THE FUTURE OF DESIGN ORGANISATION APPROVALS (DOA)

SUMMARY AND FUTURE ACTIONS FROM THE WORKSHOP HELD AT DASSAULT AVIATION, SAINT-CLOUD, PARIS ON 07/11/2006
Attendance
89 people had registered for the workshop. (See separate Attendance List)
Summary of topics discussed
1. Modular approach to certification.

· No support in principle. 
· Would require a huge effort to develop the necessary CSs. 
· Extension of ETSO parts would be pursued as and when the need arises. (EASA has established formal links with EUROCAE to facilitate adoption of some existing national standards and in the development of new ETSOs in the future).
Conclusion:  No support for continuing – CLOSED.
2. Self-certification

· No support from large aircraft/engine manufacturers, who endorse the current DOA system principles with defined privileges. 

· For non-complex aircraft, self-certification should be further investigated as a means of alleviating the present DOA system, which was considered too burdensome, too costly and lead to project delays. 
Conclusion:  No support for continuing - CLOSED. 
(Ideas for small non-complex aircraft to be developed in conjunction with Rulemaking task MDM.032 (See 4 below))
3. Third Party Certification

· No support

· As a third party scheme is currently being developed for POA, it was questioned why such a scheme would not be appropriate for DOA? 
Answer: No experience within design and focus of DOA/POA is different.

· EASA sees such a scheme as benefiting industry as it would alleviate it from performing multiple audits of sub-contractors and suppliers. However, EASA’s role is primarily to approve products and it is not up to EASA to dictate how industry organises itself and interacts.
Conclusion:  No support for continuing - CLOSED.

4. Non-complex aircraft

It was highlighted that the rules governing non-complex aircraft were currently the subject of review within EASA rulemaking activity MDM.032.  
Specific ideas that arose relating to DOA that could be further explored included:

· Provide simpler rules to facilitate the development of new types, such as an “experimental category” for proof of concept prototype aircraft.
· The use of DOA + consultants:  (This is already possible under existing rules).

· Use of a “Designee system” (See Section 5. below)
· Adapt the existing DOA by allowing alternate procedures with privileges (Departure from current philosophy).

· Need to ensure interface between EASA/applicant is through technical representatives rather than DOA managers.
Conclusion:  Group to develop ideas similar to US “experimental category”.

Separate Group to investigate further alternatives to DOA. (To be handled under task MDM.032).
5. Designee System
· Request to consider such a system from Airbus and also from GA.
· Why from Airbus? To complement the existing DOA and provide a greater degree of autonomy with extended privileges to meet the challenges of controlling a global business.
· Why from GA? -  To provide an alternative to DOA, that is effective and flexible and which gives clear evidence of Authority approval.

Conclusion:  As this would be a departure from existing principles, EASA will determine the feasibility of introducing such a system. 

If agreed, Group to be formed.
5. DOA for subcontractors
· Clear interest for such an extension from all sectors.
· The eligibility for a DOA could be linked with the need to provide compliance statements. In this way, Compliance Statements made by sub-contractors, suppliers and test houses offering specific expertise could be accepted by the design approval holder without further verification.
· Interfaces would need further investigation.
· International aspect would require further investigation, such as approval of foreign sub-contractors and the acceptance of DOA by other authorities.
Conclusion:  Group to develop ideas.

Future Actions List

	No.
	Subject
	Action 
	Method of Working 
	Provisional list of industry group members

	21.024
(b)(1)
	Non-complex aircraft
	Propose concept for an “experimental category” for proof of concept prototype aircraft without DOA
	Group
	J. Davies 

(Cameron Balloons)
J. Tempest

(de Havilland Support Ltd)

W. Scholz (ESM)
TBD (ECOGAS)

	21.024
(b)(2)
	Non-complex aircraft
	Develop proposals for an alternatives to DOA
	Group

(Within task MDM.032) 
	

	21.024 (b)(3)
	Designee System
	Determine the feasibility of introducing a “designee system”
	EASA


	

	21.024
(b)(4)

* 
	Designee System
	Develop proposals for a  “designee system” 
	Group
	G Fontaine (Airbus)
C Rawden (RR)
T Gibson
(Terry Gibson Associates)

TBD (ASD)
C Savage 
(Pall Aerospace)
H. Plafka

(RUAG Aerospace)

	21.024
(b)(5)
	DOA  for sub-contractors
	Develop proposals to allow recognition and approval of suppliers, sub-contractors and test houses.
	Group
	C Savage 
(Pall Aerospace)
C Rawden (RR)
T Gibson

(Terry Gibson Associates)

J-P Fournier (ASD)
P Feind

(Liebherr-Aerospace)

F Westwood 
(MTU Maintenance)
C. Sergent

(EAD Aerospace)


* To be confirmed depending on the outcome of task 21.024(b)(3).
