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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0717/2011 by Dietrich Bechstein (German), on behalf of 
Flugtouristik Delitzsch e.V., on the grounding of their glider aircraft

1. Summary of petition

Regulation 216/2008/EC on common rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a 
European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) set the framework for aviation safety in the EU. 
EASA decided that gliders of the Blanik type should be grounded throughout the EU, as a 
result of an accident in June 2010. The petitioner has tried to convince EASA to lift the 
grounding, to no avail. He asks the Parliament to ensure that their plane is authorised to fly 
once again. He alleges that EASA acted hastily in grounding the planes and now refuses to 
admit it.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 3 November 2011. Information requested from Commission under 
Rule 202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 16 March 2012

In June 2010 there was a fatal accident in Austria involving an 'L13 Blanik' glider. The 
authority responsible for investigating the accident in this case is the Vienna-based Austrian 
flight accident investigation body. The investigations are currently still ongoing and the 
Austrian authorities have not yet published a report. The EASA itself was not and is not 
involved in these investigations.

Because of the fatal accident, the EASA immediately began its own investigations 
independently of the Austrian investigations in order to obtain information about the possible 
causes of the accident. The EASA worked together with the manufacturer of the aircraft 
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model (Aircraft Industries) and analysed technical documents and test results as well as 
documents from earlier incidents.

It emerged from these analyses and evaluations by technical experts that the Blanik type 
concerned has suffered and still suffers excessively from material fatigue problems, 
particularly in the aerofoil near the connection between the wing and the fuselage. Further 
findings indicate that these critical points lie inside a riveted multi-layer metal block. The 
EASA therefore concluded that a visual inspection did not provide sufficient certainty in order
to be able to investigate these critical areas beyond any doubt. These findings were reinforced 
by analysis of earlier, non-fatal incidents and were also confirmed by the industry.

It must also be pointed out that the manufacturer reacted a long time ago to this known weak 
point with modifications to strengthen precisely those critical areas. In the meantime there are 
4 Blanik models: 3 'strengthened' versions and the 'basic' version without strengthening. 
Whereas the strengthened aircraft were and are able to continue to fly, subject to strict 
conditions, a flying ban for the basic version was issued by AD 2010-0185-E and is still 
current.

On the grounds of the above-mentioned AD, the petitioner first wrote to the EASA on 
6 October 2010 and asked for various pieces of information, to which the EASA replied by 
letter of 11 November 2010. He then sent further, in some cases more extensive, requests for 
information on 28 January 2011, 13 February 2011, 22 March 2011, 24 June 2011 (copy of 
the petition of 9 June 2011 and a further letter), and lastly on 24 October 2011, to which the 
EASA replied by letters of 21 February 2011, 25 February 2011, 18 April 2011, 
27 May 2011, 21 June 2011, 4 July 2011, 28 September 2011 and lastly 21 November 2011.

In these letters the EASA explained that the Austrian authorities are responsible for the 
accident investigation, that it has not yet been completed, that an investigation report has not 
been submitted to the EASA, that questions about the events leading to the accident and the 
accident investigation should be addressed to the Austrian authorities, and that according to 
the EASA's findings aerobatic flights exacerbate material fatigue.

It was also explained to the petitioner that the EASA acts independently of the Austrian 
authority and therefore does not have to wait for an investigation report, particularly since 
such investigations can take several years and waiting therefore entails too great a safety risk 
and would endanger more human lives.

The petitioner was informed on several occasions that the critical area of his Blanik cannot be 
visually inspected beyond doubt – a statement which he continues to contradict. In this 
connection it was explained that the AD can be amended or suspended only if the safety and 
flightworthiness of his Blanik is proven and that his repeated offer of visual inspection does 
not ensure this. The petitioner was also informed that the industry is interested in a solution 
and is already working on this, and he was provided with the contact details of the German 
firm AD&C (Aircraft Design and Certification Ltd.).

In summary, it should be noted that the EASA has exercised great care in analysing all 
available findings from test and investigation results and from previous investigations of other 
incidents and on that basis is convinced that the AD in question is necessary, proportional, 
expedient and rightly issued. Also, the EASA was and is in contact with the industry (AI, 
AD&C) so that more recent test procedures and modifications to strengthen the critical areas 
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can be taken into consideration as regards revoking or maintaining the AD in question. In this 
connection it should be pointed out that investigations by AD&C within the framework of the 
search for possible approaches to solutions for strengthening the Blanik tend to confirm the 
EASA's findings to date, indeed to further strengthen its view of the critical areas. The EASA 
therefore continues to see no possibility of revoking the AD in question.


