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23 2. 
Explanatory 
Note — 2.4. 
Overview of 
the proposed 
amendments 

13 
- 
19 

Page No:  13 
  
Paragraph No:  2.4.1 
  
Comment:  The CAA fully supports the changes to the 
operations manual and preservation of flight recorder 
recordings.  Indeed, the UK CAA made similar such 
proposals following concerns raised by operators confused 
by the current text. 
  

 

24 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.2 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex IV 
(Part CAT — 
Commercial 
air transport 
operations) — 
Subpart A – 
General 
requirements 

29 
- 
32 

Page No:  29/30 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b), sub-
paragraph (a)(1) and (2) 
  
Comment:  The text of sub-paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) 
does not flow correctly.  Suggest amend as proposed 
below. 
  
Justification: Clarity. 
  
Proposed Text:   
“(1)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording should not exceed 3 months For a flight recorder 
that is recording on magnetic wire or is using frequency 
modulation technology, the time interval between two 
inspections of the recording should not exceed 3 
months. 
  
(2)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording may be up to 2 years if the For a flight recorder 
that is solid-state and the flight recorder system is fitted 
with continuous monitoring for proper operation, the time 
interval between two inspections of the recording 
may be up to 2 years.” 
  

 

25 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.2 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex IV 
(Part CAT — 
Commercial 
air transport 
operations) — 
Subpart A – 

29 
- 
32 

Page No:  30 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b), sub-
paragraph (a)(2) & (a)(4)(iii)  
  
Comment:  Although solid state (SS) technology is more 
reliable than older recording media types, it may be more 
suitable to require non-FDM Operators to inspect their SS 
FDR every 12 months and for FDM Operators, every two 
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General 
requirements 

years. To align with this, the alleviation of the requirement 
for an FDR inspection by using the FDM programme (which 
also requires a solid state FDR) to check the mandatory 
parameters should also be every two years. This is also 
relevant to the proposed amendment for where two FDRs 
are fitted in different positions. 
  
Justification:  
  
(1) The NPA acknowledges FDR recording inspections 
involve more in depth examination, not covered by simple 
routine serviceability operational checks/built in test 
equipment on SS FDRs, looking at checks of the quality of 
the data for the mandatory parameters recorded on the 
FDR. 
  
Increasing the SS FDR recording inspection interval has 
implications for potential accident/serious incident 
investigations. This is especially true for non-FDM 
Operators, who will not have regular views/identification of 
parameter problems via an FDM programme. For these 
Operators, increasing the interval will increase the risk of a 
parameter acquisition/recording quality problem not being 
identified in the interval period, thus potentially negatively 
affecting investigation (relevant to paragraph 1.2.2. Risk 
severity on page 68). In this case, increasing the interval 
between the inspection of the recording somewhat 
contradicts the objective highlighted on page 74, 
paragraph (2) Objectives: ‘The specific objective of this 
proposal is, therefore, to increase the reliability of flight 
recorders currently installed on aircraft subject to 
European air operation rules’. 
  
Conversely an increased inspection interval of two years 
for SS FDRs (as detailed in the NPA) makes more sense for 
Operators with FDM programmes that have the opportunity 
to regularly review flight data and identify reliability 
problems. 
  
(2) Proposing an interval of every two years for the 
inspection of certain SS FDRs, whilst proposing a more 
frequent interval requirement for using the FDM 
programme to assess the mandatory parameters, as an 
alternative to an FDR inspection, is counterintuitive. The 
incentive for an Operator to do so via an FDM programme 
is reduced, as it would mean moving from quality checking 
the FDR parameters every two years to once a year. Thus 
it is more proportionate to also have an increased (i.e. 
every two years) interval for those who wish to follow the 
alleviation and use their FDM programme to check the 
mandatory parameters instead of via an FDR recording 
inspection. 
  
(3) For non-FDM operators: there would still be an 
economic incentive for operators to change to newer FDR 
technology even without the proposal to increase the FDR 
recording inspection interval for certain SS FDRs, as the 
NPA proposes greater inspection frequency for FDRs using 
magnetic wire or frequency modulation (AMC1 
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CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b)) than what is currently the case for 
SS FDRs. 
For FDM Operators: the economic incentive is preserved 
and this is also passed on in the case of the alleviation to 
an FDR inspection. 
  

26 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.2 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex IV 
(Part CAT — 
Commercial 
air transport 
operations) — 
Subpart A – 
General 
requirements 

29 
- 
32 

Page No:  30 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b), sub-
paragraph (a)(4) 
  
Comment:  The AMC discusses the requirements to qualify 
for the alleviation from the FDR recording inspection, but 
there doesn’t seem to be any EASA guidance on what 
should be checked, although there is specific guidance for 
FDR recording inspections in GM1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b).  It 
would be helpful if reference was made to the applicability 
of GM1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b) in the equivalent AMC or a 
variation of this text, for the case of the alleviation as well. 
  
Justification: Operators should not be confused as to 
whether the principles of what has to be checked during an 
FDR recording inspection still apply to doing so via an FDM 
programme  
  

 

28 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.2 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex IV 
(Part CAT — 
Commercial 
air transport 
operations) — 
Subpart A – 
General 
requirements 

29 
- 
32 

Page No:  30 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 CAT.GEN.MPA.195(b), sub-
paragraph (c) 
  
Comment:  The requirement in sub-paragraph (c) for an 
inspection of the flight recorders to be carried out “every 
day” is not considered either practical or necessary.  It is 
presumed that what is meant here is before the ‘first flight 
of the day’ as partly discussed at paragraph 2.4.2 on page 
15: 
  
“(5) A new provision is added recommending that the 
means for pre-flight checking the flight recorder for 
proper operation should be checked daily, when available, 
or that an alternative operational check is performed at 
time intervals not exceeding 7 days….” 
  
It is recommended that this section is reviewed to ensure 
that the intent is properly captured in the text and 
explanatory material. 
  
Justification:  Clarity of intent and proportionality. 
  

 

29 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.3 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex VI 
(Part NCC 
Non-
commercial 
operations 
with complex 
motor-

34 
- 
37 

Page No:  35 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 NCC.GEN.145(b), sub-paragraphs 
(a)(1) and (2) 
  
Comment:  The text of sub-paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) 
does not flow correctly.  Suggest amend as proposed 
below. 
  
Justification:  Clarity. 
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powered 
aircraft) — 
Subpart A — 
General 
requirements 

  
Proposed Text:   
“(1)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording should not exceed 3 months For a flight recorder 
that is recording on magnetic wire or is using frequency 
modulation technology, the time interval between two 
inspections of the recording should not exceed 3 
months. 
  
(2)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording may be up to 2 years if the For a flight recorder 
that is solid-state and the flight recorder system is fitted 
with continuous monitoring for proper operation, the time 
interval between two inspections of the recording 
may be up to 2 years.” 
  

30 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.3 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex VI 
(Part NCC 
Non-
commercial 
operations 
with complex 
motor-
powered 
aircraft) — 
Subpart A — 
General 
requirements 

34 
- 
37 

Page No:  36 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 NCC.GEN.145(b), sub-paragraph 
(c) 
  
Comment:  The requirement in sub-paragraph (c) for an 
inspection of the flight recorders to be carried out “every 
day” is not considered either practical or necessary.  It is 
presumed that what is meant here is before the ‘first flight 
of the day’ as partly discussed at paragraph 2.4.2 on page 
15: 
  
“(5) A new provision is added recommending that the 
means for pre-flight checking the flight recorder for 
proper operation should be checked daily, when available, 
or that an alternative operational check is performed at 
time intervals not exceeding 7 days….” 
  
It is recommended that this section is reviewed to ensure 
that the intent is properly captured in the text and 
explanatory material. 
  
Justification:  Clarity of intent and proportionality. 
  

 

31 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.4 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex VIII 
(Part SPO 
Specialised 
operations) — 
Subpart A — 
General 
requirements 

38 
- 
41 

Page No:  39 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 SPO.GEN.145(b), sub-paragraph 
(a)(1) and (2) 
  
Comment:  The text of sub-paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) 
does not flow correctly.  Suggest amend as proposed 
below. 
  
Justification:  Clarity. 
  
Proposed Text:   
“(1)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording should not exceed 3 months For a flight recorder 
that is recording on magnetic wire or is using frequency 
modulation technology, the time interval between two 
inspections of the recording should not exceed 3 
months. 
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(2)  The time interval between two inspections of the 
recording may be up to 2 years if the For a flight recorder 
that is solid-state and the flight recorder system is fitted 
with continuous monitoring for proper operation, the time 
interval between two inspections of the recording 
may be up to 2 years.” 
  

32 Draft Decision 
— 3.2.4 
Amendment 
of AMC/GM to 
Annex VIII 
(Part SPO 
Specialised 
operations) — 
Subpart A — 
General 
requirements 

38 
- 
41 

Page No:  40 
  
Paragraph No:  AMC1 SPO.GEN.145(b), sub-paragraph 
(c) 
  
Comment:  The requirement in sub-paragraph (c) for an 
inspection of the flight recorders to be carried out “every 
day” is not considered either practical or necessary.  It is 
presumed that what is meant here is before the ‘first flight 
of the day’ as partly discussed at paragraph 2.4.2on page 
15: 
  
“(5) A new provision is added recommending that the 
means for pre-flight checking the flight recorder for 
proper operation should be checked daily, when available, 
or that an alternative operational check is performed at 
time intervals not exceeding 7 days….” 
  
It is recommended that this section is reviewed to ensure 
that the intent is properly captured in the text and 
explanatory material. 
  
Justification:  Clarity of intent and proportionality. 
  

 

33 6. Appendices 
— (ii) — RIA 
A: 
Discontinuation
of obsolete 
recording 
technologies 
— 5. Analysis 
of impacts — 
5.1. Safety 
impact — 
5.1.5. Option 
4 

80 Page No:  80 
  
Paragraph No:  5.1.5  Option 4 (1+3) 
  
Comment:  This option does not address the reliability 
issues of magnetic tape FDRs as it does for magnetic wire 
and frequency modulation technologies. It is acknowledged 
in the NPA that magnetic tape FDRs are the most common 
of obsolete technologies (see page 79, 5.1.2, last 
paragraph). Therefore it stands to reason that these should 
be targeted as well. In addition to this, page 9, section 2.1 
(a) states that one of the issues to be addressed is the 
unreliability of obsolete recording technologies for FDRs, 
including magnetic tape. 
  
Justification:  To align and support the NPA objective on 
page 9, paragraph 2.1 (a) 
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