraendere auf 5 Stunden und 10 Starts

Partially accepted

Not accepted.

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As already explained in several other responses to your comments the Basic
Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 is asking for approved training organisations.
Based on this and the fact that in most Member States flight training actually is
provided by some kind of a training organisation, the Agency has decided that
the initial training for any licence has to be provided by an approved training
organisation. As this is only a general term for any kind of training
organisation, please see NPA 2008-22 which contains the requirements for the
the different types of training organisations.

Regarding your second proposal please see the reply to comment 415 above.

4981 comment by: Graham PHILPOT

Additional paper qualifications will not improve flying safety. The safety/quality
check for instruction is the Examiner who is doing the ‘Flight Exam’.
Additionally this requirement will encourage those looking for earnings
(therefore commercial pilots) and discourage competent pilots (maybe
competition championship winners) from sharing their expertise.

If applied this should be structured such that after say 10hrs classroom a pilot
can conduct training flights, on completion of the specified period they can
‘Instruct to Recommend for Flight Test’ level

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As your comment seems to be in line with some other similar comments on the
required 30 hours theoretical instruction for the LAFI(B), please see the reply
to comment 2781 above.

It should be added that the Agency will not introduce a ‘preliminary’ instructor
privilege provided already during the training course as only certified
instructors (meaning: having passed the final skill test) are by definition (see
Basic Regulation) allowed to provide flight instruction.

The Agency does not agree with the proposal that a 1,5 days classroom course

(10 hours proposed by you) will be sufficient for providing any ‘real’ flight
instruction. The system foresees some training flights with the LAFI or FI
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providing this training in order to practice the practical flight instruction
techniques and to train the different air exercises (see AMC for course
content). The Agency believes strongly that this kind of training is necessary to
reach a commonly agreed high and safe training standard.

5158 comment by: Dieter Zimmermann

Zu FCL.930.LAFI, Absatz (a)(3)(i): Die Erfahrungen der letzten Jahrzehnte
zweigen, dass maximal 10 Stunden Flugzeit (innerhalb des Lehrgangs)
ausreichen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the reply to comment 415 above.

5386 comment by: Aerovision
The theoretical training is far too much for balloon instructing. Reduce it.
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not understand why a balloon instructor as the only
category of instructors should receive less basic theoretical knowledge
instruction than the LAFI(S). As the quality of instruction provided by the
future instructor will have direct influence on the competence of his/her LPL(B)
pilots the Agency is of the opinion that a certain more detailed level of
technical knowledge in the main subjects (e.g. Human Performance, Airspace
Structure and Procedures, Communications, Operational Procedures and Flight
Planning) will be absolutely necessary. The reached theoretical level so far
(LPL(B) theory level) seems not sufficient to fulfil the needs of an instructor
and should be refreshed and extended at this stage.

The 30 hours requirement will be kept and it should be mentioned that due to
an editorial mistake the additional 25 hours teaching and learning module was
missing and will be added. A total amount of 55 hours theory has to be
completed during the training course.

Please see also the reply provided to other similar comments like 1214, 2517
or 2517 above.

5766 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.930.LAFI(a)

Page No: 48 of 647

Comment: This is confusing as Paragraph (a) specifies 50 hours of theoretical
knowledge, however AMC 930 LAFI Part 1 Teaching and Learning refers to 75
hours and is unclear to the proportion attributable to each part of the course. If
the 75 hours includes the flight instruction then there is no time allocated to
helicopter flight briefings.

Justification: Clarification.

Proposed Text: State the hours required for Part 1 Teaching and Learning.
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees that the wording used in the different section and in the
appropriate AMC material does create some confusion. The following system
should be used for all the LAFI and Fl instructor courses:

1. 25 hours of teaching and learning (this includes the instructional techniques
- based on FCL.920)

2. theoretical knowledge (including aircraft category specific technical
knowledge) as required

3. flight training as required

Consequently for the LAFI(A) the amount of training has to be clarified:
- 25 hours teaching and learning

- 50 hours theoretical knowledge

- flight instruction

The text in (a)(2) will be amended and the wording in the AMC will be
amended accordingly.

5966 comment by: Luftsport-Verband Bayern

Die hohe Anzahl von Flugstunden ist nicht erforderlich. MalR3geblich sind Art und
Erfolgskontrolle des praktischen Unterrichts. 10 Stunden sind als
Mindestvorgabe ausreichend. Im AnschluR an die Ausbildung erfolgt eine
Prafung, bei der die Fluglehrerfahigkeiten/ und - fertigkeiten kontrolliert
werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response already provided to comment No 415 (Geschaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband) in the same segment above.

6059 comment by: AA Brown BBAC # 3448
FCL.930.LAFI LAFI - Training Courses

Fixed and rotary wing aircraft are much more complicated than balloons.
Aerostatics are fairly basic, so balloon instructors should not be aligned with
fixed and rotary wing instructors as the technical requirement is much less.

Any competent current pilot should be able to instruct for the flight exercises
with qualified instructor interventionensuring Standard Operating Procedures
are followed.

If itsa requirement for all training to be done with qualified instructors then
there should be two levels of instructor. 15 hours of classroom instruction,
particularly in Standard Operating Procedures,should allow basic instruction for
either the LPL or BPL. Following on from the practical experience as a junior
instructora further 15 hours of classroom instruction together with further
practical experience would enable the instructor to become fully qualified. |
think that 30 hours classroom instruction to become a balloon instructor would
be a deterrent to prospective candidates. Maybe the junior instructor would not
be able to charge for his instruction.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that your comment is proposing also a specific instructor
system which seems to be in place for ballooning in one Member State.

You are right with the assumption that the future system will only allow to
provide training when holding an instructor certificate which will definitely
exclude the LPL(B) or BPL holder from providing training (not certificated as
instructor).

As regards to the proposed additional class of instructors (‘Junior Instructors’)
with only a weekend classroom instruction, the Agency cannot agree based on
the principle that the required training in FCL.930.LAFI should be completed
(including the skill test in FCL.935.LAFI) before being able and allowed to
provide training without support and assistance of another LAFI (qualified to do
this according FCL.905.LAFI).

Please see also the response provided to other similar comments like No 2517
(A. Kaye), No 2517 (D. Court) or No 5386 (Aerovision) in the same segment
above.

6256 comment by: Christoph Talle

930.LAFI (a)(4) there should also be a credit in practise of 15 hours for pilots
holding a LAFI or a FlI on a other category, because the pilot has experience in
teaching and only has to learn the specials of the other category.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees to a certain extent because only a very limited amount of
the general instructional exercises and techniques are similar from one
instructor category to the other and should be therefore credited. All the other
air exercises (see AMC material containing the training syllabus) are specific
for each aircraft category and should be instructed and repeated in the specific
aircraft category. The Agency reviewed carefully the comments received on
this issue and decided not to introduce a general additional credit for
instructors of any other category or for the LAFI(S) (as proposed by you) but
to introduce an additional credit of 6 hours for the LAFI(S) holding a TMG
extension as this instructor will already be familiar with a lot of the air
exercises to be flown during an LAFI(A) training course.

7445 comment by: Holger Scheibel

Der nur sehr geringe Zeitansatz in Praxis und Theorie verhindert eine
qualifizierte Ausbildung aller FI!

Die anerkannte Ausbildung in der Bundesrepublik sollte gegentber anderen
Lésungen als Modell vorgezogen werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
As this paragraph FCL.930.LAFI is dealing only with the requirements for the

LAFI training course your comment doesn’t seem to be assigned to this
segment (mentioning the FI). Furthermore you do not mention which aircraft
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category you are referring to.

As this seems to be only a general statement without any justification or
explanation what is meant in detail, the Agency cannot provide a substantiated
response. The Agency has not understood what the additional statement about
the approved training in Germany exactly means.

7468 comment by: Dorothy Pooley

The proposals for the LAFI are simply inadequate. It is a serious safety issue to
suggest that a less qualified pilot should undertake less training to be an
instructor than a person who has gained a CPL. Surely if someone is less
qualified, ie a PPL only then they should be required to undertake considerably
more training as it cannot be permitted that the standard of instructors should
be lowered. The suggestion is that before undertaking a course to become an
instructor a PPL should demonstrate sufficient knowledge by passing a written
examination (not multiple choice - full written answers in handwriting) based
on at the very least the AOPA ground instructor syllabus but preferably based
on questions derived from Standards Document 10 Question bank. The flying
requirement should be increased to at least 40 hours to compensate for the
lack of commercial training as the majority of PPLs simply do not fly well
enough to demonstrate the manoeuvres for the instructor course. It makes no
sense at all to reduce the level of training. This is an opportunity to improve
standards and thereby safety rather than compromise them by reducing
standards.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response provided to comment No 3535 (M. Blunden) in the
same segment above.

7512 comment by: Graham PHILPOT

B1 -

Lengthy training on instructional techniques will not improve flying safety. The
safety/quality check for instruction is the Examiner who is doing the ‘Flight
Exam’. Additionally this requirement will encourage those looking for earnings
(therefore commercial instructors) and discourage competent pilots (maybe
competition championship winners) from sharing their expertise.

1) If applied the requirement should have a lower intial training period and
require ‘ongoing training’, say an Instructor Seminar/workshop once every 3
years (as in UK ) to ensure skills are updated and do not stagnate.

2) If applied this should be structured such that after say 10hrs classroom a
pilot can conduct training flights, on completion of the specified period they can
‘Instruct to Recommend for Flight Test’ level

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
See the response already provided to your comment No 4981 and to comment
No 6059 (Brown BBAC) in the same segment above.
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7757 comment by: Christophe Saeys

Who will provide these courses ?
30hrs of what courses, who will determine what is relevant and what not ?

Are there specialists available in sufficient numbers ? How will these be chosen
?

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that you are commenting on the 30 hours required theoretical
knowledge instruction for balloon instructors.

For some more information about this topic please see the responses provided
to comments No 2781 (D. Court), No 1214 (J. Dean) and to No 2517 (A. Kaye)
in the same segment above.

Concerning your guestions:

1. ATOs approved to provide these courses.

2. Competent authorities will decide but based on the AMC.

3. Specialists are the LAFIs qualified to provide this training and maybe
external experts like meteorologists, aviation law experts, accident
investigation inspectors, etc. — the Agency strongly believes that there are
enough LAFIs available fulfilling FCL.905.LAFI criteria.

4.ATOs providing the training course will choose them.

8150 comment by: William Treacy

The 125 theoretical knowledge, should be available as Distance Learning, or
Self Study Courses.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as the amount of instructor courses will be quite low such a specific
theoretical knowledge course for instructors covering the syllabus will hardly be
developed.

The question if a certain amount of ‘individual (home) study’ as part of the
theoretical knowledge instruction of a specific training course should be
allowed also for the LAFI course was discussed during the review phase.
Nothing is said so far in these Implementing Rules or the AMCs about the
learning or teaching process itself but it should be noted that the Basic
Regulation (Annex Ill 1.c.1) asks for a continuous assessment during the
training which has to be done by the ATO providing the instructor training. The
Agency will at this stage not change the wording used but it seems that most
of these theoretical instruction hours must be done anyway by using the
classroom teaching method in order to allow some direct feedback provided by
the instructors providing the training. However, this does not necessarily mean
that all parts of the theoretical instruction must be provided by using the
classroom teaching technique. If the ATO allows some kind of ‘home-study’
(e.g. preparation of lectures) it has to conduct continuous assessments of the
student instructors’ progress and the actual level of knowledge.

If a certain distance learning module for instructors provided by an ATO in a
certain Member State would be available the competent authority of this
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Member State should decide if an alternative AMC could be developed in order
to comply with the rule. At this stage no other licensing requirement in Part
FCL prevents an ATO from doing this.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific

requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.935.LAFI LAFI — p. 49
Skill test
comment | 1721 comment by: Sven Koch

response

comment

response

comment

Eignungsdarstellung vor einem Prifer, dass Kandidat einen Schiler fur einen
LPL mit Flugvorbesprechung, Flugnachbesprechung sowie Theorieunterweisung
gemal Anhang 12

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion but the Agency does not understand the
meaning behind this comment.

It seems to be only a more or less exact German translation of some elements
contained in FCL.935.LAFI.

3727 comment by: Klaus HARTMANN

Da wahrscheinlich gemeint ist, dass der skill test mit einem flight instructor
examiner durzufuhren ist sollte es zur eindeutigen Klarstellung heil3en :

Statt '.... demonstrate to an examiner the ..... ’

‘...... demonstrate to an instructor examiner the .....
FCL.905.LAFI LAFI Privileges and conditions (f) (3) steht.

so wie es auch unter

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion. Please see the response to comment No
5774 below.

4699 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, n&mlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewahrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberprifungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. Dall es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmall an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als finfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européaischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Téatigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Aus dem angeblichen Sicherheitsaspekt wird hier nur ein weiterer
Uberprifungsproporz im Freizeitpilotenbereich aufgebaut, der aber gegeniiber
der bewéahrten deutschen Vereinsausbildung ausschlief3lich die Kosten erhdht.
Die soziale Kompetenz von Vereinen und die Vorteile einer freiwillig
»,uberwachten* ehrenamtlichen Vereinsumgebung werden ignoriert, der Aspekt
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der Eigenverantwortlichkeit des Piloten wird voéllig unterdrickt.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, daR ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Glltigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport Ubergestilpt
werden kann.

Der vorgeschlagene verwaltungstechnische Uberbau (FIE, ATO, Beschrankung
der Gultigkeit mit periodischer fliegerischer Uberpriifung, etc.) ist unnétig und
kostet die Piloten (aus ihrer Tasche!) nur zusatzliche Gebihren. Diese Mittel
fehlen dann fur Erlangung von mehr Flugpraxis. Diese war aber schon immer
das wirkungsvollste Mittel zum Erhalt ausreichender Flugsicherheit!

Fuer Segelflug und TMG ist der 'examiner' ist hier ueberfluessig, das kann ein
erfahrener Segelfluglehrer besser.

Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit>=8500 Flugstunden

Aenderungen:
Streiche ‘examiner’ und ersetze durch Fluglehrer

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

The Agency has already provided several responses to your standard comment
and will only respond to your last sentence asking for a deletion of the
examiner.

Based on the clear distinction between the tasks of an examiner and an
instructor (see Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 — Annex Ill) the Agency
has to ask for an examiner for every skill test and every proficiency check. The
Agency does not understand your statement that the instructor is better
qualified than an examiner to conduct a skill test. As every examiner has to be
an instructor with a certain experience and has participated in a
standardisation course, the Agency does not agree with your statement at all.
The requirement will be kept unchanged.

5774 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL.935.LAF

Page No: 49 of 647

Comment: The examiner is not specified for the skill test and it should be
nominated as a Flight Instructor Examiner.

Justification: Clarification/Consistency.

Proposed Text:

..pass a skill test to demonstrate to an Flight Instructor Examiner the ability
to instruct to a student pilot....

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

FCL.1005.FE contains the privileges of the FE and FCL.1005.FIE describes
clearly the privileges of the FIE. The privilege for the FIE reads as follows:
‘... are to conduct skill tests ... for the issue, ... of certificates for LAFI, FI ...".

The Agency believes that these paragraphs containing the privileges of each
examiner category will sufficiently explain the different categories.

If the term ‘flight instructor’ would be added in FCL.935.LAFI and FCL.935.FI
the whole document has to be reviewed and amended in order to address
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always the different categories of examiners in the case the wording ‘examiner’
is used and also the specific category of instructor when the general term
‘instructor’ is used. The Agency does not believe that this would be really
useful and will keep the documents unchanged in this regard.

8168 comment by: F Mortera

3. About instructor certificates

FCL.910.LAFI B (b) (4) = FCL.910.FI B(c) (3) “Restricted privileges”
(pages 47 and 52)

FCL.915.LAFI B (e) = FCL.915.F1 B (g) “Pre-requisites” (pages 48 and
51)

FCL 925.LAFI = FCL.935.F1 “Skill test” (pages 49 and 52)

I am also confused in a similar way for the LAFI and FI certificates and their
respective requirements.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as already mentioned in other responses before the Agency does not
understand why the mentioned requirements should cause any confusion. As
no further explanation or justification is given the Agency cannot provide you
with a substantiated response.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 2: Specific
requirements for the light aircraft flight instructor — FCL.940.LAFI LAFI — p. 49
Revalidation and renewal

comment

response

comment

response

335 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

Numbering error in the renewal paragraph

FCL.940.LAFI LAFI Revalidation and renewal

(c) Renewal. If the certificate has lapsed, the applicant shall, within a period of
12 months before the renewal:

(1) attend an instructor refresher seminar;

€3) (2) pass a proficiency check in accordance with appendix 12 to this Part.
Accepted

Thank you for identifying this editorial mistake.
The numbering will be amended accordingly.

401 comment by: Rod Wood

(a) (1) (i) Remove reference to helicopters. See comment FCL 905, 910, 915
aand 930.

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.
Please see the responses to all your comments on this issue in the different
segments.
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As it was decided to introduce an LPL for helicopters, the Agency also decided
to introduce an LAFI(H). Therefore the helicopter references will not be
deleted.

416 comment by: Geschéaftsfuhrer Luftsportverband RP

Ilhre Organisation (EASA) aber auch die Kommission hat zu Recht erkannt,
dass der Luftsport wiederbelebt werden muss, was die JAR-FCL zerstort hat. In
diesem Sinne wurde auch der LAFI geschaffen; hier allerdings missen Sie
daftr sorgen, dass die Verbesserungen nicht wieder durch unzumutbare
Vorschriften aufgehoben werden.

Daher:

streichen des Passus (b) hiermit wirde ein bewdadhrtes ehenamtliches
System zur Foérderung jugendlichen Nachwuchses zerstort und es wird auch in
keinster Weise dem mit der Tatigkeit verbundenen Risiko gerecht.

Das spatestens alle9 Jahre geforderte Uberpriifungssystem wird die Fliegerei
nicht nur in gewaltigem MalRe verteuern, sondern auch unsere jetzigen
ehrenamtlichen Fluglehrer in ihrer Ausbildungstatigkeit zum Umdenken
veranlassen. Verstandlicher Weise kann nicht jeder Fluglehrer auch Prifer
werden, aber dieser Personenkreis wird sich zu einer direkten oder indirekten
beruflichen Ausltibung entwickeln. Es miussen sich also Fluglehrer ehrenamtlich
in der Schulung einsetzen, wahrend sein Kollege damit sein Geld verdient. Wie
lange werden unsere Vereinsfluglehrer dies machen bzw werden wir bei diesem
System (Oberhaupt noch Nachwuchs finden? Aus meiner fliegerischen
Vereinserfahrung heraus kann ich nur sagen, dass bei dieser EinfUihrung sich
der augenblickliche Abwartstrend fortsetzen wird. Der franzésische Bereich hat
ja seit Jahrzehnten diesen periodischen Uberprifungsapparat und der Segelflug
ist in Frankreich in den letzten 20 Jahren auf ein Drittel geschmolzen. Soll das
auch im restlichen Europa und auch beim Motorflug jetzt so weitergehen?

Es gibt heute in den Vereinen noch Alt-Lehrer JAR-FCL, aber die Masse
bendtigt einen Prufercheckflug, da sie die geforderten Ausbildungsstunden
mangels Schuler innerhalb der 3 Jahre nicht erbringen kénnen. Da wird sich
auch zukinftig nichts im Jar-FCL-Bereich daran &andern. Wenn aber ein
Fluglehrer jahrlich 50 Stunden fliegt braucht er 40 Jahre, um die
Vorraussetzung fiur Fluglehrerprifer zu werden. Wer also sind diese
zuklunftigen ,FIE": sie konnen nur aus dem Bereich der gewerblichen
Flugschulen kommen und Uberprifen dann einen Ehrenamtlichen Fluglehrer.
Wie lange geht das wohl gut? Der Ehrenamtler gibt auf, der bezahlte Fluglehrer
ist zu teuer und wir habenden weiteren Rickgangim Luftsport.

Weiterhin: die JAR-FCL-Forderung mit nochmals einer Flugstundenunterteilung
innerhalb der letzten 12 Monate ist -vor allem im Luftsport- kontraproduktiv.
Es gibt immer im Ehrenamt beruftliche, familiare, sonstige Grunde, wo ein
Fluglehrer einmal eine Auszeit nehmen muss. Das ist kein
Berufsfluglehrer!! Es genugt voll und ganz die 3 Jahresfrist mit den
Verldngerungsbedingungen.

daher streichen des Halbsatzes fur die letzten 12 Monateab: ...including at
least ..." bei (a) (1) (i), (i) und (iii)

Unterscheiden der Verldngerungsstunden bei aeroplane und helicopters. Fur
(a) (1) (i) In the case of LAFI for helicopters, 45 hours .....

bei (a) (1) (ii) in the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes or sailplanes, 30 hours ......
as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI, SFI ....
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency reviewed carefully the comment received on the issue of the
proposed regular proficiency checks for instructors. This requirement was
introduced during the drafting phase based on the existing requirements in
JAR-FCL which require such a regular proficiency check for the FI(A) and (H)
and other instructor categories.

Based on this review the Agency decided to delete this requirement for all LAFI
categories if the two other criteria mentioned in (a)(1) and (&)(2) are
completed. Item (b) will be deleted in total.

Regarding your second proposal the Agency discussed again the additional
requirement for a certain amount of instruction time within the last 12 months
preceding the expiry date. The Agency sees the problems which are connected
with this additional requirement and agrees that the total amount of 45 hours
mentioned should be sufficient. The Agency therefore decided to delete the
additional 12 months requirement for all the LAFI categories.

With your third proposal you ask for a change of the required number of hours
for the LAFI(A). The Agency does not agree and will keep the requirement
asking for 45 hours of instruction time. However, the proposal to link this
requirement with a certain amount of take-offs as already proposed for the
LAFI(S) will be accepted and a certain amount of take-offs also added as an
alternative requirement for the LAFI(A) and (H).

565 comment by: Rod Wood
Remove all ereferences to helicopters in this paragraph see comment 564
Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.
Please see the responses to all your comments on this issue in the different
segments and to your comment No 401 in this segment.

640 comment by: British Microlight Aircraft Association
Accepted
Noted

Thank you for providing this feedback.

Please see also the different responses to the comments received for this
segment to understand the agreed changes (e.g. response to comment No 416
in the same segment above).

872 comment by: Stefan Kramer

Fur den Freizeitbereich ist dieser Erhaltungsaufwand zu hoch angesetzt.
Derartige Stundenansétze sind im Breitensport nicht erreichbar. Damit wird die
wichtige Aufgabe die gerade im Bereich der flugsportlichen Jugendférderung
geleistet wird massiv behindert. Es werden sich somit in Zukunft nur einige
wenige Fluglehrer finden, die noch bereit sind, eine derart anspruchsvolle
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Aufgabe ehrenamtlich in ihrer Freizeit zu Ubernehmen.

Mit dieser Vorlage wird einmal mehr deutlich, dal’R den Erffahrungen die gerade
in Deutschland mit engagierter Vereinsarbeit gesammelt wurden auf
europdaischer Ebene keinerlei Beachtung geschenkt wird und stattdessen
burokratische = Maximalforderungen etwa nach franzdsichem  Muster
unreflektiert ibernommen werden.

Eine derart schwache Reprasentanz deutscher Modelle ist fir mich als Européaer
deutscher Herkunft unertréglich.

Noted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

However, the Agency would like to highlight that the proposed requirements
are based not only on one certain existing national model. The drafting group
involved in the development of these requirements for the different LAFI
categories has based its work on an evaluation of the requirements which are
actually in place in different Member States.

As you are mentioning your German requirements please check the German
LuftPersV and the amendment 7 of JAR-FCL 1 and you will discover a lot of
similarities. The revalidation criteria for the sailplane or balloon instructors in
Germany are for example very close to the ones proposed for the LAFI(S) and
(B). Please compare also the JAR-FCL requirements for the FI(A) and you will
discover that the requirement for the mandatory proficiency checks proposed is
based on these existing requirements.

1204 comment by: Luftsportverband Rheinland Pfalz

FCL 940

bitte folgende Artikel streichen

(a) (1) (i) ...including at least 15 hours of flight instuction within the 12
months preceding the expira date of the certificate.

(ii) ...including at least 10 hours or 20 take-offs of flight instruction within the
12 months preceding the expiry date of the certificate.

(iii)...including at least 2 hours of flight instruction within the 12 months
preceding the expiry date of the certificate.

Der Passus benachteiligt junge Fluglehrer/innen (Véater und Mdutter) und
Ehrenamtler. Durch Auslandsaufenthalte und famildr bedingte Zwangspausen
(Babypause) kdnnen Pausen zwingen und oftmals unvorhersehbar notwendig
werden. Ohne die Streichung dieser Satze wird bei all diesen Unterbrechungen
die Fluglehrerlizenz ungultig.

(b) streichen

wird als nicht notwendig angesehen, zudem ist in 12 Jahren ein Engpass an FIE
zu erwarten, da alle Fluglehrer ihre Lizenzen erneuern missen. Bisher gibt es
in Deutschland keine FIE und nur sehr wenige Fl, die die Vorrausetzungen ftr
einen FIE erfillen. Maximal sollte ein FE diese Uberprifungsfliige durchfuhren.

sofern der Profiency check nicht gestrichen werden kann, dann bitte das

Intervall verlangern.
Formulierungsvorschlag: ...a profiency check every 20 years
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(c) streichen
(2) fehlt im Dokument

es sollte moglich sein, die Flugzeiten und Stunden unter Aufsicht eines FE
nachzuholen.

Formulierungsvorschlag fur eine Erganzung zu (c):
(2) oder die Ausbildungszeiten und Starts werden unter Aufsicht eines
erfahrenen Fluglehrers (FE) nachgeholt

Partially accepted

The Agency acknowledges your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

Regarding your additional issues and proposals to delete (c) or to allow the
instructor to complete the missing instruction time under the supervision of an
examiner please see also the response to your comment to FCL.940.Fl. The
Agency does not agree with these two proposals as the renewal of a certificate
must be kept and an instructor with lapsed certificate will not be allowed to
provide some kind of instruction under supervision (of an examiner).

1347 comment by: Gerhard Hehl

Die 15 Stunden innerhalb der 12-monats-Periode vor Ablauf sind zu streichen.
Es ist nicht gewéhrleistet, dal3 diese Regelung eingehalten werden kann, da die
Tatigkeit i.d.R. ehrenamtlich und in der Freizeit ausgeibt wird.

Der Prufercheck bei jeder 3. Verlangerung ist uberflissig und zu
streichen!

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1402 comment by: Wilfried Muller

We give flight instruction lessons during our leisure time. To set targets for the
last 12 month before renewal of the license would probably collide with job
pressure, family demands etc. It is therefore a risk to loose the LAFI license.
Taking the restrictions of the last 12 month away would ease the problem.

Wilfried Muller 11-27-2008
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1435 comment by: Aero Club Oppenheim e. V.
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Die Erbringung der erforderlichen Flugzeit solltein 3 Jahren Gesamtzeitraum
abgewickelt werden; keine Angabe innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten. Die Schulung
erfolgt bei vielen Fluglehrern Uberwiegend an Wochenenden und Feiertagen, so
dass damit nicht regelméRig ausgebildet werden kann.Wir schulen in unserer
Freizeit: berufliche und familiare Zwénge kdnnten damit den Verlust der
Lehrberechtigung bedeuten.

Jeder regelmafige Check durch einen Prufer ist meines Erachtens aufgrund der
geringen Aussagekraft abzulehnen und sollte gestrichen werden.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1722 comment by: Sven Koch

Erfullung zwei von drei Mdglichkeiten:

Motorflug: 45 Std Ausbildung innerhalb 3 Jahren, davon 15 Std innerhalb
letzten 12 Monaten

Segelflug: 30 Std oder 60 Starts auf Segelflugzeugen oder TMG, davon 10 Std
oder 20 Starts innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten

Besuch einer Fluglehrerfortbildung

Prufercheckflug innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten vor Ablauf der Lehrberechtigung
Jede dritte Verlangerung ein Prufercheck

Innerhalb 12 Monaten vor Erneuerung Besuch eines Fortbildungsseminars und
ein Prufercheck

Nur 3 Jahre Gesamtzeitraum; keine Angabe innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten (wir
schulen in unserer Freizeit: berufliche und familiare Zwange kdnnten Verlust
der Lehrberechtigung bedeuten) Generelle Ablehnung im LAFI-Bereich; nur
kostentreibend

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1753 comment by: Stephan Johannes

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

bitte bedenken Sie, dass viele ehrenamtliche Fluglehrer in unseren Vereinen
ausbilden. Diese Lehrer bilden in der Freizeit aus, es gibt viele unterschiedliche
Grinde, warum ein Lehrer in den letzten zwdlf Monaten nicht in der Lage war,
seine Berechtigung zu erhalten. Bitte setzen Sie den Gesamtzeitraum von 36
Monaten als Verldngerungszeitraum an, so wie die bestehende Regelung ist.

Der Prufercheck im dritten Verlangerungsintervall lehne ich ab, ich halte diese
Checkflige fiur kostentreibend ohne Sicherheitsgewinn. Man wird als Lehrer
nicht tatig, wenn man nicht in Ubung ist.

Mit freundlichem Grul3
Stephan Johannes

Noted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

2007 comment by: Martin

Unterpunkt (a) (1) (ii) fordert fir die Verlangerung der Lizenz gefordert,
dalR 1/3 der gesamten Flugstunden oder Starts in den letzten 12 Monaten vor
Ablauf der Lizenz erfolgt.

Nach der bisherigen Regelung ist ein Nachweis der geforderten Flugstunden
und Starts fur Segelfluglehrer innerhalb des Zeitraums der Gultigkeit der
Lizenz ausreichend.

Da in fast allen Fallen Segelfluglehrer ehrenamtlich tatig sind, kann aufgrund
von personlichen oder beruflichen Grunden in einem Jahr nur eingeschréankt
Zeit fur dieses Ehrenamt vorhanden sein. Sollte dies auf ein Jahr vor Ende der
Gultigkeit der Lizenz fallen muuRte unter Umstdnden die Lizenz erneuert
werden. Fallt hingegen ein Jahr ohne ausreichender Flugstundenanzahl und
Startanzahl in z.B. das vorletzte Jahr der Glltigkeit der Lizenz hat dies keine
Auswirkungen auf die Verlangerung. Dieses "Gluckspiel" ist véllig
unverstandlich.

Als extremes Beispiel kdnnte bei einer Giltigkeit der Lizenz von z.B. 3 Jahren
der Lizenzinhaber in den ersten 2 Jahren der Glultigkeit keine anrechenbaren
Flugstunden und Starts absolvieren und stattdessen alle Flugstunden in dem
letzten Jahr der Gultigkeit seiner Lizenz durchfihren. Dies wéare konform mit
der Regelung. Eine Absolvierung der geforderten Flugstunden und Starts in
dem ersten Jahr der Gultigkeit der Lizenz und anschlieRend keine weitere
Tatigkeit ware hingegen fir eine Verlangerung der Lizenz nicht ausreichend. In
beiden Fallen wirde der Lizenzinhaber 2 Jahre keine Rechte aus seiner Lizenz
ausuben. In dem ersten Fall ware dies aber fur die Verlangerung der Lizenz
ohne Bedeutung.

Als LOsung sollte die bisherige Reglung fur Segelfluglehrer beibehalten
werden, nach der die geforderten Flugstunden und Starts innerhalb des
Zeitraums der Gultigkeit zu erreichen sind, ohne eine Auflage welcher Anteil
davon im letzten Jahr der Gultigkeit erzielt werden muf3.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above and the responses provided
to your comments in the segment for FCL.940.FI.

2030 comment by: Martin
#49

Der Unterpunkt (b) fordert einen proficiency check bei mindestens jeder 3.
Verlangerung der Lizenz.

Nach den bisherigen Gesetzen existiert eine solche Uberprifung von
Fluglehrern im Segelflug nicht. Trotzdem ist die Qualitdt der Ausbildung im
Segelflug sehr hoch. Als Beweis dient die neueste Statistik der Bundesstelle fur
Flugunfalluntersuchung (BFU) aus dem Jahre 2007. Danach ergeben sich eine
Anzahl von 92 Unfallen mit Segleflugzeugen (Segelflugzeuge mit Hilfsantrieb
eingeschlossen), wobei 13 Unfalle wahrend der Ausbildung stattgefunden
haben, siehe Seite "Segelflugzeuge-Seitel" des beigefligten Dokumentes.
Daraus ergibt sich eine Quote von 14%, d.h. nur 14% aller Unfalle ereignen
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sich wahrend der Ausbildung. 86% aller Unfalle mit Segelflugzeugen werden
von Piloten mit Lizenz verursacht. Somit ist es unverstandlich, warum fur die
Personengruppe der Segelfluglehrer die Kriterien der Verlangerung der
Lehrberechtigung derart verscharft werden sollen wie in Appendix 12
dargelegt. Eine derart ausfuhrliche Uberpriifung kommt einem Neuerwerb der
Lizenz gleich.

Da fast alle Segelfluglehrer in Deutschland ehrenamtlich tatig sind ist eine
Verldngerung der Lizenz unter Einbezug des proficiency checks im Rahmen des
Ehrenamtes fiur viele Segelfluglehrer nur noch schwer erreichbar. Zum einen ist
die Vorbereitung auf einen solchen Test sehr zeitaufwendig, was nur durch eine
"Zeitersparnis" im Bereich der Ausbildung von Flugschulern kompensiert
werden kann, wenn nicht noch mehr Zeit auf ehrenamtliche Tatigkeit
verwendet werden kann. Damit wirde die Qualitat der Aubildung sinken und
nicht gesteigert werden! Diese Regelung ist somit kontraproduktiv fur die
Ausbildung im Segelflug.

Weiterhin wirde eine solch umfangreiche Prufung eine hohe Prufungsgebuhr
nach sich ziehen. Damit wirden wiederum die ehrenamtlich téatigen
Segelfluglehrer zusatzlich belastet, ohne dal3 dies einen Sicherheitsgewinn
bringt. Statt der PrufungsgebUhr wirde eine Investition in Flugstunden oder
Starts deutlich mehr zur Sicherheit beitragen!

Eine Umlegung der Kosten auf die Flugschuler ist auch nur in kommerziellen
Ausbildungsbetrieben moéglich. In den Vereinen mit ehrenamtlich tatigen
Segelfluglehrern sollen vor allem junge Menschen fur das Fliegen gewonnen
werden. Gerade diese Personengruppe verfligt in der Regel Uber kein eigenes
Einkommen und ist somit auf eine ehrenamtlich strukturierte Ausbildung
angewiesen. Die von den Segelfluglehrern geleistete Jugendarbeit wird durch
die vorgeschlagene Regelung somit deutlich erschwert.

Als L6sung fur Segelfluglehrer wird die ersatzlose Streichung des Punktes
FCL.940.LAFI LAFI (b) gefordert.

Als Kompromis kénnte ein einfacher Uberprifungsflug mit einem Fl (S) dienen,
da dieser mehr als ausreichend ist und die deutlichen Einschrankungen der
vorgeschlagenen Regelung nicht beinhaltet.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above and the responses provided
to your comments in the segment for FCL.940.FI.

It should be highlighted that the statistical approach provided using a certain
percentage of the total amount of accidents to prove that the accident rate
during training flights is quite low is not accepted the way it is done. In order
to be able to balance the statement provided (based on the 14% argument) it
is absolutely necessary to compare the actual amount of training flights and
hours with the total amount of flights and hours. As this is not done in your
example the statistic provided is interesting but useless in order to be used for
this topic. Furthermore the statistical data for accidents during dual flight
instruction operation is completely missing.

2149 comment by: Jochen KOENIG

Ich schlage vor, die Bedingung ,,Proficiency Check™ zu streichen.
Die Unfallzahlen bei doppelsitziger Ausbildung sind unverhéltnismagig niedrig.
Mit EinfUhrung des Proficiency Checks fur Fluglehrer kann die Sicherheit nicht
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wesentlich verbessert werden. Im Vereinsumfeld ist die Kontrolle der
Inibunghaltung gewahrleistet.

Die Einfihrung eines Prifer-Systems in vorgesehenem Ausmal Ubersteigt die
Belastbarkeit von Luftsport und Ehrenamt. Die Bedingungen fur die
Berechtigung als Fluglehrerprifer sind kaum zu erfullen. Die Gebuhren fur den
Proficiency Check erhdhen die Kosten fur den Unterhalt der Lizenz deutlich. Der
zusatzliche burokratische Aufwand ist unangemessen. Ein Verlust von
Fluglehrerlizenzen ist zu erwarten.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

2183 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald

Nur 3 JAhre Gesamtzeitraum; keine Angabe innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten ( wir
schulen in unserer freizeit; berufliche und familiare Zwénge koénnten Verlust
der Lehrberechtigung bedeuten

Generelle Ablehnung im LAFI-Bereich; nur kostentreibend

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

However, it seems that this is only a copy of other similar comments (see
comment No 1722) as your last statement does not specify which requirement
you do not agree with. You forgot to copy the reference — therefore the
Agency is not able to provide a response on this second issue.

2269 comment by: Thomas Lukaschewski

Ich schlage vor, die Bedingung ,,Proficiency Check" zu streichen.

Die Unfallzahlen bei doppelsitziger Ausbildung sind unverhaltnismafiig niedrig.
Mit Einfihrung des Proficiency Checks fur Fluglehrer wird die Sicherheit nicht
wesentlich verbessert. Im Vereinsumfeld ist die Kontrolle der Intibunghaltung
gewabhrleistet.

Die Einfuhrung eines Prufer-Systems in vorgesehenem Ausmal Ubersteigt die
Belastbarkeit von Luftsport und Ehrenamt. Die Bedingungen fur die
Berechtigung als Fluglehrerprifer sind kaum zu erfillen. Die Gebuhren fir den
Proficiency Check erhdhen die Kosten fur den Unterhalt der Lizenz deutlich. Der
zusatzliche bulrokratische Aufwand ist unangemessen. Ein Verlust von
Fluglehrerlizenzen ist zu erwarten.

Accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
However, as it is only a copy of comment No 2149 (J. Koenig) in the same
segment above please see the response provided to this comment.

2338 comment by: AECA(SPAIN)
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FCL.940 With the exception of the mountain rating instructor, and without
prejudice to FCL.900(b)(2), instructor ratings shall be valid for a period of 3
years in addition to the remainder of the month of issue.

Justification:

Type ratings, instrument ratings and Operator Checks are valid to the end of
the month. Instructor Certificate validity periods should be the same for
simplicity.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

It seems that your comment should have been addressed to another segment
as this segment is dealing with FCL.940.LAFI.

The Agency agrees that a certain more detailed clarification should be provided
and that the same system as for the class and type ratings should be used.
However, as this issue of the validity periods will be addressed in Part AR
(Authority Requirements/Paragraph AR.FCL.215) no further clarification is
needed in Part FCL. All the references regarding the issue of how to count this
time period will be deleted from these Implementing Rules.

As it was proposed with the NPA on AR the authorities shall extend the validity
period of a rating or certificate until the end of the month during the process of
issuing, revalidating or renewing a licence or instructor certificate. This date
should remain the expiry date of the rating or instructor certificate. The Agency
will further evaluate the issue when dealing with the comments received on
NPA 2008-22.

2384 comment by: Arnold Klapp

Es sollte ausreichen, wenn die fur eine Verldngerung/Erneuerung geforderten
Stunden bzw., Starts innerhalb der Gultigkeitszeit von 3 Jahren nachgewiesen
werden.

Die zusatzliche Festlegung einer bestimmten Anzahl von Stunden bzw. Starts
in den letzten 12 Monaten muss entfallen. Da wir im Luftsport grundsatzlich in
unserer Freizeit schulen, kdnnte eine durch berufliche oder familidre Zwénge
bedingte Nichterfullung dieser Forderung zum Verlust der Lehrberechtigung
fahren.

Der bei jeder dritten Verlangerung vorgesehene zusatzliche Prifercheck ist
nicht notwendig und sollte daher entfallen.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer

Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

2449 comment by: Dr. Horst Schomann
Subparagraph (a) (1) (i)
Problem: In the non-commercial world (aviation as sport), the requirement of

15 hours of flight instruction within the last 12 month is an unnecessary
hindrance.
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Proposed solution: Use the 45 hours of flight instruction during the period of
validity of the certificate only. Delete the 15 hours in the last 12 month.

Justification: 45 hours of flight instruction require in the non-commercial
aviation a nearly continuous engagement of the LAFI. His foci in time are
mainly driven by the LAFI's occupation. Though the necessary experience in
the 3 year activity is sufficiently gained and provides the required flexibility.

Subparagraph (a) (1) (i)

Problem: In the non-commercial world (aviation as sport), the requirement of
10 hours of flight instruction in the last 12 month is an unnecessary hindrance.

Proposed solution: Use the 30 hours or 60 take-offs of flight instruction during
the period of validity of the certificate only. Delete the 10 hours or 20 take-offs
in the last 12 month.

Justification: 30 hours of flight instruction require in the non-commercial
aviation a nearly continuous engagement of the LAFI. His foci in time are
mainly driven by the LAFI's occupation. Though the necessary experience in
the 3 year activity is sufficiently gained and provides the required flexibility.

Subparagraph (b)

Problem: Due to the anticipated low number of FIE’s in the future and their
high check price, driven by their own high expenses to keep their license, this
subparagraph will drastically reduce the number of LAFI's and therefore reduce
the number of aviation students as new blood.

Proposed solution: Define the items of the required proficiency check in
Appendix 12 as a selective part of the defined skill test (standardized
procedure) and dedicate the performance to instructors who fulfill the
requirements of FCL.905.LAFI (f).

Justification: My experience from training flights according to JAR-FCL 1.245
(similar to FCL.740.A) with instructors and a number of training flights with
instructor applicants encourage the feasibility of my proposed solution. It is a
cost-effective solution to gain the intention of this subparagraph.

response | Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above and the response provided to
your similar comment on FCL.940.FI.

As mentioned in the other response to your comment already, the Agency will
transfer Appendix 12 to AMC material which will allow to propose changes or
adapt the contents for the proficiency check. The proposal to allow instructors
to conduct proficiency checks is not in line with the definition of a proficiency
check and has to be done with an examiner only.

comment | 2630 comment by: Dieter Lenzkes
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Problem:

Die Bedingung, dass Segelfluglehrer 1/3 der Mindestbedingungen im letzten
Jahr der Glltigkeit absolvieren mussen, ist fiir den ehrenamtlich organisierten
Vereinsbetrieb nicht praktikabel. Die Zahl der Flugschiler in den einzelnen
Jahren ist zu unregelmafig. Die Erfahrung zeigt, dass in einzelnen Jahren der
Bedarf so grol3 sein kann, dass ein Fluglehrer in einem Jahr das 3- oder 4-
fache der Mindestbedingungen fur drei Jahre absolviert, daftr im Folgejahr aus
Mangel an Flugschilern die Mindestbedingungen fur das letzte Jahr nicht
erfullen kann. Dies wirde dann automatisch dazu fuhren (2 von 3
Bedingungen), dass die komplette Fluglehrerprufung nach Appendix 12
wiederholt werden miusste. Abgesehen von diesem nutzlosen blrokratischen
und kostentreibenden Aufwand wére die Folge, dass viele Lehrberechtigungen
der ehrenamtlichen Vereinsfluglehrer nicht mehr verlangert werden, die
Vereine nicht mehr ausbilden kdnnen und die Jugendarbeit der Vereine
erheblich behindert wird. Damit wird den Vereinen die Existenzgrundlage
entzogen. Das ware das Ende des Segelfluges als Breitensport.

Ahnliches gilt fur Abschnitt (b), die Wiederholung der Fluglehrerpriifung nach
Appendix 12 bei jeder 3. Verlangerung. Appendix 12 ist aufgebaut als eine
Prufung nach dem Fluglehrerlehrgang. Danach folgt de facto eine weitere Stufe
der Ausbildung, namlich die praktische Ausbildung unter Aufsicht eines
erfahrenen Fluglehrers (FCL.910.LAFI). Erst dann ist er ein vollwertiger
Fluglehrer. Es macht wenig Sinn, ihn praktisch bei jeder 3. Verlangerung in das
vorletzte Stadium der Ausbildung zurickzustufen. Viel wichtiger ware der
regelmaRige Erfahrungsaustausch mit anderen Fluglehrern. Dies kann aber
Bestandteil eines regelmaligen Refresher Seminars sein.

Vorschlag:

Der Satz in Abschnitt (a) wird geéndert in:

For revalidation of a LAFI certificate the holder shall fulfil the following two
requirements:

In Abschnitt (a), (1) (ii) wird der Satzteil ,,...including at least 10 hours or 20
takeoffs of flight instruction within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of
the certificate” ersatzlos gestrichen.

Abschnitt (a), (3) wird ersatzlos gestrichen.

Abschnitt (b) wird ersatzlos gestrichen.

Abschnitt (c), (3) wird geandert in:

(2) The LAFI-privilegs are restricted according FCL.910.LAFI until the LAFI has
completed the requirements in FCL.910.LAFI (b).

Begrindung:

Weniger burokratischer Aufwand und weniger Kosten fur die Prufer und
ehrenamtlichen Segelfluglehrer. Dafir wird das Refresher Seminar
obligatorisch. Der ganze Vorgang ist mehr praxisorientiert am Betrieb der
ehrenamtlich organisierten Vereine.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

Regarding your comment to (a)(3) it has to be highlighted that this
requirement has to stay as it is only an alternative (two out of three
requirements) to comply with these requirements. If an instructor will not be
able to reach the required instruction time he/she will be able to substitute this
with (a)(3).
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Regarding your proposal to change the wording for the renewal it seems that
your comment is based on a misinterpretation of this requirement. There is no
link with the requirement in FCL.910.LAFI. This requirement is dealing only
with a lapsed certificate.

2895 comment by: Aero-Club of Switzerland

FCL 940.LAFI (a) (ii): Please add; the flight hours and take-offs as instructor
may be reduced by 50%, if the LAFI has an annual flight experience as pilot in
command on sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG of more than 50 hours.

Justification: The regular flight experience is as important as the experience as
flight instructor.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to your similar comment addressed to
FCL.940.Fl. Such a requirement will not be added as the required instruction
time should not be reduced to only 30 take-offs within the three years period.
The Agency is of the opinion that 10 instruction flights per year are not
sufficient to be really current as instructor (simulated winch launch
failures/outlanding training/stall and spin exercises/etc.).

3014 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

For the revalidation of FI certificate a FI has to complete flight instruction in
means of take-offs and flight time. On the other side a student has to complete
a significant amount supervised solo flight time. It's not appropriate that this
time is not considered for the revalidation of the FI certificate. Further more
the training of a pilot is a livelong process where a Fl is involved all the time.
Therefore in all cases where a pilot asks a FI to support him/her improving
his/her skills should be considered for the revalidation of the FI certificate.

If a pilot is holding FI certificates for more then one aircraft category it should
be possible to accumulate instruction time on all categories of aircraft for
revalidation. Also should the prof-check on the most complex category of
aircraft be sufficient for the revalidation of all Fl certificates hold by that
person.

As the proficiency check of a Fl is on a much more higher level as the “normal”
pilots prof-check, the Fls prof-check should include the pilots one. This reduces
bureaucratic burden and costs.

Noted

Thank you for providing your comment.
However, it seems that this comment is addressing only FI related and no LAFI
related issues. As you have sent also a similar comment addressed to

FCL.940.FI please see the response provided to this comment in the
appropriate segment.

3264 comment by: Egon Schmaus
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FCL.940.LAFI
(@)(1)(i) .... during the period of validity of the certificate. (End of sentence)

Reason: Leisure -time instruction often isperformed in courses and blocks.
Once upon a time in a flying club,there are no new students at all duringone
year, and in the next year, there are several students.

(@) (1) (ii) .... during the period of validity of the certificate. (End of sentence)

Reason: see above
Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

3374 comment by: Luftsportvereinigung Schwarzwald-Baar

These are comments on FCL.940.LAFI, FCL.940.FI and FCL.940.CRI:

On (a) (1) ():

One should also have the alternative of take-offs for houres (e.g. 90 and 100
respectively) like in (ii) and (iii) respectively.

Anyway experience is more a question of take-offs and landings than of hours.

On (a) (1) (ii) and (iii) respectively:

Why one third of hours/take-offs in the preceding 12 months? Normally an
almost equally distribution will occur, and if not eventually for some reason,
this doesn't make an unsafe FI!

So cancel this sentence.

On (a) (3):

This is an unnecassary difficulty for sports aviation. If (1) and (2) are fulfilled
there will not arrise any safety risk. And additionally every FI wil be checked
(as pilot) by an other FI during his normal license revalidation.

So cancel this paragraph.

On (b):
There is no advantage in safety to be seen but a lot of unnecassary
bureaucracy!

So cancel this paragraph.
Partially accepted

Thank you for providing these comments in the different instructor sections.
For most of the issues please see the response provided to comment No 416 in
the same segment above.

Regarding your first proposal the Agency agrees in general that a certain
amount of take-offs and landings is more important than a fixed amount of
flying time. It must be mentioned that these requirements and the given
amount of flight time for (A) and (H) was based on the JAR-FCL requirements
which asked for a certain amount of hours only. For sailplanes an amount of 60
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take-offs was already introduced as an alternative to fulfil the validation
criteria. The Agency carefully discussed this issue with the experts and it was
decided to keep the required amount of hours but to add a requirement asking
for 120 take-offs as an alternative to comply with this revalidation criteria.

Regarding your comment on (a)(3) it seems that you misunderstood the
proposal as it is a ‘two out of three’ requirement. The mentioned proficiency
check in (a)(3) is an alternative if an instructor does not comply with (1) and
(2) and will definitely not be deleted.

3472 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club (DAeC)

The requirement to instruct in all categories of aircraft for which the applicant
possess the respective instructor certificates is too demanding for non
commercial operations.

For instructors instructing in multiple categories a crediting of instruction time
shall be possible across all categories. 30 hours flight instruction in 3 years for
LAFI(A) should be sufficient to ensure an adequate level of safety.
Additionally, the requirement to instruct around 30 % of the flight time during
the last year of the validity period represents an additional burden for
instructors in a voluntarily organised surrounding. This obligation should be
skipped for LAFI certificates.

Proposal: 30 hours of flight instruction in the appropriate aircraft category as
LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI, IRI, SFI or as Examiner during the period of validity of the
certificate.

Justification: The proposed numbers for flight instruction times shall be
sufficient to maintain the necessary skills for the instructor certificates.
As instruction for the different aircraft represents a competency that is used for
the different aircraft in a comparable manner it is illogic not to credit the
requirements between the different certificates for revalidation.
To allow further and improved development of air sport on a club based non
profit level, such unnecessary burden should be avoided.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your comment.

However, it seems that this comment is addressing only FI related and no LAFI
related issues. As you have sent also a similar comment addressed to
FCL.940.F1 please see the response provided to this comment in the
appropriate segment.

See also the response provided to comment No 416 in the same segment
above.

Regarding the proposal to reduce the required amount of hours from 45 to 30,
the Agency does not agree but based on other comments a certain amount of
instruction flights (take-offs) will be introduced as an alternative. See response
provided to comment No 3374 in the same segment above.

3473 comment by: Herbert Sigloch

To (b):
No periodical proficiency check (it's only expensive)

Accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

3486 comment by: Erwin J. Keijsers

Ich schlage vor, die Bedingung ,,Proficiency Check* zu streichen.

Die Unfallzahlen bei doppelsitziger Ausbildung sind unverhaltnismalRig niedrig.
Mit Einfihrung des Proficiency Checks fur Fluglehrer wird die Sicherheit nicht
wesentlich verbessert. Im Vereinsumfeld ist die Kontrolle der Inibunghaltung
gewahrleistet.

Die Einfuhrung eines Prufer-Systems in vorgesehenem Ausmal Ubersteigt die
Belastbarkeit von Luftsport und Ehrenamt. Die Bedingungen fur die
Berechtigung als Fluglehrerprifer sind kaum zu erfullen.

Die Gebuhren fur den Proficiency Check erhéhen die Kosten flr den Unterhalt
der Lizenz deutlich. Der zusatzliche burokratische Aufwand ist unangemessen.
Ein Verlust von Fluglehrerlizenzen ist zu erwarten.

Accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
However, as it is only a copy of comment No 2149 (J. Koenig) in the same
segment above please see the response provided to this comment.

3728 comment by: Klaus HARTMANN

Da wahrscheinlich gemeint ist, dass der proficiency check mit einem flight
instructor examiner durzufuhren ist sollte es zur eindeutigen Klarstellung
heilRen :

In (&) (3), (b) und (c) (3), statt ".... pass a proficiency check in .....

‘......pass a proficiency check with an instructor examiner in .....’

Ersatzweise kdnnte auch im Appendix 12 der Hinweis aufgenommen werden,
dass der examiner ein instructor examiner ist.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above. You will discover that the
required mandatory proficiency check for the LAFI will be deleted.

You are right with your clarification that the examiner for such a task has to be
an FIE. Please see the privileges of an FIE and compare it with the privileges of
the FE (see subpart K). The Agency does not see a need to clarify such an
issue.

4045 comment by: Peter Hecker

Ich schlage vor, die Bedingung ,,Proficiency Check* zu streichen.

Die Unfallzahlen bei doppelsitziger Ausbildung sind unverhaltnismafig niedrig.
Mit EinfUhrung des Proficiency Checks fur Fluglehrer wird die Sicherheit nicht
wesentlich verbessert. Im Vereinsumfeld ist die Kontrolle der Inibunghaltung
gewaébhrleistet.

Die Einfihrung eines Prifer-Systems in vorgesehenem Ausmalf Ubersteigt die
Belastbarkeit von Luftsport und Ehrenamt. Die Bedingungen fur die
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Berechtigung als Fluglehrerprifer sind kaum zu erfillen. Die Gebuhren fir den
Proficiency Check erhdhen die Kosten fur den Unterhalt der Lizenz deutlich. Der
zuséatzliche bilrokratische Aufwand ist unangemessen. Ein Verlust von
Fluglehrerlizenzen ist zu erwarten.

Accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
However, as it is only a copy of comment No 2149 in the same segment above
please see the response provided to this comment.

4055 comment by: A. Mertz

(2)(1) () (ii) Far die 45h/30h Lehrtatigkeit wahrend der Gultigkeitsdauer sollten
Lehrtatigkeiten in allen Luftfahrzeugkategorien (einschlieBlich 3-
Achsgesteuerten ULs) anerkannt werden. Der Vorgang des "Lehrens"
unterscheidet sich nicht innerhalb der Kategorien.

In Deutschland hat sich diese gegenseitige Anrechenbarkeit bei
Lehrberechtigungen nach LuftPersV gut bewéahrt. Demgegenuber fuhrten die
Verlangerungsbedingungen der Lehrberechtigungen nach JAR-FCL1-Deutsch in
den Vereinen, in denen =>50% der Fluglehrer mehrere Lehrberechtigungen
haben, meist zu Schwierigkeiten.

Der LAFI soll ja gerade auf diese Ausbildung im Luftsport-/
Freizeitpilotenbereich zugeschnitten sein.

Insgesamt sind die 45h (aeroplanes) und 30h (sailplanes) fur Fluglehrer, die
i.d.R. ehrenamtlich im Luftsport tatig sind, zu hoch angesetzt. In Deutschland
werden zur Zeit 10h fir die dem LAFI entsprechenden Fluglehrerkategorien
min 10h gefordert.

Die Forderung der 15 Ausbildungsstunden in den letzten 12 Monaten ist nicht
objektiv begrundbar. und sollte ersatzlos gestrichen werden. Warum
unterscheidet sich das letzte Jahr der Gultigkeit von den anderen ?

Gerade ehrenamtlich im Luftsport tatige Fluglehrern sind oft in der Situation,
dass es einzelne Jahre gibt in denen Sie aus beruflichen, familiaren oder
gesundheitlichen Grunden in der Hauptflugsaison (Mai - Oktober) wenig Zeit
zur Ausiibung ihres Hobbies haben.

Sollte die Anerkennung der 3-achs-UL-Ausbildungszeit EU weit nicht
durchsetzbar sein, so bietet sich hier eine Rgelung an, wie bei der
Tauglichkeitsuntersuchung durch den Hausarzt. Hier kann national entschieden
werden, ob eine Anerkennung erfolgt.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, your first proposal would allow an FI(H) to do all his/her instruction
time in an aeroplane (if he/she holds also another Fl certificate) or in a
balloon. This is clearly not the aim of this requirement. The specification to a
certain aircraft category will be kept as there are specific differences. Instrution
time on Annex Il aircraft will not be taken into account as they are based on
national requirements only.

The Agency is of the opinion that a certain instructional experience on a certain

aircraft category is necessary to keep the necessary currency especially for the
training of emergency exercises. The provided argument that such a crediting
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system is actually in Germany in place should be checked. The German
LuftPersV (8 96 for sailplane/microlight/balloon) does mention the ‘60 take-off
or 10 hours’ requirement only for sailplanes and microlights but not for the Fls
(aeroplanes) or Fls (helicopter). A different requirement is also in place for FI
(balloons).

For the other issues mentioned please see the response provided to comment
No 416 in the same segment above.

Regarding your last issue (recognition of microlight flight time) please be
aware that the licensing requirements for Annex Il aircraft are excluded from
this regulation by the Basic Regulation. Therefore no direct crediting or any
specific requirement for flight time on these aircraft types will be incorporated.
Based on this the Member States will not be allowed to give any additional
credits.

4104 comment by: SFVHE

Die geforderten Ausbildungsstunden konnten dazu fuhren, dass
Lehrberechtigungen nicht verlangert werden koénnen, da Schulung
normalerweise nur in der Freizeit stattfindet. Beruflich bedingte
Unterbrechungen kénnten hier Probleme bereiten.

Prufercheck: Ablehnung. Fortbildungsseminar ist ausreichend.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

As your comment is not specifying which one of the requirements you are
referring to, the Agency is not able to provide a specific response.

4124 comment by: Bernd Hein
3 Jahre Gesamtzeitraum ohne Eingrenzung innerhalb dieses Zeitraumes.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

4166 comment by: Elmar KUEMMEL

Nur 3 Jahre Gesamtzeitraum; keine Angabe innerhalb letzten 12 Monaten (wir
schulen in unserer Freizeit: berufliche und familiare Zwange kdnnten Verlust
der Lehrberechtigung bedeuten)

Was fur FCL930.LAFI gilt, setzt sich nahtlos hier fort. Es sind nicht nur die
vollig Uberzogenen Forderungen der Zulassung sondern auch die im Ehrenamt
nicht erreichbaren Verldngerungskriterien ausschlaggebend fir einen
Fortbestand des Segelfluges.
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Ist ein padagogisch geschulter ehrenamtlicher Lehrer schlechter als ein
padagogisch laienhaft auftretender CPL - Pilot, der nur wegen der
Erleichterungen und beruflichen Kombinierbarkeit eine Lehrberechtigung
(vielleicht sogar ausschliesslich zumGelderwerb) erwirbt???

Die Kriterien zur Verlangerung sind realitdtsentsprechend und familiengerecht
zu erstellen. Der jetztige Passus ist aus meiner Sicht gesellschaftlich nicht
produktiv und generell wirklich nichts anderes als kostentreibend. Die seit
2003 erlebte Wirklichkeit gibt fast (ausse FCL-Medical) hier das traurigste aller
Beispiele ab.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above. Based on the input received
the mandatory proficiency checks will be deleted.

It should be pointed out that the 60 take-offs of flight instruction required are
the same number as actually in place in your country. Therefore the Agency
does not understand your comment saying: ‘im Ehrenamt nicht erreichbare
Verlangerungskriterien’. The question is if all the revalidation criteria or
prerequisites for an instructor should be aligned with economical, social or
organisational situation in a specific Member State or if they should clearly be
based on safety related issues like the minimum required experience to be a
safe and experienced instructor. The Agency is of the opinion that 20 take-offs
(each may be only 3-5 minutes) instruction in a sailplane per year will be the
absolute minimum to keep currency as a gliding instructor. Taking the example
of emergency training with a student pilot (simulated launch failures/stalling
and spinning/outlanding training etc.) in a sailplane you must admit that a
certain experience is very important. Therefore the Agency does believe that
the revalidation criteria now proposed (excluding the proficiency checks but
keeping the other requirements) are the right way forward.

4255 comment by: SFG-Mendig

Es wird keine Festlegung hinsichtlich der notwendigen Tatigkeit in den letzten
12 Monaten vor der Verldngerung akzeptiert, diese zusatzliche Einschrankung
ist im nichtgewerblichen Luftverkehr nicht praxistauglich.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer

Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

4256 comment by: SFG-Mendig
Checkflug zum Erhalt der FI tGberflissig.
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
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Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

4324 comment by: Baden-Wiurttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.940.LAFI(a)(1)

Wording in the NPA

(i) In the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes or helicopters, 45 hours of flight
instruction in the appropriate aircraft category as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI, IRI, SFI or
as Examiner during the period of validity of the certificate, including at least 15
hours of flight instruction within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of
the certificate;

(ii) in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 takeoffs of flight
instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, FlI or as Examiner
during the period of validity of the certificate, including at least 10 hours or 20
takeoffs

of flight instruction within the 12 months preceding the expiry date of the
certificate;

Our proposal

Change:

(i) In the case of a LAFI for <delete aeroplanes> helicopters, 45 hours of flight
instruction in the <delete appropriate aircraft category > as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI,
IRI, SFI or as Examiner during the period of validity of the certificate, including
at least 15 hours of flight instruction within the 12 months preceding the expiry
date of the certificate;

(i) In the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes, 30 hours of flight instruction in
aeroplanes, sailplanes, powered sailplanes, TMG or 3 axis controlled microlight
as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI, IRI, SFI or as Examiner during the period of validity of
the certificate,

(iii) in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 takeoffs of flight
instruction in aeroplanes, sailplanes, powered sailplanes, TMG or 3 axis
controlled microlight as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI, IRI, SFI or as Examiner during the
period of validity of the certificate, <delete requirements for last 12 months
before expiry>

Issue with current wording
Recency requirements are not proportional and crediting across fixed wing is
missing.

Rationale

30 hours of flight instruction is sufficient as a recency requirement for
aeroplanes as well as sailplanes. This also puts it in the right proportion to the
FI(A). This modification also implements full crediting of flight instruction
across the fixed wing aircraft categories as discussed in more detail in our
comment 3250 Nr. 2 and 3. The requirement for a minimum instruction time
in the last 12 months before expiry is not appropriate in the non commercial
environment. In this environment there is not a constant flow of students. Also
in the non commercial space individuals must be given the option to shift
priorities between private life, job and piloting. Continuity is sufficiently
maintained for the LAFI recency if the required instruction time is fulfilled
during the validity period. In this point a difference between the requirements
for FI and LAFI are appropriate. Our proposal maintains the proportionality
with the risk level in the LPL space and supports the goals to strengthen the
non commercial flying environment as discussed in our comment 3250 Nr. 1
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Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) and the response to comment No 3472 (Deutscher Aero
Club) in the same segment above.

The specific reasoning why instruction time on microlights will not be credited
and the text not amended is explained in the response to your similar
comment to FCL.940.FlI.

Your proposal would allow an LAFI(A) to do all his/her instruction time in a
sailplane (if he/she holds also the other LAFI certificate). This is clearly not the
aim of this requirement. The specification to a certain aircraft category will be
kept as there are specific differences. Instrution time on Annex Il aircraft will
not be taken into account as they are based on national requirements only.

The Agency is of the opinion that a certain instructional experience on a certain
aircraft category is necessary to keep the necessary currency especially for the
training of emergency exercises.

4325 comment by: Baden-Wirttembergischer Luftfahrtverband

FCL.940.LAFI(b)

Wording in the NPA

(b) For at least each third revalidation of a LAFI certificate, the holder shall
pass a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part.

Our proposal
Delete FCL.940.LAFI(b)

Issue with current wording
This requirement burdens the instructor with additional cost and time without a
real gain in security.

Rationale

Each time an applicant for a license or rating is examined in reality the
instructor is examined. These checks are the real assessment of the skills of
the instructor. Therefore there is no need to do an additional proficiency check
with the instructor under unrealistic conditions. This is not required by the
basic regulation.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

4603 comment by: Deutscher Aero Club

FCL.940.LAFI (a)

(ii) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 take offs of flight
instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, Fl or as examiner
during the period of validity of the certificate, including at least 10 hours or 20
take offs of flight instruction within 12 months preceding the expiry date of the
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certificate”

Comment:

The 10 hours of flight instruction required within 12 months preceding this
expiry of the certificate are over-burdensome. In gliding, most instructors are
volunteers and professional or family constraints may cause a temporary
decrease in their activity. However, giving less than 10 hours flight instruction
during the preceding 12 months does not result in a loss of proficiency
especially considering that the 30 hours for the three previous years are
required on a rolling basis. If the constraints set on our instructors are
constantly increased, there is a risk of losing more and more of them!

EGU Proposal:

(ii) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 take offs of flight
instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, Fl or as examiner
during the period of validity of the certificate.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

4660 comment by: Yvonne Heeser

Ich schlage vor, die Bedingung "Proficiency Check™ zu streichen.

Die Unfallzahlen bei doppelsitziger Ausbildung sind unverhéltnisméagig niedrig.
Mit EinfUhrung des Proficiency Checks fur Fluglehrer wird die Sicherheit nicht
wesentlich verbessert. Im Vereinsumfeld ist die Kontrolle der Intibunghaltung
gewahrleistet.

Die Einfuhrung eines Prufer-Systems in vorgesehenem Ausmal Ubersteigt die
Belastbarkeit von Luftsport und Ehrenamt. Die Bedingungen fiur die
Berechtigung als Fluglehrerprifer sind kaum zu erfillen. Die Gebuhren fir den
Proficiency Check erhdhen die Kosten fur den Unterhalt der Lizenz deutlich. Der
zusétzliche burokratische Aufwand ist unangemessen. Ein Verlust von
Fluglehrerlizenzen ist zu erwarten.

Accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
However, as it is only a copy of comment No 2149 (J. Koenig) in the same
segment above please see the response provided to this comment.

4701 comment by: Diether Memmert

Der vorliegende Entwurf, NPA 2008-17a+b+c, verfehlt, was den
nichtgewerblichen Teil auf dem Sektor Segelflug und TMG (recreational
aviation) angeht, in einigen Punkten seine originare Aufgabe, namlich
Sicherheit gegenuber Dritten unter Beachtung der VerhaltnismaRigkeit zu
gewaéhrleisten.

Mehr Sicherheit wird nicht durch weitere Uberprifungen, Auflagen und bloRe
Behauptungen erreicht. Dall es auch anders sehr gut funktioniert, wurde mit
dem richtigen Augenmal an Vorschriften in den letzten mehr als finfzig Jahren
u.a. im Bereich des DAeC nachgewiesen. Und dies betraf mehr als die Halfte
der européaischen Segelflieger, also eine sicher aussagekraftige Mehrheit!

In den Flugvereinen des DAeC wurde eine vorbildliche Leistung mit gutem
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Sicherheitsstandard bei Ausbildung, In-Ubunghaltung, sowie Weiterbildung von
Piloten und Fluglehrern in weitgehend ehrenamtlicher Tétigkeit erbracht. Dies
sollte sicherlich fur die gesamte EU als Richtschnur dienen kdnnen.

Aus dem angeblichen Sicherheitsaspekt wird hier nur ein weiterer
Uberprifungsproporz im Freizeitpilotenbereich aufgebaut, der aber gegeniiber
der bewédhrten deutschen Vereinsausbildung ausschliel3lich die Kosten erhéht.
Die soziale Kompetenz von Vereinen und die Vorteile einer freiwillig
»,uberwachten* ehrenamtlichen Vereinsumgebung werden ignoriert, der Aspekt
der Eigenverantwortlichkeit des Piloten wird voéllig unterdrickt.

Es ist eben nicht richtig, daR ein System, das sicherlich im gewerblichen
Bereich seine Glltigkeit hat, auch einfach dem Freizeitsport Ubergestilpt
werden kann.

Der vorgeschlagene verwaltungstechnische Uberbau (FIE, ATO, Beschrankung
der Giltigkeit mit periodischer fliegerischer Uberpriifung, etc.) ist unnotig und
kostet die Piloten (aus ihrer Tasche!) nur zusatzliche Gebihren. Diese Mittel
fehlen dann fur Erlangung von mehr Flugpraxis. Diese war aber schon immer
das wirkungsvollste Mittel zum Erhalt ausreichender Flugsicherheit!

Es ist ausreichend, dass Fluglehrerlizenzen fuer Segelflug und TMG so lange
gueltig bleiben,wie eine entsprechende gueltige Pilotenlizenz vorliegt, unter der
Voraussetzung, dass eine Verpflichtung zum Besuch von
Weiterbildungsveranstaltungen besteht und dieses nachgewiesen wird.

Allenfalls koennte eine zehnjaehrige Gueltigkeitsdauer festgelegt werden.
Dipl.-Ing. TU Diether Memmert, Segelflugpilot seit 1953 mit>=8500 Flugstunden

Aenderungen:

(a) Ueberarbeite fuer Fluglehrer Segelflug und TMG wie oben ausgefuehrt.

(@) (1) (ii) ueberarbeiten

(2)(2) ersetze 'instructor refresher seminar' durch Verpflichtung zum Besuch
von einer Fluglehrer-Weiterbildungsveranstaltung pro Jahr.

(a)(3) ersatzlos streichen.

(b) Aenderung in: 10 Jahre, anstatt 3x3 Jahre

(c)(1) streichen

Not accepted

The Agency acknowledges your comment.
As already responded to all your similar comments, the Agency will not
comment on the more political issues in the beginning.

Regarding the changes proposed below please see the response provided to
the same comment addressed to FCL.940.FlI.

5045 comment by: Prof. Dr. Alexander Bubenik

FCL.940.LAFI (a) (1) i, ii and iii delete the "12 month requirement! For
instance (ii) should be:

(ii) in case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 launches of flight instruction
in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, Fl or as Examiner during the
period of validity of the certificate.

LAFIs usually perform their duties on weekends and mainly during the warmer
part of the year (approx. 8 - 9 month). This could cause severe problems
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meeting the "12 month requirements"” in case of a series of bad weather days
or some other unfortunate circumstances preventing training acitvities during
the last year of the validity period. Furthermore | do not expect an
improvement of safety and/or quality levels by implementing such a provision.

FCL.940.LAFI (b) Erase the entire clause. I'm afraid this will become a
bureaucratic obstacle that will push lot's of seasoned and successful instructors
out of business, who are not willing to get checked after 20 and more years of
instruction practice without any incident. To me it's not clear what this kind of
provision is supposed to attain?

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

5128 comment by: Allen A.

Proficiency Check sollte jede vierte Verlangerung durchgefiihrt werden, da dies
mit jedem zweiten Proficiency Check der Lizenz (LPL(S)) identisch ist und
angerechnet werden kann. Dies verringert burokratischen und finanziellen
Aufwand, bei gleichem Sicherheitsstandard.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
However, as it was decided to delete the proposed proficiency check for the
LAFI entirely your comment is not valid anymore.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

5163 comment by: Dieter Zimmermann

Zu FCL.940.LAFI:

Die Forderungen in (a) (i) und (ii) sind total Uberzogen. Es hat sich nach der
EinfUhrung von JAR-FCL gezeigt, dass durch solch tGberzogene Forderungen die
qualifizierten Lehrer, die ja ausschlielich ehrenamtlich tatig sind, das
Interesse an einer Tatigkeit verlieren, also damit aussortiert werden.

Resultat ist minderwertige Ausbildung von Luftfahrern.

Entsprechen ist zeitliche Einschrankung fur den Besuch einer
Fortbildungsveranstaltung sowie die Forderung nach einer
Beféhigungsuberpriufung in Absatz (b) zu werten.

Die bisherigen Forderungen in 896 LuftPersV, 10 Stunden oder 60 Starts
Ausbildungstatigkeit  sowie ein Fortbildungsseminar innerhalb des
Gultigkeitszeitraumes bzw. innerhalb von 6 Monaten vor einer Erneuerung sind
mehr als Ausreichend - zumal Uber Jahrzehnte lediglich ein
Fortbildungsseminar gefordert wurde und dies keine negativen Folgen zeigte.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
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Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

5589 comment by: Belgian Gliding Federation

FCL.940.LAFI (a)

(i) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 take offs of flight
instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, FI or as examiner
during the period of validity of the certificate, including at least 10 hours or 20
take offs of flight instruction within 12 months preceding the expiry date of the
certificate”

Comment:

The 10 hours of flight instruction required within 12 months preceding this
expiry of the certificate are over-burdensome. In gliding, most instructors are
volunteers and professional or family constraints may cause a temporary
decrease in their activity. However, giving less than 10 hours flight instruction
during the preceding 12 months does not result in a loss of proficiency
especially considering that the 30 hours for the three previous years are
required on a rolling basis. If the constraints set on our instructors are
constantly increased, there is a risk of losing more and more of them!

Proposal:
(ii) In the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 take offs of

flight instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, FI
or as examiner during the period of validity of the certificate.

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

5618 comment by: David Trouse

FCL 940 LAFI (b) and 940 FI (b) should be the same.
There is no justification for them to be different.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As exactly the same comment was sent and addressed to FCL.940.FI please
see the response provided to your comment in the appropriate segment.
FCL.940.LAFI and FCL.940.F1 will not be the same as most of the other
requirements for LAFI and FI are also different.

5778 comment by: UK CAA

Paragraph: FCL 940 LAFI

Page No*: 49 Of 647

Comment: This is inconsistent with all the other instructor revalidation
requirements.

Justification: Inconsistency

Proposed Text: (if applicable)

Same as FCL 940.FI (b), every alternate revalidation
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Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency does not see an inconsistency as the LAFI requirements are always
different from the FI requirements (please compare the prerequisites or the
content of the training course) and as there is no need to align these
requirements for the leisure pilot flight instructor.

Based on the feedback received the Agency decided to delete the proficiency
check for the LAFI in total. Please see also the response provided to comment
No 416 in the same segment above.

5969 comment by: Luftsport-Verband Bayern

Eine Befahigungsuberprifung von Fluglehrern nach 9 Jahren zusatzlich zu den
regelmaRigen Verlangerungsvorausetzungen ist nicht erforderlich. Wenn daran
festgehalten wird, muBR zumindest ein einheitlicher Rahmen Uber die
durchzufuhrende Prifung vorgegeben werden, welcher duetlich unter den
Anforderungen zum Erwerb der Lehrberechtigung zurickbleibt.

Hinsichtlich des zeitlichen Rahmens ist die Befahigungsuberprifung erst nach
der vierten Verldngerung vorzugeben, um einen Gleichlauf mit den
periodischen Profinciency Check bzgl. der Grundlizenz zu erreichen. Ansonsten
muf ein Flugleher das erste mal nach 6 Jahren mit einem Prifer zum Erhalt
seiner Lizenz, dann nach weiteren 3 Jahren mit einem Fluglehrerprifer zum
Erhalt seiner Lehrerlizenz und nach weiteren 3 wieder mit einem Priufer zum
Erhalt der Grundlizenz fliegen. Erhéht man den Zeitraum auf 12 Jahre, kdnnte
zumindest eine Prifung eingespart werden, was zu einer Entlastung der eh
nicht ausreichend zur Verfugung stehenden Prufer fuhrt. Eine erhdhtes Risiko
ist dadurch nicht zu befirchten.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

6257 comment by: Christoph Talle

Hey, i miss FCL.940.LAFI (c)(2) !'!!
| think it is a editing problem ! smile !

Noted

Thank you for identifying this editorial mistake in such a smart way.
The Agency fully agrees and will change it accordingly.

6307 comment by: Axel Schwarz

The renewal requirement states that the refresher seminar and the proficiency
check shall be completed within 12 months of the renewal. This enables the
pilot to freely choose the date of renewal up to 12 months after the date of the
proficiency check.

The requirement therefore should read:

"... the applicant shall:

(1) within a period of 12 months before the renewal attend a refresher
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seminar;
(2) pass a proficiency check in accordance with Appendix 12 to this Part."

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Based on the fact that exactly the same comment was sent to FCL.940.FI
please study the response provided already to this comment. The Agency does
not agree with your proposal and will keep it unchanged because it would
completely change the meaning behind.

6996 comment by: European Balloon Corporation

Why to give a minimum of instruction, | do no see the point, keep the
instructor available current which are available on the market. I do not see
why an instructor will be a bad instructor if not giving course for a vertain
period.

Refreesher course : OK, why not, but who will do it :

- national authority ??? No time, no money, no skilled people
- private ? Who will pay ? Who will recognise them ?

- EASA ? If yes, why not

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not understand your statement saying that you do
not see the point in keeping instructors current. The Agency and all the experts
are well aware that a certain recent practical experience in instructing
techniques is absolutely necessary to provide instruction safely. In addition to
this the Basic Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 Annex Il 2.a.1 clearly asks for
maintaining such an experience.

The Agency firmly believes that a balloon instructor who will not be able to
fulfil the 6 hours requirement within the three years period should undergo the
required proficiency check in order to prove that he/she is still capable of
providing training.

Regarding your different interesting statements about the required refresher
seminar it should be pointed out that such a system is already in place in a lot
of Member States. Please study the AMC material provided with this NPA and
you will find the answers to your question. The authority or any training
organisation authorised by the authority will be allowed to organise such a
refresher seminar. If there are really problems regarding the costs for or the
quality and availability of qualified speakers/trainers in a certain country
(which is not possible to happen at this stage), the instructors are free to
participate in a seminar in another country. The Agency does not believe that
this requirement could raise any problem for a well structured ballooning
community with a functioning system of training organisations.

7106 comment by: Finnish Aeronautical Association - Kai Ménkkdénen

We propose it is sufficient with 6 hours of instruction during the 12 months
preceding the expiry date of the certificate.
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Justification:
The instruction in non-complex aeroplanes flown by LPL pilots is of a simple
enough nature so that 6 hours is sufficient.

Proposed text:

Change to read: In the case of a LAFI for aeroplanes or helicopters, 45 hours
of flight instruction in the appropriate aircraft category as LAFI, FI, TRI, CRI,
IRI, SFI or as Examiner during the period of validity of the certificate, including
at least 6 hours of flight instruction within the 12 months preceding the expiry
date of the certificate;

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

Based on the fact that the additional requirement for a certain instruction time
within the last 12 months will be deleted your proposal is not valid anymore.

7190 comment by: Finnish Aeronautical Association - Kai Monkkoénen

Renewal requirements for LAFI(S) requiring in addition of 30 hours and 60
launches flight instruction but also 10 hours and 20 launces during last 12
months is set unappropriate high respect to pedagogic skills that are not
growing old similarly like actual sailplane steering skills might be. Delete the
requirement for extra experience required from the last 12 months.

Justification:

Validity of instructor rating (LAFI) is already three years only. 30 hours
instructing time with 60 launches is already quite a requirement and much
more than what has been proven applicable in many of the European
countries, without safety risk. That is justified by the fact that this requirement
is related to pedagogy that does not grow old fast. Therefore, there is no
justification why to set to the third validity year of the LAFI(S) such an
additional high requirement that clearly can not be justified by safety.

Proposed text:

Change the text of FCL.940.LAFI (1)(ii) to read:

(ii) in the case of a LAFI for sailplanes, 30 hours or 60 takeoffs of flight
instruction in sailplanes, powered sailplanes or TMG as LAFI, FI or as Examiner
during the period of validity of the certificate

Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

7446 comment by: Anja Barful3

To focus only on the last 12 month concerning count of take-offs of flight
instruction makes no sense. It is better to define a valid interval for the hole
time from last revalidation. If you train as volunteer you have years with lots
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of students, better weather and more free time and years where you be are
busy in other areas. Your experience level is the same, but with this rule you
are forced to have the good year to fly only before revalidation is needed.

It is good to define regularly checks. But please review also the different
interval definitions for different checks. In case of a pilot has to follow all the
different regulation, he has regularly dates for the different licences, for
theEnglish test and for the instruction certificate. Further on | have to refresh
my trainer licence, my 'Sicherheitstiberprifung'... all with different intervals
and different requirements and actions. Please review if a simplification for
pilots with more than 1 licence and (LA)FI could be found. | would prefer to do
cover more in one check. To avoid that A Instructor has to pass a test and
checks after 6 (SPL), then 3 ( FI 6+3=9) then 3 (SPL)...l propose to define the
same interval or for this profiency check every 12year or release for flight
instructor the 6year check because covered by requirements for instructors

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

As this proficiency check will be deleted your last proposal (to accept this check
also for other checks) is no longer valid.

7607 comment by: Reinhard Heineking

Im Rahmen der Ausbildungs von Privatpiloten in Vereinen erfolgt die
Fluglehrertatigkeit tUberwiegend ehrenamtlich in der Freizeit. Berufliche oder
familiare Grunde koénnen diese Engagement in bestimmten Zeiten (berufl.
Fortbilund, Schwangerschaft, etc) reduzieren. Sollte eine solche Phase zuféllig
mit dem "Jahr vor der Verlangerung" zusammentreffen, hatte der FI Probleme
mit dem Erbringen der "15 Std innerhalb 12 Monaten vor Verlangerung.

Daher sollte der Punkt FCL.940.LAFI (1) (i) letzter Satz gestrichen werden.

Reinhard Heineking FI JAR_FCL PPL(A), TMG, GPL
Accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

7655 comment by: LSG Erbsloeh

Seit EinfiUhrung des Faches Human Factors unterrichte ich Flugschiler und
Fluglehrer ehrenamtlich im Verein. Aus meinen Recherchen und Erfahrungen
ist offensichtlich geworden, dass die einmal erworbenen fliegerischen
Fahigkeiten den Piloten nicht verloren gehen. Entscheidend ist immer der
jeweilige Trainingszustand fur die sichere Beherrschung des Luftgfahrzeuges.
Fluglehrer weisen in der Regel auf Grund ihrer Funktion im Verein einen
Hochststand von Flugerfahrungen auf. Dies beweisen die niedrigen Unfallzahlen
bei den Doppelsitzerschulungen. Somit erlbrigt es sich aus meiner Sicht vdllig
ein zusatzliches Uberprifungssystem einzurichten.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

7934 comment by: Stampa Hartwig

Delete the passus in FCL.940.LAFI(1)(i): , including at least 15 hours of flight
within the 12 months preceding the expiry of the certificate;

Reason: too high level for air sport and honorary. May be cause loss of
intructor licences. Is bad for the sport. No more safety with this regulation. For
today very little accident rates ( for example in Germany without these passus)
with doublen seater instruction. In the clubs the control of the instructors are
given.

For the same reason: make the proficiency check with low conditions for the
examiner, for example a chief instructor ( with low conditions to be it),
because we haven”t a system for this proficiency check in Germany.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

8097 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers

It must be possible to use instruction time / flights in other categoried to
revalidate instruction certificates.

Basically a flight instructor must be able
o to fly safely the regarding category of aircraft - this is shown by his/her
valid licence

e to instruct in a suitable manner - this is shown by instructing

We should neveer forget that within the sporting communities the instructors
are not doing this as a job but in their free time.

Also it must not be forgotten that they did a good and safe job even before
EASA and 216/2008 were invented....

So please not make it even more difficult!
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfihrer
Luftsportverband RP) and the response to comment No 3472 (Deutscher Aero
Club) in the same segment above.

The Agency does not agree with your statement and the rationale behind it.
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Your proposal would allow an LAFI(A) to do all his/her instruction time in a
sailplane (if he/she holds also the other LAFI certificate) or in a balloon. This is
clearly not the right solution as it would allow the LAFI(A) to provide
instruction on aeroplanes having flown only 12 hours on aeroplanes within the
last 24 months (licence recency) and not having provided any flight instruction
on aeroplanes for years. The aim of this requirement is clearly not to allow
such a possibility. The specification to a certain aircraft category will be kept as
there are specific differences.

The Agency is of the opinion that a certain instructional experience on a certain
aircraft category is necessary to keep the necessary currency especially for the
training of emergency exercises. A LAFI (A) with a lot of current instructing
experience on PA 28 within the last 2 years but with only the required 15
launches (see FCL.140.S changed) on sailplanes within the last two years does
not have enough actual practical experience to provide flight instruction on a
sailplane and doing e.g. simulated launch failure exercises, stalling and
spinning exercises or outlanding training. The Agency will keep this separation
as proposed and the only way for such an instructor who does not comply with
the experience requirement in (a)(1) will be the alternative proficiency check
(and the seminar).

It was not forgotten that the instructors in different Member States did (and
are still doing) ‘a good and safe job even before EASA and 216/2008 were
invented’ but you should also be aware that similar revalidation systems are
already in place in different Member States. Taking the German revalidation
requirement for instructors on sailplanes the LuftPersV asks for 60 flights on
sailplanes or 10 hours on sailplanes within the last 3 years, a refresher seminar
and (if one of the others have not been completed) a proficiency check. The
required instruction time cannot be fulfilled by instruction in aeroplanes or
balloons. The Agency does therefore not understand why your comment
states: ‘So please not make it even more difficult’.

comment | 8126 comment by: Wolfgang Lamminger

A FlI has to pass a proficiency check for each 2nd revalidation, this is
immoderate and wasn”t required until today. This has not ben a problem till
now and the requirement should be deleted.

| support the initiative of the requirement of 45 hrs instruction
response | Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response to comment No 416 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

Thank you for your positive feedback on the proposed 45 hours requirement.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 3: Specific
requirements for the flight instructor

comment | 903 comment by: Geschaftsfihrer Luftsportverband RP
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Ich habe eingangs erwahnt, dass wir in Rheinland-Pfalz seit Einfihrung der
JAR-FCL im Mai 2003 keinen einzigen Motorfluglehrer JAR-FCL bzw
Motorsegler-Lehrer Grundausbildung fiir unsere Vereine haben rekrutieren
kénnen, dies auch die nachsten 4 Jahre nicht erfolgt und -bei Beibehaltung
ihrer augenblicklichen Vorschlage- auch zukunftig tUber 2012 hinaus nicht
gelingen wird. lhre Fortsetzung der JAR-FCL Kriterien sperren den
motorgetriebenen Luftsport aus.

Wir haben zur Zeit zwar noch 135 AIlt-JAR-FCL-Fluglehrer in unserer
Organisation, aber das Durchschnittsalter liegt bei fast 60 Jahren. In 10 Jahren
wird die oben genannte Zahl bei maximal 10 % liegen, mit der MalRgabe, dass
in den wenigsten Vereinen Uberhaupt noch eine motorgetriebene Ausbildung
stattfinden wird. Die bisher entstandenen Licken werden sowieso nicht mehr
zu schlieBen sein, denn wenn nur noch 10 bis 20 % an Flugschiler im
motorgetriebenen Luftsport -im Vergleich zu den Jahren vor 2003- ihren
Schein erwerben, so wird es zwangslaufig auch weniger potentielle Kandidaten
fur einen Fluglehrer geben.

Entweder Uberdenken Sie grundlegend lhre Vorschlage fur Flightinstructor fir
PPL, SPL und LPL oder Sie werden den Niedergang des Luftsport ab 2012 sogar
noch beschleunigen, was kontrar zu lhrer Einleitung der F6rderung des
Luftsport steht. Die von lhnen geplanten FI wird es nur noch an gewerblichen
Flugschulen geben, wo die FI dies hauptberuflich austben.

Auch beim FI PPL und SPL im Luftsport muss daher entfallen, da es nicht der
Risikosituation gerecht wird: der 9-jahrige proficiency check. Die
Ausbildungsstunden miussen drastisch im Minimum reduziert werden. Das
Prifer- und Uberprifersystem muss in den Stundenvorgaben zuriickgestuft
werden.

Noted

Thank you for providing your general comments about the actual situation in
your country.

Please see the responses provided in the different segments of this section. All
the topics mentioned like:

- transfer of the JAR-FCLrequirements,

- proficiency check for the revalidation for Fls,
- content of the training course,

- checking system,

are covered in these responses in the different segments.

2628 comment by: Dieter Lenzkes
see also comment 2627
Noted

See also the response to your comment No 2627 in the other segment.

2647 comment by: Martin Rowlands

With regards to the two types of Instructor proposed (LAFI & Fl), please do not
make this distinction for Ballons. The standard taught by both a LAFI or a FI
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will be the same. Restricting certain Instructor's ability to teach only LPL
students will make it more difficult for BPL students to find an Instructor.

response | Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that your comment is based on a misinterpretation of the
proposed requirements. It is not the Agency or these Implementing Rules
limiting a certain balloon instructor only to the LAFI(B) level, it is the instructor
himself/herself deciding if he/she is going to hold an LPL or a BPL which will
then have an effect on the possible instructor rating as the instructor has to
hold at least the licence he/she is wishing to provide instruction.

If a certain instructor due to medical reasons or other reasons decides to hold
an LPL(B) he/she will only be able to hold an LAFI certificate and to instruct
LPL pilots.

Deleting one of the two certificates (as proposed by you) would mean (deleting
the LAFI) that all the balloon instructors have to fulfil the medical class Il
criteria and the different FI(B) revalidation criteria. Based on the input received
from General Aviation experts the ballooning community is asking for both
certificates. Based on this the Agency decided to keep the LAFI certificate.

comment | 3475 comment by: Herbert Sigloch

Requirements are too high for non-professional (honorarily) working applicants
for the FI(A), like the actual JAR-FCL requirements. Since they were introduced
in 2003, the number of honorary applicants decreased dramatically.

response | Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

You are right that most of the numbers for the proposed experience
requirements are based on JAR-FCL because the Agency was tasked to transfer
the existing JAR-FCL system.

Please see the responses to specific issues in the different segments.

comment | 8100 comment by: European Sailplane Manufacturers
Here the same comments as for the LAFI apply......
response | Noted

Thank you for providing this statement.
Please see the responses provided to your comments addressed to the
different segments in the LAFI section.

B. Draft Opinion Part-FCL — Subpart J: Instructors — Section 3: Specific
requirements for the flight instructor — FCL.905.F1 FI — Privileges and p. 49-51
conditions

comment | 22 comment by: Marcus Aulfinger

I suggest to delete FCL.905.FI (e)(2).

Page 226 of 801




response

comment

response

comment

response

CRD to NPA 2008-17b 9 Apr 2010

I think that there is no addition in safety from this regulation. If a FI has
shown that he is able to instruct and if he holds a night rating, he should be
adle to combine both. This regulation creates another burden for new flight
instructors. With this regulation, they have to find a student for a night rating
plus another flight instructor at night to show their ability to instruct at night.
If the young instructor just instructs in a two-seater helicopter (the typical R
22 instructor), this would be a simulated instruction flight.

In my opinion, this is an unnecessary burden and doesn't help in safer flight
instruction.

Therefor my suggestion is to completely delete FCL.905.FI (e)(2).
Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as the Agency follows closely Subpart H (Instructors) of JAR-FCL 1
and has taken over the text from JAR-FCL 1.330 (¢) the Agency does not
intend to change it.

Additionally it should be highlighted that the Agency supports strongly the idea
that an FI who has just received his/her night rating with only 5 hours flight
time during night should have completed some flight time at night and the
required demonstration flight before being allowed to teach for the night
rating.

328 comment by: Michel Lacombe AF TRTO

FCL.905.FI FI Privileges and conditions
paragraph 3
The wording "qualified" is ambiguouss. "Experienced" seams more adapted

(3) In the case of an Fl already gualified experienced to instruct on ATPL(A)
or CPL(A)/IR integrated courses, the requirement of (2)(ii) may be replaced by
the completion of a structured course of training consisting of:

(i) MCC qualification;

(ii) observing 5 sessions of instruction in Phase 3 of an MPL course;

(iii) observing 5 sessions of instruction in Phase 4 of a MPL course;

(iv) observing 5 operator recurrent line oriented flight training sessions;

Not accepted

The expression used is clear enough.

If you are asking for experience, then it has to be defined how much
experience is adequate.

402 comment by: Rod Wood

(d) Amend:- after FI add "holds a CPL(H),". After instruction add "and
completed a standardisation course".

Noted

The requirement is to hold a CPL in the appropriate aircraft category — it is not
only a requirement for helicopters.
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The standardisation course was not required in JAR-FCL for instructors, but
only for examiners.

529 comment by: FOCA Switzerland

J/Section 3
FCL.905.FlI

Proposal:

(g) Aerobatic instruction requires additional capabilities and skills of
the FI. Therefore he should follow an ACR instructor's course prior to
have the capabilities extended.

Refer to para (e) (2): same procedure should apply.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

The Agency agrees that aerobatic instruction requires additional capabilities
and skills which are very difficult to describe with a certain amount of flight
time as a prerequisite. Additionally there is definitely a problem how to record
these aerobatic flights.

Based on a careful review of the comments received on this issue — some of
them questioning the required amount of aerobatic flight time as too low, some
of them proposing to delete it totally — the Agency decided to introduce the
demonstration of the ability to instruct for the aerobatic rating to an FlI
qualified in accordance with (j) as it was already proposed for the instruction
for the night rating.

At this time the Agency does not intend to introduce new elements like this one
proposed by you (introduction of a specific aerobatic instructor course) as the
published proposals were based on an evaluation of the existing national
requirements and such a course was not considered necessary so far.

This could, however, be part of a future rulemaking task. We suggest that you
present a proposal to the Agency.

537 comment by: Geschaftsfihrer Luftsportverband RP

Die hier Ubernommenen Stundenvoraussetzungen aus der JAR-FCL sind
eindeutig zu hoch. Bereits in den letzten 5 Jahren kam kaum ein
Vereinsfluglehrer auf die geforderten Ausbildungsstunden im 3-Jahres
Rythmus. Daridber hinaus hat es in Rheinland-Pfalz auf jeden Fall und
vermutlich sogar in der ganzen Bundesrepublik Deutschland innerhalb der
letzen 5 Jahre keinen einzigen Zugang eines neuen JAR-FCL Lehrers gegeben.
Das Durchschnittsalter wird standig hoher. Diese Fluglehrer sterben in den
Vereinen aus. Lediglich gewerbliche Schulen haben Zugénge an JAR-FCL
Lehrern, die dies berufsméafig austben.

Die Unfalistatistik zeigt eindeutig einen anderen Weg: die wenigsten Unfalle
geschehen im freiwillig Uberwachten Vereinsbetrieb, da kein Vereinsvorstand
sein Material aufs Spiel setzen will; die meisten Unfédlle geschehen durch
Piloten, die im gewerblichen Bereich chartern.

Bei guten Fluglehrern bringt es nicht die Masse, sondern die Klasse. Ein
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modernes Regelwerk muss daher unbedingt die Eingangsstufen niedrig halten
(und damit die Kosten) und pruft eben die Klasse ab.

Anderung: (j), (1), (ii) in case of a FI(A)at least150 hours of instruction

einfugen:
(), (O, (i) in all other cases .....

streichen (j) (2)

Der Fluglehrer hat durch seine Fluglehrerprifung seine Qualifikation
nachgewiesen; die Flugschule trégt die Verantwortung fiir den Einsatz ihrer
Lehrer; sie wird sich fir die Fluglehrerausbildung die talentiertesten
aussuchen. Zur Verlangerung muss er an einer Fortbildung teilnehmen. Was
soll hier dann an dieser Stelle nochmals eine Uberpriifung??

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Your proposal is to reduce the required amount of instruction in the
appropriate aircraft category in (j)(1) from 500 hours to 150 hours for the
FI(A) and to delete the required skill test.

However, as the Agency follows closely Subpart H (Instructors) of JAR-FCL 1
and has taken over the text from JAR-FCL 1.330 (f) the Agency does not
intend to change it.

As you are also questioning the whole JAR-FCL based instructor concept
(prerequisites/course contents/revalidation) it should be highlighted that the
Agency has to provide an ICAO based instructor rating. Most of the elements
introduced with JAR-FCL (CPL theoretical knowledge — practical prerequisites)
are based on ICAO Annex 1 and will be therefore kept unchanged.

548 comment by: Norwegian Air Sports Federation

To train students for Aerobatic ratings definitely requires certified Aerobatic
Instructors even more than a requirement for Mountain Instructors. In order to
give the students the required skills, knowledge and airmanship to properly
manage the increased risk level a formally trained and certified aerobatic
instructor is needed.

20 hours of experience in aerobatic flying is no meaningful measurement of
skill level and should be deleted and replaced by the implementation of a skill
tested certified instructor.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to comment No 529 (FOCA Switzerland) in
the same segment above.

566 comment by: Rod Wood

With the re-introducton of the PPL(H) instructor, this paragraph should be
completely revised. In line one, the statement should be made that the FI may
only insruct to the level of their own licence effectively restricting a PPL(H) FI
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to instructing to PPL(H) level only, day and night if appropriately qualified, with
all other instructional variations requiring a CPL(H) qualification as a minimum.

Not accepted

Please see requirement in FCL.915(b)(1)

681 comment by: Union Francaise de I'Hélicoptére

En dehors de la disposition ci-dessus, le texte tel qu'il a été présent, ne définit
pas clairement les privileges des Fl vis-a-vis de l'instruction des LAPL.

Noted

Please see FCL.905.FI(a). It is clear that the privileges of the FI include the
revision of instruction for the LPL.

833 comment by: Heiner Neumann (Test Pilot)

Background:
I'm holding a Test Pilot rating class 2. | was the responsible Test Pilot for the
following projects:

* Porsche: Flight Engine
* FFT: Eurotrainer

* FFT: Speed Canard

* Ruschmeyer: R90

* Extra: Extra 400

* Aqulia: A210

Commment:
Delete paragraph (I) - (no Flight Instructor certificate should be required for
instructing applicants for a flight test rating).

Justification:

Applicant for a flight test rating is already holding a CPL plus aerobatic rating
(see comment to FCL.920) therefore during the practical flight test training no
manoeuvres outside the scope of the applicants licenses are to be conducted.
In addition the applicant will act as pilot-in-command during all flights.

Regulatory impact assessment:

Social:

Presently the majority of Test Pilots acting in training of applicants for the flight
test rating do not hold a Flight Instructor certificate. Due the employees of e.
g. the Test Pilot Schools EPNER (F) or ETPS (UK) would have to stop the
profession unless they become Fls and are keep the certificate valid.

The same fact is valid for trainers for flight test rating in the light aviation,
where presently applicants are trained under supervision of experienced,
company Test Pilots.

Economical:

The requirement in FCL.905.FI (I) would mean that an employer had to sent
experienced Test Pilots to an Fl trainings course for about one month
(preparation not included). Additionally the FI certificate has to be kept valid
which requires also time in which no flight testing can be conducted for the
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employer/sponsors.

Safety:

The requirement to hold a valid FI certificate may lead to the result that the
most experienced Test Pilots will not be willing to train applicants for the flight
test rating anymore. Therefore a decrease of the level of safety can be
expected.

To be a professional Test Pilot and in addition a FI will result in a not
acceptable work load.

Partially accepted

Based on the comments received and on the input provided by flight test
experts, the Agency has decided to delete FCL.905.FI(I) and to create a
specific category of flight instructor for flight tests. Please see amended text of
Subpart J.

871 comment by: Stefan Kramer

Die geforderte Assistenzzeit von 500 Stunden (PPL/A) wird jede weiter
Ausbildung im Vereinsrahmen, unter Ehrenamtlicher gemeinnitziger Tatigkeit
verhindern. Auch gewerblichen Schulen wird dadurch die Versorgung mit
Ausbildungspersonal erschwert. Da die reine Stundenzahl nicht aussagekraftig
ist und vielmehr nach Eignung und Leistung ausgewahlt wird, ist dieser Ansatz
vollkommen verfehlt.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response provided to comment No 537 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

886 comment by: ASW-27B

Die Anforderunge nach Jar-FCL sind so hoch, das sich schon heute kaum mehr
Piloten finden, die eine solche Fluglehrerberechtigung machen. Langfristig fuhrt
diese Regelung dazu, das die Ausbildung nur noch in kommerziellen
Flugschulen no6tig ist und das natirlich zu ungleich hdéheren Kosten.
Jahrzehntelang war das nicht notwendig, wieso jetzt auf einmal? Wittern da ein
paar Leute etwa das grol3e Geschéaft?

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

You are pointing out that the standards for the FlI are too high since JAR FCL
was introduced. As no examples or proposals for a change are provided the
Agency is not able to provide a substantiated response.

916 comment by: Rod Wood

(d) Add, "the FI should hold at least the level of license for wich the FI is
instructing™

Not accepted
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The Agency acknowledges your opinion.
However, this issue is already solved. Please see requirement in
FCL.915(b)(1). There is no need for duplication.

917 comment by: Rod Wood

Add, "the FI shall hold at least the level of license for which the FI is
instructing"”

Not accepted

Please see your other comments No 566 and 916 dealing with the same issue
and check the responses.

931 comment by: BAeA Chairman
#50

There should be a route to becoming a specialist aerobatic instructor through
the Class Rating Instructor route, as well as by becoming a Flying Instructor
qualified to give ab-initio PPL instruction. Thus, as with Mountain Flying,
Aerobatic Flying should have an Aerobatic Instructor certificate that can draw
suitably experienced practitioners from a larger pool of potential instructors.

This requires some changes to 2008-17a as well as to Section 3 of this
document. Also, a new Section 11 for this document is proposed. For details
see the attached document.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion and especially for the detailed proposals
about an additional instructor rating for aerobatics.

Based on the comments received the Agency reviewed carefully the
requirements for the privilege of the FI to instruct for the aerobatic rating.

At this time the Agency does not intend to introduce new elements like this
additional class of instructors as proposed by you without a proper assessment
(e.g. content of such a proposed training course). This subject (creation of a
specific aerobatic instructor rating) may be subject to a future rulemaking task.

Based on the comments received on this issue — some of them questioning the
required amount of aerobatic flight time as too low, some of them proposing to
delete it — the Agency decided to introduce the demonstration of the ability to
instruct for the aerobatic rating (assessment of competence) to an Fl qualified
in accordance with (j) like it was introduced for the night rating already under
JAR-FCL. Regarding your proposal to include the privilege for providing
aerobatic instruction also for the CRI please see the responses provided to
these sections and check the resulting text. The Agency agrees in general and
decided to include such an additional privilege in FCL.905.CRI.

1005 comment by: CAA Belgium

(g) 20 hrs of flight experience is far too low !
Possible hazard to flight safety.
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Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to comment No 529 (FOCA Switzerland) in
the same segment above and the response provided to your comment on the
same issue in the segment for the LAFI privileges.

1348 comment by: Gerhard Hehl

Forderung sind zu viele Flugstunden. Ausreichend waére: einen Schiler bis zur
Priafung zu bringen (ohne Angabe der Stunden).

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not understand the meaning behind your comment
as it does not mention the subparagraph. It seems that you are criticising in
general a certain amount of flight hours asking for the introduction of a
requirement asking for ‘providing training covering the full syllabus’ but
without a reference.

The Agency is therefore unable to provide a substantiated response.

1403 comment by: Wilfried Muller

As mentioned already under FCL.005, this proposal will be the end of training
honorary FI~s for our clubs. There will hardly anybody who goes that stony and
expensive way.

Flight instructors of this kind may exist on commercial training centres, where
they are able to earn money on their investment made before.

For honorary FI~s we do need very much reduced starting conditions.

Wilfried Muller 11-27-2008
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response provided to comment No 537 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1536 comment by: Danish Balloon Organisation

FCL.905.FI:

We suggest that the wording of FCL.905.FI is amended to read: "The privileges
of a Fl are to conduct flight instruction and proficiency checks for the issue,
revalidation or renewal of: ..."

Justification: The Basic Regulation allows the following toolbox for
demonstration of compliance: "Assessments, examinations, tests or checks".
We therefore think that proficiency checks should be possible also with
instructors to reflect the level of risk associated with the activity.

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.
The Agency does not agree as the proficiency check by definition will be
conducted only by examiners. The mentioned requirements in the Basic
Regulation (Annex IIl) are supporting this definition as the tasks of the
examiner are clearly defined this way.

1723 comment by: Sven Koch

Entspricht bisherigen Anforderungen des JARFCL Lehrers Scheiterte bereits
bisher an hohen Eingangsforderungen und wird auch hier keinen Kandidaten
mehr veranlassen im Ehrenamt Fluglehrer zu werden. Diese Fluglehrer wird es
nur noch an gewerblichen Schulen geben.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.
Please see the response provided to comment No 537 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1724 comment by: Sven Koch

Recht fur Ausbildung, Verldngerung, Erneuerung von PPL, SPL und LPL
Klassen-und Mustereinweisung, Nachtflug, Kunstflug, F-Schlepp wenn
Berechtigung vorhanden.

Fur Fluglehrerausbildung Voraussetzung: er hat Als FI(S) 50 Std ausgebildet
Als Fl aeroplane 500 Std ausgebildet Absolut zu hohe Anforderung; Talent ist
mafgebend, keine hohe Stundenanzahl. Stundenangaben streichen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to comment No 537 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

1755 comment by: Stephan Johannes

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

der ICAO konforme Fluglehrer hat zu hohe Eingangsvoraussetzungen. Diese Art
von Fluglehrern wird auf gewerbliche Schulen beschrankt sein.

Grundsatzlich ist die Frage, ob ein ICAO konformer Lehrer in der von EASA
geregelten Zone, Uberhaupt noch notwendig ist.

Mit freundlichem Gruf3
Stephan Johannes

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

Please see the response provided to comment No 537 (Geschéaftsfuhrer
Luftsportverband RP) in the same segment above.

Additionally it should be mentioned that the Agency has developed a sub-1CAO
instructor certificate called LAFI. As you are asking if the future European
system has to have an ICAO based instructor, please study also the proposed
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requirements for the LAFI.

1784 comment by: Klaus-Dieter Schoenborn

FCL.905.FI FLight Instructor Privileges

May may consider to add the privilegefor checking the language proficiency
that is required in FCL.050. This would simplify the procedure for a regular
language proficiency check and reduce the cost for it, since the test could
coincidewith the required regular flight skill test.

Noted

Please see the reply to comments to FCL.050.

1805 comment by: Sebastian Grill
500 Stunden halt ich fur ausreichend
Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, the Agency does not understand the meaning behind your comment
as it does not mention the subparagraph you are referring to. It seems that
your proposal is to introduce 500 hours but without any reference.

The Agency is therefore unable to provide a substantiated response.

1882 comment by: Markus Malcharek

Fur die Ausbildung von Fluglehrern sind 500 Stunden Ausbildungszeit als
ausreichend anzusehen. Diese Erfahrung ist auch als ausreichend anzusehen,
um "proficiency Checks" abnehmen zu kdénnen.

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

As no reference is mentioned the Agency’s assumption is that you are referring
to (j) meaning that you agree with the required 500 hour instruction time.

Your second comment asks for the additional privilege to conduct proficiency
checks. The Agency does not agree as the proficiency check by definition will
be conducted only by examiners. The mentioned requirements in the Basic
Regulation (Annex IIl) are supporting this definition as the tasks of the
examiner are clearly defined this way.

1989 comment by: Volker Reichl

Cost impact, social impact:

It is suggested to eliminate the subpart FCL.905.F1 e2. There is no specific
difference for the instruction work at night compared to daytime. There are no
accidents or accident figures that lead to the assumption of difficulties of flight
instruction at night nor from europe nor from USA.

Not accepted
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Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, as the Agency follows closely Subpart H (Instructors) of JAR-FCL 1
and has taken over the text from JAR-FCL 1.330 (c) the Agency does not
intend to change it.

Additionally it should be highlighted that the Agency strongly supports the idea
that an FI who has just received his/her night rating with only 5 hours flight
time during night should have completed some flight time at night and the
required demonstration flight before being allowed to teach for the night
rating. It is not only that there is a slight difference between instructing at
night or during the day — it is also the amount of experience the instructor
himself/herself has gained.

2060 comment by: Thomas SIEWERT

FCL.905.FI Fl-privileges and conditions

() (@) ()/(ii) Zur Ausbildung von PPL-Fluglehrern sollte es ausreichend sein,
als Fluglehrer eine Ausbildungszeit von 500 Stunden nachweisen zu kénnen.
Ein derart erfahrener Fluglehrer sollte auch Ubungsfliige zur Verlangerung der
Berechtigung fur Fluglehrer abnehmen kénnen

Absatz (2) kdnnte ersatzlos entfallen.

Not accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

See the response to comment No 1882 (M. Malcharek) in the same segment
above.

You also propose to delete the required skill test in (j)(2). With this
requirement the Agency follows closely Subpart H (Instructors) of JAR-FCL 1
and has taken over the text from JAR-FCL 1.330 (f)(2). The Agency does not
intend to change it.

2083 comment by: Markus Hitter / JAR-Contra

Regarding (j):

We appreciate to see flight instructors are allowed to instruct and certify each
other. This makes the existence of an flight instructor examiner (FIE) even
more questionable, see our comment no. 2076 on this NPA.

Noted

Please see FCL.905.FI (j) — an instructor can provide instruction to applicants
for instructor certificates; but he/she cannot certify them: this is the role of the
FIE and the authority.

2085 comment by: Markus Hitter / JAR-Contra

Deutsch: (english below)
Zu(b): auch hier ist unklar, welcher Gewinnmit einem Proficiency Check

erreicht werden soll. Er sollte ersatzlos gestrichen werden. Vergleiche dazu
unseren Kommentar Nr. 2072 zu dieser NPA.
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Spatestens an dieser Stelle der vorgeschlagenen Regulierung zeigt sich, zu
welchem Umfang Proficiency = Checks, Refresher = Seminare und
Wiederholungsprifungen ausarten kdnnen. In der Privatfliegerei hat ein
typischer leidenschaftlicher Pilot zumindest 3 Lizenzen (Motorflugzeug,
Motorsegler, Segelflugzeug). Dazu ggf. Instrument Rating, Lehrberechtigungen
und wenigstens zwei, eher dreiSprachzeugnisse. Medical nicht vergessen.

Ohne die Einzelheiten ausfuhren zu wollen, sind hier nach unserer
Uberschlagigen Rechnung wenigstens4 (vier) Tests oder Prifungen pro Jahr
vorgesehen. Jedes Jahr. Eine Privatperson die kein Geld mit der Fliegerei
verdient wird ausserstande sein, neben alls dieser Prifungstatigkeit auch noch
ein Flugzeug durch die Luft zu bewegen.

English:

Regarding (b): Here as wellit is unclear, which advantage is to be achieved
with a proficiency check. It should be discarded without compensation. See
also out comment No 2072 to this NPA.

Here at latest it becomes obvious to which amount all the proposed proficiency
checks, skill tests, refresher seminars and reoccuring tests can assemble. In
private aviation, a typical passionate pilot holds at least three licences
(aeroplanes, TMG, sailplane). Additionally an instrument rating intructor
certificates and two or three language certificates. Not to forget the medical.

Without writing down the details, our calculations result in at least 4 (four)
tests or checks per year. Each year.A private person, not earning money with
flying, willin view ofall these test duties become almost incapable to
additionallymove an aircraft through the air.

Partially accepted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

However, it seems that this comment should have been addressed to another
segment as FCL.905.FI(b) does not contain a requirement asking for a
proficiency check but the privilege to conduct flight instruction for class and
type ratings and class and group extensions.

As you might refer to the mandatory proficiency checks proposed for the LPL
and PPL holder every 6 years it should be mentioned that these checks have
been deleted and substituted by a biannual training flight with an instructor.
See also the response provided to your comment No 2072.

2185 comment by: Oelschlaeger, Harald

Absolut zu hohe Anforderung: Talent ist mafllgebend, keine hohe Stundenzabhl,
Stundenangaben streichen

Noted

Thank you for providing your opinion.

This paragraph FCL.905.FI contains a lot of different specifications and specific
qualif