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1. INTRODUCTION / BACKGROUND
The Design Organisation Approval (DOA) concept established by Commission Regulation (EC) 1702/2003 (Part 21) imposes a framework on design organisations with regard to the management,  responsibilities, procedures and resources of the organisation.  It provides both the regulator and Industry with confidence that the approved organisation is capable of undertaking the design of a product to a high standard and that managerial and procedural practices are in place to ensure its continued airworthiness.  

However, the DOA is only a tool, and it is recognised that with changes in industry practice, for example in the use of risk sharing partners, the DOA concept as applied today may not lead to the most efficient or economic working practices. Options for expanding the DOA concept to reflect current and future Industry needs, have been the subject of various forums over the last few years.  In particular, FAA and EASA presented at the Europe-US International Aviation Safety Conference in 2005 some thoughts on the challenges facing design and certification work sharing and possible future developments aimed at addressing global design and manufacturing.  

In order to further build on this earlier work, on 18/01/2006 the Agency published a questionnaire on its website, as part of rulemaking task 21.024b, entitled “The future of DOA: A needs questionnaire to industry”. The intent was to specifically solicit industry’s views on the current DOA concept applied by the Agency and its future relevance, effectiveness and efficiency in relation to foreseen industry developments. 

This report is a preliminary analysis of responses received and collates and categorises them into specific issues for the Agency to address.  A future report will detail the Agency’s response to these issues and identify a possible way forward as the basis for further consultation and debate.   

2. IDENTIFIED ISSUES WITH THE EXISTING DOA CONCEPT

This section summarises issues raised by industry on the existing DOA rules of Part 21 and its implementation. 

Industry recognised certain advantages of the current DOA concept, such as its international acceptance, the ability to classify and self approve minor findings of compliance against EASA standards under DOA privileges and the contribution DOA has made to establishing a level of trust between DOA holders and the Agency.  However, an analysis of responses (see Appendix 2) shows that overall only 26% of respondents said they were satisfied with the DOA concept as applied today. DOA holders with large aircraft TC/STC responsibilities were generally more satisfied (79%) than other DOA holders or non-DOA holders. 

Specific reasons for industry’s dissatisfaction are summarised as follows:

a) Many respondents felt that the EASA DOA concept is inferior to previous JAR-21 DOA/ national systems and this has led to an increase in procedural burden, timescale delays and costs, without any safety benefit. It may even be contra productive regarding safety if insufficient resource is left to plan, supervise and monitor tasks.

b) For sub-contractors/suppliers, a single approval has been replaced by one approval per TC holder per project.  This has meant considerably more work for all.
c) Sub-contractors/suppliers are presently performing much of the design and compliance substantiation work on behalf of TC Holders (both pre and post type certification) but because of their limited eligibility to obtain a DOA, the TC Holder is expected to provide an increased level of surveillance of these organisations and to duplicate the review of compliance substantiation findings with a lower competency than the component/system designer. 

d) The current DOA concept requires suppliers to accommodate many customer variations within their own design quality management system and be subject to multiple audits by TC/STC holders. Most organisations would prefer to work to their own single internal procedures. 

e) Equipment specialists feel that the specialist knowledge they have accumulated over many years is being squandered. 

f) Partners, sub-contractors and suppliers are more and more located outside of the EU and USA.  In such areas, reliance on the DOA system alone may not provide the necessary airworthiness safeguards. 

g) The case where the TC holder is a consortium made of major companies, is not specifically accounted for by the simple TC holder / sub-contractor relationship of Part 21. This is all the more evident when one of the major companies is not European.  

h) Many small companies (e.g. GA and recreational aircraft manufacturers), felt that the DOA system was not suitable and greater consideration needed to be given to their market segment.

i) Suppliers are often reliant on availability of resources at the TC/STC holder to introduce changes to their products. 

j) The DOA/ADOAP can be discriminatory. Smaller companies can take advantage of ADOAP to gain a competitive advantage whereas larger companies can not.

k) Lack of provision to make repair design to ETSO other than by the ETSO holder  (e.g. seat manufacturers). 

l) The current DOA concept is weighted heavily in favour of TC Holder organisations and does not allow a level playing field in the area of repair design approval. The approval process for major repairs currently requires design organisations to obtain approval from the competent authority. This is very time consuming and does not reflect the needs of industry. 

m) Fear that DOA is only available in the English language and not in the applicants mother tongue. 

3. THE FUTURE EFFECTIVENESS/EFFICIENCY OF THE DOA CONCEPT

Respondents were asked to comment on whether the existing DOA concept would be ineffective/uneconomic in meeting the future needs of Industry. Overall 83% of respondents (92% of those who expressed a preference) felt that the existing DOA will be ineffective/uneconomic in meeting the future needs of Industry and was consistently high in each category addressed. 

Comments received can be summarised as follows:

a) Many, including those who were generally satisfied with the DOA concept, felt that some further improvement was necessary to recognise the contribution made by  sub-contractors and suppliers as experts in their field and to provide flexibility to distribute responsibilities and privileges to those most appropriate. 

b) There is a need to find new ways of sharing the work between the Agency and TC holders, acceptable to cultures with different aeronautical traditions.

c) Rules need to be developed to recognise work share arrangements between fully competent risk-sharing partners, who are made fully responsible for all aspects of their work, including design, showing of compliance to airworthiness requirements and continued airworthiness. 

d) For GA, the EASA DOA concept is contributing to uneven competition with Asian and American companies.  Although alternate procedures are available, it was felt that more could be done to aid this industry segment, including consideration of de-regulation and reliance on market forces.

e) With a future increase in modification/STC business expected, DOA holders would struggle to manage oversight using available resources. 

f) Co-operation of different OEMs and/or Suppliers will increase leading to the creation of “Centres of Excellence” that will specialise in certain systems/parts and provide design and development expertise for various international programmes. The composition of the co-operations will vary from project to project. The DOA should provide for the possibility to allocate the certification/airworthiness responsibility to the organisation/person which is the most suitable for this task, irrespective of the formal organisation. (Similarly for test-houses).

g) Where common, international standards exist (e.g. EN 9100), they should be recognised by the Agency and promoted as industry best practice.

h) Part 21 should have a single design and production approval similar to that of the US, to avoid an unfair advantage being given to US operators and US PMA manufacturers. 

i) Wish to see FAA approved DER be accepted by EASA in order to extend the possible sources for engineering assistance.

j) Lack of provision to make repair design to ETSO other than by the ETSO holder  (e.g. seat manufacturers). Not harmonised with FAA position.  

k) Harmonisation with the FAA and other NAAs is requires to be carried out as a high priority item so that locally approved organisations, products, parts and appliances can be mutual recognised. 
l) The non-acceptance of FAA STCs without first being validated by EASA is seen as adding an undue burden.  Greater harmonisation is required or an extension to DOA holders privilege is proposed to include STC validation on behalf of the Agency. 

m) Need for regional offices.
4. CURRENT ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES

The current DOA concept places design responsibilities for the entire product with the DOA holder.  This has created some difficulties and interface issues with sub-contractors and suppliers.  Respondents were asked to identify how responsibilities are allocated and what issues have arisen as a consequence. Industry responses are summarised as follows:
a) Although the new DOAs are now responsible for equipment, they are mainly concerned with the equipment/aircraft interface and do not have the time or resources to devote to equipment design and manufacture. This may be both potentially dangerous if a problem is not detected and wasteful if it is only at the end of the development/integration process.
b) Perception of sub-contracting companies is that TC holders are involved much more than STC holders in the equipment design process. This has led to different levels of oversight provided by TC and STC DOA Holders.
c) Regular ongoing continuing airworthiness meetings are held with the relevant NAA.
d) Liability issues are unclear or left to the courts.

e) Some DOA holders delegate airworthiness functions some do not. The level of delegation may vary between organisations and is dependent on the subcontractors certification level i.e. with or without its own design assurance system and/or holding a DOA approval or not. 
f) TC/STC holders will only do business with suppliers if they are approved by them.  This normally means they hold a ISO 9001:2000- AS EN 9100 (Aerospace Sector Scheme) approval, and are audited by the TC/STC holders own supplier assurance department.
g) Delegation of any airworthiness functions is only permitted after successful investigation of the supplier and creation of an interface document to comply with 21A.243(b). Continued assessment is conducted on a regular basis under Design Assurance Reviews, led by the TC holder. The level of oversight will depend on whether the sub-contractor hold a DOA in their own right or not. 
h) Data created for a DOA under another DOA approval may be used directly.
i) No delegated responsibilities are allowed. The DOA’s own CVE approve all design data and compliance documents.
j) Any design changes are published as an amendment by the DOA holder.
k) Liability is retained by the DOA holder.

5. THE NEED TO RECOGNISE EXPERTISE AT SUB-CONTRACTOR OR SUPPLIER LEVEL. 
Many respondents considered that there was merit in the previous JAA “JB” DOA concept. Overall 67% were in favour of recognising design expertise at sub-contractor/supplier level.

The main category who were against recognition were manufactures of non-complex aircraft (e.g. sailplanes, motorgliders, balloons) who felt they could retain the relevant expertise largely in-house, and equipment manufactures who felt there was no further benefit in recognising sub-supplier level organisations, who were primarily manufacturing facilities with no need for design privileges. 

The pros and cons of such a concept identified by industry are summarised in Table 1.

6. AREAS OF DOA THAT WOULD BENEFIT FROM FURTHER DEVELOPMENT
Proposals from industry to further develop Part 21 Sub-part J are collated in Tables 2, 3 and 4.  

Table 2 addresses general changes, derived from both current implementation issues as well as in response to future needs identified in section 3 of this report. 

Table 3 collates industry proposals for new or extensions to existing DOA privileges.

Table 4 has been created to specifically address issues raised by the GA community, who are of the opinion that the current DOA concept is not suited to their type of activity. Smaller General Aviation companies find it difficult to justify financially the very high costs associated with obtaining a DOA.  These companies also find it difficult to justify (again on financial grounds) employing sufficient people and to cover the full range of skills implied by the present DOA, particularly for obtaining a TC or change to a TC.

EASA’s response to all of these proposals will be promulgated in a future report.


TABLE 1: PROS AND CONS OF RECOGNISING EXPERTISE AT SUB-CONTRACTOR/SUPPLIER LEVEL

	Pros (In favour of sub-DOAs)
	Cons
	Comments

	a) The future needs of industry will be best served by allowing lower tier suppliers to take responsibility for their products.

b) Specialist firms who design and develop parts and appliances for the TC holder are protective of their expertise and know-how and are reluctant to share information.  

c) For post type-certification work, classification and approval of design changes and repairs and the approval of changes to the instructions for continued airworthiness would be more efficient if conducted by the at OEM.

d) Recognition by the Agency of sub-contractors / suppliers would promote the capabilities of the EU aerospace industry in a global context. It would also facilitate European companies recognition by non-European Authorities, as, for example, an acceptable witness of a compliance test. 

e) Recognition and regulation by the Agency  would provide standardisation of  implementing rules across the EU. 

f) Compliance shown at sub-contractor level, would be earlier in the design phase and can therefore build certification confidence and avoid costly design iteration.
	g) DOA privileges at sub-contractor/supplier level could only be granted by EASA if associated with a dedicated certification specification.

h) Granting of DOA privileges at sub-contractor/supplier level must not lead to ambiguous or uncertain responsibilities and interfaces, as this could introduce safety risks. 

i) The award of independent DOA privileges without TC holder involvement is not supported. The expertise to determine the effect on the system of changes made to individual parts of a product is unlikely to be available at a supplier without the level of knowledge of the TC holder, even for the approval of Minor modifications. 
	j) A TC Applicant will generally not have in-house the intimate expertise for the design of all parts and appliances fitted to his aircraft.

k) Already today, the aircraft designer relies heavily on assessments from  sub-contractors to support some of its compliance declarations. 

l) General privileges could be granted by the Agency under a DOA to sub-contractors/ supplier. 

m) Delegation of privileges would be from the TC/STC holder for each individual product. These should be through formal interface arrangements.


TABLE 2: AREAS OF DOA THAT WOULD BENEFIT FROM FURTHER DEVELOPMENT (GENERAL)
	Index
	Industry Proposal
	EASA Response

	2.1
	Recognise the contribution made by industrial partners, sub-contractors and suppliers (including “centres of excellence” and test-houses) and make them eligible for DOA within their scope of work. This would provide an assurance of competence in a specific area of expertise that could be used with confidence by a TC/STC holders.
	

	2.2
	Provide flexibility to allow the DOA (TC/STC holder) to distribute design and continued airworthiness responsibilities and privileges to those experts in their field. 
	

	2.3
	Find new ways of sharing the work between the Agency and TC holders, acceptable to cultures with different aeronautical traditions.
	

	2.4
	Need to harmonise “design assurance” requirements that apply to sub-contractors/suppliers (including non-EU industry).
	

	2.5
	Where common, international standards exist (e.g. EN 9100), they should be recognised by the Agency and promoted as industry best practice.
	

	2.6
	Part 21 should have a single design and production approval similar to that of the US, to avoid an unfair advantage being given to US operators and US PMA manufacturers.
	

	2.7
	FAA approved DERs should be accepted by EASA in order to extend the possible sources for engineering assistance.
	

	2.8
	Not all companies benefit from the whole set of privileges, though some believe that they should.
	

	2.9
	Need for further standardisation/EASA oversight of the implementation of DOA rules by NAAs.
	

	2.10
	Acceptance from Design Organisations of production non-conformities
	

	2.11
	Certain manuals are to be approved by the Agency, but the approval process is not described : e.g. : MMEL, MRBR.  Should only certain manuals be approved or should all, either by the Agency or under DOA privilege. It is not clear within the set of applicable rules (Part 21 being part of this set), what the status is of data that maintenance organisations need.
	

	2.12
	Typically for repairs to engine or propeller parts, the extent to which the effect on the aircraft must be considered by the engine or propeller TC holder, and the resulting involvement of the aircraft TC holder, should be better defined.
	

	2.13
	Further examples of Major/Minor repairs/changes needed to aid classification determination. 
	

	2.14
	There is an apparent discrepancy between the engine TC holder, who is approved to find compliance against CS-E, but not CS-25, and the independent DOA who is (apparently) able to declare compliance against both CS-E and CS-25.
	

	2.15
	Implement agreements with foreign aviation authorities to enhance mutual recognition of products, changes to products, etc. 
	


TABLE 3: NEW OR EXTENSION OF DOA PRIVILEGES
	Index
	Industry Proposal
	EASA Response

	3.1
	Clarification on the privilege from 21A.263(b) that relate to the acceptance of compliance document without further verification by the Agency, and extension of privileges to the compliance findings themselves.
	EASA regulatory task 21.024a

	3.2
	Acceptance of certain unchanged aspects of the certification basis, for a significant major design change.
	

	3.3
	Approval of certain major changes for TC holders.
	

	3.4
	Approval of documentary changes to all approved manuals or similar documents. (Currently only applicable to AFM)
	

	3.5
	Certain of the existing privileges can be exercised better by a sub-contractor than by the TC/STC holder itself. Grant sub-contractors/suppliers with certain privileges, provided they are agreed by the TC holder, the Agency (and the local authority when the sub-contractor/supplier is located outside the EU). 
	

	3.6
	Permits to Fly: Some kind of privilege or delegation from the competent authority is desired when production, maintenance status and design of the aircraft is assessed by an approved company.
	EASA regulatory task 21.023

	3.7
	Allow Additional delegated functions under a “designee” system, in a similar way to the FAA ODA system, e.g. 
- issuance of PtoF and CofA

- approval of major changes to type design (at least level 2)

- approval of major unintentional deviations in production

- approval of changes to approved manuals

- approval of an alternative means of compliance to an AD.

Such a system would complement the limited EASA workforce.
	

	3.8
	More/full responsibility for “non-significant” changes or repairs could be undertaken by a DOA who is not the TC holder.
	

	3.9
	Allow maintenance organisation to classify data as major or minor and to approve minor data.
	

	3.10
	Allow DOAs to approve all major data (non-STC) without involvement of the Agency
	

	3.11
	Approval of minor unintentional deviations in production and repairs. (Currently granted but not defined in Part 21).
	

	3.12
	With regard to design change classification and approval, the component OEM should have the privilege to classify design changes to his component and approve such design changes that are Minor (with no further substantiation of compliance necessary). Whilst they need to notify the TC Holder of all design change activity with due consideration of configuration management at the product level, not all component design changes require a product level design change. The following tasks should be a privilege of the system supplier:

· The decision on minor concessions

· The approval of Component Maintenance Manuals (CMM)
· The approval of repair beyond the CMM
· Decision and approval of minor changes
· Decision and approval of conformity inspection
· Test witnessing for certification tasks
· Configuration Control Management for the Systems.
· Production of test specimens
· Design a change outside of its scope of approval, with Agency verification
	

	3.13
	Currently, there are no changes and repairs to ETSO articles allowed by other than the ETSO holder, even not for DOAs who are allowed to design changes and repairs to the much more complex products. The overall control and responsibility for changes or repairs can be managed by an approved design organization even if the part and appliance has its own TCDS or an ETSO or equivalent approval. The part 21 subpart M and –O should be changed accordingly. (the difference to FAA TSO system will be reduced).
	

	3.14
	The FAA system allows level 2 changes / repairs to be approved without the direct involvement of the FAA. In addition, a US Designated Alteration Station DAS is allowed to issue STCs on behalf of the FAA. A comparable possibility should be available for a qualified DOA in Europe as well.
	

	3.15
	Extension to DOA holders privilege to include STC validation on behalf of the Agency.
	

	3.16
	Extend certain DOA privileges to Part 145 approved organisation to approve and implement certain minor changes on the aircraft under their care, e.g.:
· Changes to any BFE (buyer furnished equipment) since the aircraft certification is done without them 
· Changes of seat parts that do not call for the whole seat re-certification (e.g. seat G testing)
· Changes to decorative panels such as cabin and toilet panels

· Changes to cargo floor, sidewall and ceiling panels 
· Inclusion in the cabin of supports to advertising material 
· Change of the paint type used 
	


TABLE 4: GENERAL AVIATION
	Index
	Industry Proposal
	EASA Response

	4.1
	Companies should be allowed greater freedom to nominate third party organisations or consultants to supplement their Design Teams on an as and when required basis.
	

	4.2
	Scope for new and/or small companies with new aircraft projects to design and build a proof of concept prototype without having to obtain full DOA and POA first.  For example the US Experimental Category system.  Allow them to start a low level of Approval and provide for development of the Approvals to a DOA and POA as the Project matures.
	

	4.3
	A simpler and proportionate arrangement, building on the expertise that is already available within the sporting, recreational and light aviation sector.  Existing national schemes, together with the expertise of existing approved and even unapproved organisations and individuals offer a vast wealth of expertise and experience which is currently lost due to the costs of bureaucracy associated with the current Part 21.  Permitting the development of a Part 21 ‘light’ organisation will foster better relations with a sector of the community that presently feels forgotten and steamrollered by the airlines.  With a proportionate regulatory system meeting the needs of the sector and not gold-plated, there would possible be wider support for reducing the size of the Annex II non-EASA fleet, so bringing more of the overall aircraft population under the terms of EU-wide regulation.  Keeping Part 21 as it is will lead to the continued proliferation and confusion of national-only rules.
	

	4.4
	A Part 21 ‘light’ organisation should follow the broad principles of the regulation but be given greater flexibility in demonstrating how it meets the requirement.
	

	4.5
	For small non-complex aircraft, develop a self-regulatory system, employing suitably skilled and qualified companies, trade bodies or voluntary member groups.
	


7. NOVEL CONCEPTS OF CERTIFICATION

As possible future certification concepts, the Agency put to industry the following ideas:

· A modular approach to certification

· Industry Self-Certification

· 3rd Party certification

An analysis of responses showed that none of these ideas showed any clear consensus amongst industry.  The pros and cons of such concepts identified by industry are summarised in the following Tables.

7.1
TABLE 5 - A MODULAR APPROACH TO CERTIFICATION
	Pros
	Cons
	Comments

	a) Would ensure a clear definition and allocation of responsibility. 
b) A standard for the modules/systems would be created which allows the TC applicant to accept certification documents and data without further need for verification.

c) Introduction of a PMA type approval could help European industry to compete and simplify interface and responsibilities.

d) For GA applications, “plug and play” equipment, which manufacturers have tested and recommend combinations and installations could have a unique approval.

e) Any generic system with potential multiple applications could be considered, although it may depend on the number of interfaces. Systems identified include: whole aircraft parachute system, avionics, automobile control technology, landing gear, APU, ice protection system, airbags, environmental control, fuel system, power supply, seats, engine nacelles and thrust reverser, engine accessories, galley, lavatory. 
	f) Product responsibility should be retained in a single organisation.

g) Experience shows that interface issues and demarcation of responsibility is an area which causes difficulties even with todays limited product scope.

h) An aircraft cannot be considered as a sum of systems, sub-assemblies, parts and appliances, but as a single integrated vehicle under the ultimate responsibility of the integrator (the TC holder). 

i) The need to develop certification specifications, would be a huge effort.

j) The need to integrate parts into an aircraft, could result in dual certification. 

k) Each TC would have additional costs that may not be proportional to its value. 

l) Most systems tend to have to be adapted for each specific aircraft application.

m) Harmonised with international standards (ICAO) and recognition and validation of TCs outside Europe may be a problem.
	n) Extension of ETSO?

o) Small aircraft manufacturers would like to have the option to integrate separate TC products or TC of complete aircraft.


7.2
TABLE 6 - INDUSTRY SELF CERTIFICATION

	Pros
	Cons
	Comments

	a) Self certification privileges would enhance safety by making the product developer responsible and accountable for it does.

b) Simplify the process for existing DOAs, who could then focus on integration issues. 

c) Aerospace companies already fund self-certification of a type through the Aerospace Sector scheme ISO 9001:2000 - AS EN 9100, which is international. Use of such a scheme would mean that the agency could oversee the overall process and third party certification assessment bodies themselves rather than actual equipment suppliers. 

d) The use of AS EN 9100 should enable the Agency to reduce its level of surveillance of equipment suppliers who are also audited by OEM TC holders. 

e) Would reduce administrative efforts, provide flexibility and  could lead to significant cost and time savings. 

f) Clear planning of resources and activities would be possible.


	g) Self-certification of products will challenge recognition by foreign authorities.

h) Potential for decrease in the level of safety if an organisation no longer monitored by the Agency is less able to resist economic or industrial pressure. 

i) Loss of expertise at the Agency if reduced direct involvement.

j) Experience with other self regulating bodies (e.g. maritime transport) has led to criticism from the public.

k) Self-certification may result in a loss of uniformity regarding the application of standards and working practices. 

l) Self-certification may impact insurance.

m) Involvement of the Agency in agreeing certification plans and issuance of certificates is welcomed.

n) Introduction of new technology/processes often requires a degree of independent technical oversight.
	o) Linked to experience/confidence of the Agency.
p) A distinction should be made based on the criticality of the item. 
q) Adopt a system of “Designees” similar to the FAA ODA system.     


7.3
TABLE 7 - 3RD PARTY CERTIFICATION
	Pros
	Cons
	Comments

	a) Use of third party organisations could increase safety and reduce costs by enabling equipment organisations to reduce the number of different types of assessments by outside agencies thereby allowing a greater focus of resources on improvements rather than continually preparing for different audits. 

b) Would harmonise with FAA ODA. 


	c) The use of third party organisations will add another tier of bureaucracy to the process of approval of organisations.   

d) Issues of finance may cloud certification requirements. 

e) Standardisation of the rulemaking, interpretation of the regulations as well as approvals issuance should be kept in “one hand” (independent from designer and/or producer). 

f) Issues regarding credibility and international recognition.

g) Possible impact of Insolvency and loss of traceability of 3rd party organisation.

h) Aviation safety is a state function and should be controlled by the people, for the people. 

i) Significant effort required to set up such a system
	j) Could be a voluntary process.
k) 3rd party organisation would need to be cheap, independent and constant. 
l) Use existing NAAs in this role, subject to control. 



APPENDIX: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES TO 

QUESTIONS 1, 4, 5, 6 AND 7

	
	Q1: Satisfied with current DOA concept?
	Q4: Is DOA Ineffective/Uneconomic?
	Q5: In favour of Sub-DOA level recognition?

	
	Yes
	No
	NOE*
	Yes
	No
	NOE*
	Yes
	No
	NOE*

	Associations


	1/3

33%
	2/3

67%
	0/3

0%
	3/3

100%
	0/3

0%
	0/3

0%
	2/3

67%
	1/3

33%
	0/3

0%

	DOA/TCH
(Large Aircraft)
	5/7

71%
	2/7

29%
	0/7

0%
	6/7

86%
	0/7

0%
	1/7

14%
	7/7

100%
	0/7

0%
	0/7

0%

	DOA/TCH

(GA)
	1/4

25%
	2/4

50%
	1/4

25%
	3/4

75%
	1/4

25%
	0/4

0%
	1/4

25%
	1/4

25%
	2/4

50%

	DOA Holders
	1/12

8%
	10/12

83%
	1/12

8%
	10/12

83%
	0/12

0%
	2/12

16%
	10/12

83%
	1/12

8%
	1/12

8%

	Non-DOA 

Holders
	2/16

13%
	12/16

75%
	2/16

13%
	13/16

81%
	2/16

13%
	1/16

6%
	8/16

50%
	4/16

25%
	4/16

25%

	Totals


	11/42

26%
	27/42

64%
	4/42

10%
	35/42

83%
	3/42

7%
	4/42

10%
	28/42

67%
	7/42

17%
	7/42

17%


	
	Q6: In favour of modular approach to Cert?
	Q7: In favour of 

self-Cert.?

	
	Yes
	No
	NOE*
	Yes
	No
	NOE*

	Associations


	2/3

67%
	0/3

0%
	1/3

33%
	1/3

33%
	1/3

33%
	1/3

33%

	DOA/TCH
(Large Aircraft)
	2/7

29%
	5/7

71%
	0/7

0%
	1/7

14%
	5/7

71%
	1/7

14%

	DOA/TCH

(GA)
	2/4

50%
	1/4

25%
	1/4

25%
	2/4

50%
	1/4

25%
	¼

25%

	DOA Holders
	2/12

16%
	8/12

67%
	2/12

16%
	4/12

33%
	6/12

50%
	2/12

16%

	Non-DOA 

Holders
	2/16

13%
	6/16

38%
	8/16

50%
	5/16

31%
	5/16

31%
	6/16

38%

	Totals


	13/42

31%
	17/42

40%
	12/42

29%
	13/42

31%
	18/42

43%
	11/42

26%


* No Opinion Expressed
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