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Question 1: Are you satisfied with the current DOA concept as applied today?  If no, describe 
areas where the existing concept is seen as inefficient or doesn’t provide the necessary 
flexibility. 
 
Absolutely not satisfied that the DOA is required to design recreational aircraft (non-revenue) 
of 2000 kg or less.  Further, we are not satisfied that our DOA is limited by ‘major/minor’ 
privileges, though our whole bracket of aviation is of minor regulatory importance.  Our 
aircraft seat up to 5 persons, and are typically used for personal recreation.  In the 
marketplace of recreational activities (motor sports, water sports, gravity sports, extreme 
sports), light aircraft cannot compete while our costs carry the burden of regulation, which has 
proven ineffective in changing safety statistics since the original regulations were released. 
 
The tort and other laws of justice exist as enforcers of good design.  The companies which 
insure designers could require process audits, if the government would stop certifying 
designers. 
 
Industry processes and accreditation, such as ISO and ASTM, are preferable for this class 
aircraft. 
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Question 2: How are responsibilities/liabilities currently established in your organisation 
between the DOA holder and sub-contractors?  Describe: 
a)   how delegation of certification tasks are made, if any; 
b)   what interfaces are present to control such delegation; 
c)   how liability issues are addressed . 
 
2a. Virtually zero responsibilities are delegated by Apex.  Responsibility and liability are under 
contest on a continuing basis.  A particularly odd example is a DGAC special requirement for 
our aerobatic sport aircraft (2 persons), the CAP10B, that it be equipped with a recording 
accelerometer (G-meter) manufactured by MEV.  The manufacturer has no approvals for the 
performance or design.  Apex has no design expertise in such instruments.  The device has 
some safety value, but is the design really worthy of EASA oversight? 
2b.  For single-engine airplanes, un-pressurized, very few critical items are subcontracted.  
Our control consists largely of re-inspecting and operational testing those items coming from 
subcontractors. 
2c.  Liability issues are settled in civil court. 
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Question 3: How are current Type Certification documentation and data required for 
continuing airworthiness controlled? Describe what control mechanisms are in place by the TC 
applicant to delegate and control documentation. 
 
As much as allowed, TC documentation is controlled inside Apex.  The unhappy exceptions are 
the user documents (Aircraft Flight Manuals, Service Bulletins, etc), which, under current rules, 
usually require EASA approval for issue and changes.  In today’s age of electronic publishing, 
this approval process becomes the major delay in getting information to our customers (pilots 
and engineers). 
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Question 4: Do you foresee that the DOA will be ineffective/uneconomic in meeting the future 
needs of Industry. Describe:  
a)   what are these future needs, or plans, in terms of distribution of design responsibilities. 
b)   what kind of DOA would be required in that context. 
4a.  The ultimate responsibilities for design of aircraft under 2000 kg can be fully met by the 
insurance industry and the justice courts.  Non-governmental agencies, such as pilot 
associations, are fully capable of endorsing or condemning designs.  The marketplace, 
especially in this age of instant communication, allows every user (pilot) the means to 
research the reputation of any design he confronts. 
4b.  If the DOA survives for recreational aircraft, it must be full authority. 
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Question 5: Do you consider it necessary to recognise expertise at system or sub-assembly 
level?  Please provide: 
a)   justification and identify possible associated DOA privileges; 
b)   pros and cons for having such recognition managed and controlled by the Agency or by 

Industry itself. 
 
5a.  The recreational aviation world is a mature market.  It has many checks and balances : 
100 year history, the industry journalism, old experts, international competition, similar 
technologies from other industries (military, aerospace, automotive, motorsports, boating).  
Government agencies are understood in this market to be burdens, not aids, to progress.  No 
government recognition is required, and the process has negative value.  
5b.  The Agency should not be concerned at all with recreational aircraft less than 2000 kg.  
The importance of transport aircraft should not be confused with the hobby environment of the 
light aircraft community.  Having a governmental agency, by its very presence, suppresses the 
hobby. 
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Question 6: Some aircraft systems are already treated as Products and hold a Type 
Certificate in their own right (e.g. Engines and Propellers).  Would you like to see an extension 
of these principles to create a modular approach to certification?  If yes, describe: 
a) what systems should be included,  
b) what you see as the pros and cons of such an extension,  
c) what interface issues may arise and how possible safety gaps are to be avoided, and 
d) how overall control and responsibilities are to be managed. 
6a.  As producers of Part 23 light aircraft, one of our biggest time wasters is approving various 
combinations of  navigation, communication, and surveillance electronics.  The manufacturers 
already recommend combinations and installations.  We almost certainly do not improve on 
their expertise.  Installing modern instrument systems such as Garmin 1000, Chelton, 
Avidyne, etcetera, should be ‘plug-and-play’ for aircraft such as ours. 
Modern devices approved in other industries as safety-critical, such as throttle-by-wire, brake-
by-wire, and steer-by-wire systems coming from automobile applications, should be accepted 
on their previous approvals, for our light aircraft. 
Whole airframe parachute systems, and inflatable passenger restraints (airbags), are 
expensive to test repeatedly, but fundamentally sound in principle and practice.  Such 
products are likely candidates for modular certification.  They are used in extreme, otherwise-
fatal conditions, and may add safety, but probably not decrease safety. 
6b. One con for such certifications is if we find in practice that a product is not optimal.  The 
pro is that we can correct it quickly.  It should always be kept in mind that, for light aircraft, 
the cost of man-hours from delay, usually exceeds material costs. 
6c.  Safety gaps can be best avoided by peer review.  Fortunately today, with internet 
multimedia communication, this can happen with great transparency and speed.  A particularly 
fine example is the market for unapproved glass cockpits such as those used in kit-built and 
amateur-built aircraft.  Products such as Dynon, Blue Mountain Avionics, Biofly, and GRT are 
discussed by designers, users, and critics. 
6d.  All responsibilities are held by the design office. 
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Question 7: Would you be in favour of Industry self-certification of aviation products?  Please 
describe: 
a) what you see as the pros and cons of such an approach,  
b) what level of Agency involvement, if any, would be appropriate?, and  
c) the pros and cons of certification by 3rd party organisations. 
 
7a.  Light aviation would advance remarkably with self-certification, especially in the area of 
situational awareness (cockpit displays) and safety equipment (parachutes and airbags). 
7b.  The Agency must prepare justification for rescinding its authority over recreational 
aviation, showing comparable safety for relatively unregulated activities such as motorcycling, 
boating, bicycling, etcetera.  Emphasis on the ‘travelling public’ (transport) is expected, and 
the public cares not about ‘those little airplanes’.  An especially strong example of industry 
progressing despite government involvement is the delivery of weather images into the 
cockpit, in the USA : while FAA and NASA still attempt uploads through ADS-B, the market has 
turned to satellite download from WxWeather. 
7c.  There might evolve competing standards.  This is a pro, even if sometimes awkward, 
because the market gets to see the competition and decide for itself. 
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