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ATPL Flight Planning
Exam Feedback Summary
Official interpreted summary of recent student reports

	Data set
	155 reports

	Date range
	12 Jan 2026 to 17 Jun 2026

	Scope
	Descriptive analysis only



This report gives upcoming candidates a clearer understanding of how previous students described their Flight Planning exam experience. It summarises free-text feedback submitted by students, who were able to comment openly on what they encountered in the exam.
	A note of caution
This report shows what previous students chose to mention after their exam. It does not show what will appear in a future exam, how often topics appeared in the actual exam, or whether any particular preparation strategy is sufficient.
Because the data comes from free-text feedback, the absence of a particular theme should not be treated as absence from the exam. A topic may have appeared in a student’s exam but not been mentioned in their feedback, or it may not have stood out compared with other aspects of the paper.
A high number of mentions should be read as a sign that the topic stood out in the feedback, not as a conclusion by itself. For example, bank familiarity or unfamiliarity was mentioned in 94% of reports. This shows that the topic was widely discussed in the feedback, but it does not, by itself, indicate how closely the exams matched question-bank material. That point is better judged by the similarity percentages reported by students.






Summary table
Overall patterns across the feedback
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Question-bank familiarity or unfamiliarity
	94%
	This was the dominant overall discussion point. It shows that most candidates framed their feedback around whether questions felt familiar or unfamiliar compared with question-bank material. On its own, this does not show the degree of similarity; that needs the detailed similarity comments below.

	Exam manageability, difficulty, fairness, time or stress
	54%
	Over half of the feedback commented on how the exam felt overall, including workload, pressure, fairness and manageability.

	Calculation-heavy experience
	53%
	Just over half of the feedback described the exam in terms of calculation load or calculation-method changes. 

	New, unseen, reworded or changed-number material
	47%
	This is the main counterbalance to the bank-familiarity theme. Many candidates saw some familiar material, but also reported questions that felt changed, reworded or unfamiliar.



Question-bank familiarity
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Similarity below 50%
	13%
	Among candidates who gave a clear similarity figure, a minority reported low similarity to question-bank material.

	Similarity between 50% and 79%
	45%
	This was the largest similarity band among reports that gave a number. It suggests that many candidates saw a mixed paper: some familiar material, but not a full bank-style match.

	Similarity at 80% or above
	42%
	A substantial proportion of candidates who gave a number reported high similarity. This should be read alongside the reports of rewording, changed figures and new material.



New, unseen, reworded or changed material
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	New or unseen questions
	35%
	This was the most common form of unfamiliarity reported. It suggests that unfamiliar questions were a noticeable part of the feedback, even where other parts of the paper felt bank-like.

	Reworded, same-concept or changed-number questions
	22%
	Some candidates recognised the underlying concept but reported that the wording, figures or method had changed. This matters because familiarity with the idea did not always mean the question appeared in a directly recognisable form.

	Different or new annexes, charts, routes or logs
	17%
	Some feedback pointed to changed supporting material rather than simply changed question wording. 

	Different figures or data
	10%
	This was a smaller but still relevant point. It indicates that some otherwise familiar-style questions may have required fresh calculation rather than recognition of a memorised answer.



General exam experience
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Fair, easy, manageable or straightforward
	57%
	Within the manageability/difficulty theme, most comments were broadly positive. This means that although the exam often generated comments about workload or fairness, many of those comments still described the paper as manageable.

	Mixed comments: positive wording plus difficulty, stress or time pressure
	19%
	Some candidates gave a balanced view: the paper was not necessarily unfair, but it still involved pressure, calculation load or difficult elements.

	Difficult, stressful or time-consuming
	24%
	A quarter of all reports that commented on exam experience described the exam negatively. This suggests that the same paper type may feel manageable to some candidates but demanding to others, especially under time pressure.



Calculation-heavy exam experience
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Fuel policy content
	89%
	Where candidates described the exam as calculation-heavy, fuel policy was overwhelmingly the main context. T

	Chart, annex or plate content
	59%
	While not calculation based, many students reported exams with a heavy concentration of chart-based content.

	Navigation-log/OFP, revised time or fuel-flow content
	40%
	A sizeable share of the calculation-heavy feedback related to operational planning calculations, particularly nav-log, OFP, time and fuel-flow work.



Subject patterns: fuel planning
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Fuel planning overall
	61%
	Fuel planning was the most prominent subject theme mentioned across all comments. 

	PSR, PET, RCF or PDP
	41%
	These named items were mainly reported as absent or limited, not as frequent appearances. 

	Navigation-log/OFP fuel or time calculations
	37%
	These were a regular feature within the fuel-planning feedback.

	Extra, contingency, final reserve, block, tankering or isolated-aerodrome fuel
	35%
	These specific fuel policy terms appeared regularly within the fuel-planning comments.





Subject patterns: charts and plates
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Charts and plates overall
	43%
	Charts and plates were the second most prominent subject theme mentioned across all comments. Just less than half of all student comments mentioned charts to some degree.

	IFR plates, SID/STAR, approach or route-chart references
	49%
	Within chart and plate feedback, IFR and route-chart material was the most common area mentioned.

	Groundspeed, drift, WCA, distance or radial work linked to chart use
	40%
	Many chart references involved active use of the chart to calculate or derive an answer, rather than simply identifying a chart feature.

	VFR chart references
	33%
	VFR chart material appeared less often than IFR and route-chart material, but still formed a recurring part of the chart-related feedback.



Honourable mentions
	AREA / FINDING
	SHARE
	INTERPRETATION

	Tricky or confusing wording
	24%
	Many candidates commented on wording that was awkward, confusing or easy to misread. This supports the broader point that familiarity with content did not always remove interpretation difficulty.

	Type-in-heavy format
	12%
	This appeared as a smaller recurring format issue and applied to UK CAA feedback only.

	GNSS/GPS/PBN references
	10%
	These were recurring minor mentions rather than a leading theme.

	NOTAM references
	8%
	NOTAM references appeared as a minor recurring observation. The low percentage should not be read as absence from exams, only limited mention in this feedback set.



	Data note
The source data is free-text feedback rather than a fixed survey. Percentages show what candidates chose to mention. A low percentage does not mean a topic was absent from exams, and one comment may contribute to more than one theme.
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