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Introduction 
General aviation (GA) piston engines have long been defined by hand-operated mixture 
controls, magnetos, and carburetors – technologies that date back to the mid-20th century (or 
earlier). Many GA pilots are intimately familiar with techniques like leaning the mixture 
lean-of-peak (LOP) to eke out efficiency, or managing carburetor heat to prevent icing. These 
manual rituals have been part of flying training for decades. But just as modern automobiles 
have moved to computer-controlled fuel injection and ignition, so too has aviation technology 
given us Full Authority Digital Engine Control (FADEC) systems for piston engines. FADEC 
promises to automate mixture and ignition management for optimal performance, much like a 
car’s engine control unit – yet its adoption in single-engine GA aircraft has been slow and 
sometimes controversial. 

This article critically analyzes the state of FADEC in GA single-piston aircraft, spanning both the 
certified fleet and the experimental/homebuilt arena. We will use the Rotax 9-series engines 
– notably the fuel-injected Rotax 912 iS – as a prime example of modern FADEC-equipped 
engines, and compare them to traditional Lycoming and Continental powerplants that rely on 
manual engine management (think magnetos, carburetors, and manual mixture leaning). Along 
the way, we’ll delve into technical differences relevant to pilots (ignition timing, fuel-air mixture 
control, engine monitoring capabilities), survey what FADEC options exist from Lycoming and 
Continental today, and compare the costs of FADEC vs non-FADEC engines (both upfront 
prices and lifecycle maintenance). 

Importantly, we’ll also confront the cultural conservatism in the GA community that may be 
slowing FADEC adoption. Are pilots clinging to the old ways out of habit or misinformation about 
reliability, safety, and cost trade-offs? By the end, you’ll have a clear picture of where FADEC 
stands in GA and why it’s time for pilots, owners, and aircraft builders to embrace these digital 
engine technologies. Let’s dive in. 
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From Magnetos and Mixture to Digital Control 
For over half a century, the typical GA engine (exemplified by popular Lycoming and Continental 
models) has changed little. The Continental O-470 and IO-520 series were certified in the 
1950s, and Lycoming’s ubiquitous O/IO-360 family dates back to 1960. These engines, though 
rugged and proven, are “Jurassic” in design . They rely on: 

●​ Fixed-timing magnetos for ignition, a technology essentially unchanged since the 
1930s . Magnetos fire the spark plugs at a pre-set timing (usually ~25° before 
top-dead-center) regardless of engine RPM or load. This one-size-fits-all timing is a 
compromise – great for full power, perhaps, but not optimal for cruise or idle. In contrast, 
modern digital ignitions can adjust timing dynamically for each cylinder. 

●​ Manual mixture control via a cockpit lever, which the pilot must continuously manage 
as altitude or power setting changes. Running too rich wastes fuel and fouls plugs; too 
lean can cause roughness or high temperatures. Skilled pilots practice leaning to peak 
EGT and even LOP operation to optimize economy and cylinder health. But this is an art 
and science – mis-manage it and you risk engine damage or shutdown. There’s a 
reason entire articles and forums are devoted to the nuances of “ROP vs. LOP” 
technique . 

●​ Carburetors or mechanical fuel injection that meter fuel based on air intake and 
throttle position, but have no feedback loop once set. Carbureted engines, in particular, 
are prone to icing and fuel distribution issues. Pilots must apply carb heat in certain 
conditions to prevent the engine from choking on ice. Mechanical injectors improve fuel 
distribution but still require pilot leaning and offer no automatic adjustment for changing 
conditions. 

In short, the traditional GA engine demands hands-on attention from the pilot to keep it purring. 
Many pilots have become attached to this involvement – it’s a point of pride to “operate the 
engine by the book.” However, it also adds to pilot workload and leaves room for error. It’s telling 
that even brand-new certified airplanes in the 2020s often ship with engines fundamentally 
designed in the 1960s, complete with magnetos and mixture levers. As aviation maintenance 
expert Mike Busch quips, it’s hard not to wonder why these museum-piece engines are still 
being installed in new planes . The reason is partly economic (certifying new designs is costly 
and risky), and partly cultural conservatism in an industry that values “proven” technology. 
Manufacturers and buyers alike have stuck with what works – even if it means forgoing modern 
efficiencies. 

Enter Full Authority Digital Engine Control (FADEC): an onboard computer system that 
manages an engine’s fuel and ignition with minimal pilot input. In a FADEC-equipped engine, 
there is typically no mixture lever and sometimes no carburetor at all – fuel is precisely metered 
by injectors under digital control, and spark timing is adjusted on the fly. The pilot usually just 
sets the desired power with one lever (throttle) and the FADEC handles the rest, from optimal 
fuel/air ratio to ignition timing and even propeller RPM (if integrated with an electronic prop 



governor). In effect, FADEC brings the “turn the key and go” simplicity of modern car engines to 
airplanes . 

So, what does this mean for a GA pilot? Potentially, easier engine management, better fuel 
efficiency, and more consistent performance. On takeoff, a FADEC can automatically 
provide a rich mixture and appropriate spark advance for maximum power. In cruise, it can 
seamlessly lean the mixture for economy – for example, Continental’s PowerLink FADEC would 
begin economy leaning to about 50°F lean-of-peak EGT once cruise power was set, essentially 
performing LOP operations automatically . No more fiddling with the red knob to find the perfect 
EGT – the computer continuously fine-tunes each cylinder’s mixture and even balances them, 
something no human can do in real-time. Ignition timing is adjusted per cylinder as well, rather 
than firing all jugs at a fixed angle. The result is that each cylinder operates closer to its optimal 
condition, which can improve fuel burn and reduce internal stresses. One analysis in the early 
days of GA FADEC predicted fuel savings on the order of 10–15% and longer engine life due to 
better temperature management . Even if those numbers assume a pilot who never leaned 
properly, there is little doubt that a well-designed FADEC can at least match an expert pilot’s 
manual engine tuning – and do so every flight, every second, without distraction. 

Crucially, FADEC also enables advanced engine monitoring and diagnostics. Because the 
system uses multiple sensors (for temperatures, pressures, crank position, etc.) and computer 
logic, it can alert pilots to issues and even log data for maintenance. For instance, a FADEC 
might annunciate if a sensor fails or a parameter goes out of range, much like a “Check Engine” 
light in a car . It can automatically fail over to backup sensors or default values (a “limp home” 
mode) to keep the engine running if something goes wrong . This level of insight and 
redundancy is beyond what the old analog systems could provide – a magneto, for example, 
gives no warning before failure, whereas a digital system could detect a misfire or sensor 
anomaly and notify you. Modern FADEC-equipped engines often have dual-redundant 
electronic control units and even backup power sources to ensure reliability. In one design, 
critical sensors are doubled so that if one fails the system seamlessly continues on the backup, 
and each control computer has twin processors, either capable of running the engine alone – all 
with fault lights to alert the pilot of a degraded condition . A backup battery or alternator is 
typically included to power the FADEC in case of electrical failure , since unlike magnetos, 
digital ignition needs electricity. In practice, these measures make a well-implemented FADEC 
system extremely robust. As an aviation review noted, there’s no rational reason to think a 
properly designed FADEC is less reliable than magnetos – automotive experience shows such 
electronics are very mature, and magnetos themselves fail not too infrequently (with the added 
hassle of ADs and periodic overhauls) . 

In summary, traditional engines put the onus on the pilot to manage fuel mixture and spark with 
seat-of-the-pants methods, whereas FADEC offers a “set-it-and-forget-it” automation that 
optimizes engine parameters continuously. Before examining why adoption has been slow, let’s 
look at a real-world example of FADEC in GA: the Rotax 9-series engines, which have become 
increasingly popular especially in lighter aircraft. 



The Rotax 9-Series Case Study: Modern FADEC in 
Action 
The Rotax 912 iS Sport, a fuel-injected 100-hp engine with full digital engine control, exemplifies 
modern GA piston engine technology. Compact and lightweight, it uses dual electronic ignition, 
electronic fuel injection, and an engine control unit (ECU) to manage mixture and timing 
automatically. 

Perhaps no engine better illustrates the contrast between old-school and new-school GA 
engines than the Rotax 912 series. Rotax, an Austrian company (part of BRP), might be best 
known to some pilots for snowmobile and motorcycle engines – and indeed, their aircraft 
engines owe more to motorcycle DNA than to Lycoming’s lineage . The Rotax 912 is a 
four-cylinder, horizontally opposed engine like a Lycoming, but that’s where the similarity to a 
vintage O-235 ends. Rotax 9-series engines are higher revving and geared (they run up to 
5,500+ RPM, using a gearbox to turn the prop at a typical 2,000–2,500 RPM) . They sport 
liquid-cooled cylinder heads (with air-cooled cylinders), allowing tighter tolerances and more 
stable head temperatures . They’re engineered for a high power-to-weight ratio, with a smaller 
displacement (1.35 liters for the 912) but outputting 80–100 horsepower through efficient design. 
And critically, from the pilot’s perspective, most Rotax 912/914 models come with dual 
electronic ignition (no magnetos at all). Newer variants like the 912 iS (injected) and its 
turbocharged siblings 915 iS and 916 iS are equipped with full digital engine control – in other 
words, FADEC by another name. These engines adjust fuel flow and spark timing via an ECU 
(actually two redundant ECUs, labeled Lane A and B) and require no manual mixture knob. 

Rotax’s embrace of modern engine tech has made them the engine of choice in the light sport 
and ultralight world. Once the FAA created the Light Sport Aircraft (LSA) category in 2004, 
factory-built LSAs from Europe and elsewhere overwhelmingly came with Rotax 912 engines . 
Designers chose the Rotax because it was substantially lighter, smaller, and more fuel-efficient 
than traditional small aero engines like the Continental O-200 or Lycoming O-235 . The 912’s 
ability to run on unleaded auto fuel (mogas) is a huge plus as well – it was designed from the 
start for unleaded, so owners aren’t tied to 100LL avgas . “What’s not to like?” quipped Mike 
Busch in describing the 912’s advanced design . Indeed, a 100-hp Rotax 912 is lightyears 
ahead of legacy 100-hp engines in terms of technology . 

The introduction of the Rotax 912 iS in 2012 marked a milestone: it brought fuel injection and 
digital engine control to this platform . The 912 iS (and the later “Sport” variant) produces the 
same ~100 hp as the carbureted 912, but with improved fuel efficiency and smoother operation. 
Pilots flying 912 iS engines report that the engine’s computer will automatically run it in an “eco 
mode” at cruise – the ECU uses a throttle position sensor and oxygen (lambda) sensor 
feedback to lean the mixture aggressively when you’re at low to mid power, much like a car’s 
engine running in closed-loop mode for fuel economy. At high power (takeoff/climb), it enriches 
for max power and cooling (open-loop mode). This all happens behind the scenes. In practical 
terms, a pilot with a 912 iS mostly monitors engine parameters rather than actively adjusting 



them – there is no mixture lever to pull back. Starting is simple (no priming or vigorous throttle 
juggling; just turn the key and the ECU meters the fuel correctly), and there’s no risk of 
forgetting carb heat or mis-setting the mixture. The ECU even handles tasks like maintaining 
idle RPM and preventing spark plug fouling by optimizing the mixture at low power. 

Rotax ensured redundancy and reliability in these systems. The 912 iS has dual ignition and 
dual injection circuits, each powered by independent alternator coils on the engine, and dual 
electric fuel pumps. If one lane or pump fails, the other can carry on. The chance of a 
simultaneous failure is vanishingly low, and the pilot is alerted via warning lights if a lane goes 
down. Of course, like any FADEC engine, loss of electrical power is a concern – hence the dual 
alternators and an essential bus on the aircraft to keep the engine powered even if the main 
system fails. 

By 2023, Rotax had further pushed the envelope with the 915 iS (turbocharged ~140 hp) and 
916 iS (~160 hp) engines, bringing FADEC-controlled power into ranges previously dominated 
by Lycoming/Continental. These have been eagerly adopted in high-performance experimentals 
and some certified light aircraft. Rotax as a company has produced huge numbers of engines – 
by 2014 they had built over 50,000 four-stroke aircraft engines , and that number has only 
grown. They essentially took over the small-aircraft engine market where two-strokes and old 
Continentals used to reign. As of a recent count, Rotax powerplants (all models) accounted for 
about 17% of the homebuilt aircraft fleet in the U.S., second only to Lycoming’s ~40% share . 
In other words, tens of thousands of pilots are already flying behind electronically controlled 
Rotax engines, especially in the experimental and LSA categories. 

And what has the reliability been like? Despite the skepticism some old-timers had, the data is 
encouraging. In a 23-year survey of accident statistics for homebuilt aircraft, the Rotax 912 had 
the lowest rate of engine failures of all engines examined . Its electronic ignition and systems 
actually showed fewer problems than the magneto-and-carb setups of small Continental 
engines in the same class . In fact, not a single accident in that study was attributed to a failure 
of the 912’s core engine components (cylinders, rods, etc.), aside from one case of an owner 
reusing a part against recommendations . Issues like the reduction gearbox or cooling system – 
unique aspects that skeptics love to question – did not manifest as significant problem areas in 
the data . This suggests that a well-designed modern engine can be at least as reliable as the 
old ones, if not more so, even when new technology is involved. 

That said, Rotax hasn’t completely displaced the legacy engines in all corners. Notably, many 
builders and pilots in the U.S. were initially hesitant to adopt the 912 iS when it first came out. 
Early on, there were reports of the 912 iS being a few thousand dollars more expensive than the 
912 ULS, and requiring some changes (like returning excess fuel to the tank via a return line). 
Some kit manufacturers had to redesign their firewall-forward kits to accommodate the fuel 
pumps, sensors, and wiring of the injected Rotax, which slowed its roll-out . The new engine 
wasn’t a drop-in replacement for the old carb’d model, so it takes time and effort for the 
community to catch up. Rotax still sells the carbureted 912 and 914 today and has “not a hint or 
whisper” of discontinuing them, because demand remains strong for the simpler engines in 
certain markets . As one builder put it, he chose to “stay with the proven track” of the carbureted 



914 for his project rather than be the guinea pig for the new 912 iS in his community . This 
exemplifies the cautious approach many in GA take – early adopters jump on the new tech, 
while others prefer to wait and see proof over many years. 

Still, the trend is clear: digital engine control is gaining ground, especially in experimental 
aviation. With Rotax leading the way (and other modern engines like Belgium’s ULPower line – 
all FADEC-equipped – also seeing uptake), pilots are gradually becoming more comfortable with 
letting computers manage their piston engines. But what about the certified GA world of 
Cessnas, Pipers, Bonanzas, and Cirruses? Let’s explore how Lycoming and Continental have 
approached (or struggled with) FADEC in certified aircraft, and what options exist for those 
flying traditional engines. 

FADEC in Certified GA: Lycoming and Continental 
Efforts 
While the experimental and LSA segment has eagerly adopted engines like the Rotax, the 
larger certified GA manufacturers have had a more convoluted journey with FADEC. Both 
Continental and Lycoming invested heavily in digital engine control systems starting in the late 
1990s, but with mixed success: 

●​ Continental (TCM) “PowerLink” FADEC: In the late ’90s, Teledyne Continental Motors 
acquired a small company (Aerosance) that had developed a digital ignition/fuel control 
system . Continental brought this to certification in the early 2000s, branding it 
PowerLink. They offered FADEC as an option on some engines, denoted by an “F” in the 
model (e.g. IOF-240, IOF-550). Notably, the two-seat Liberty XL2 trainer was built 
around the 125 hp Continental IOF-240 engine, making it one of the few certified piston 
singles with full FADEC at the time. The system worked – it delivered the single-lever 
control and auto-leaning as promised – but it never gained market traction. By 2010 only 
a tiny handful of PowerLink systems had been delivered (most on those Liberty XL2s), 
and the program was dubbed “an abject commercial failure.” Despite the technical 
viability, buyers weren’t opting in, and manufacturers weren’t making it standard. 
Continental’s FADEC, while certified, largely languished on the shelf in the following 
years. (One issue: the IOF-240 in the Liberty had some quirks, and was an “oddball” 
engine that needed a constant-speed prop to run smoothly with FADEC logic , limiting its 
appeal in other airframes.) 

●​ Lycoming’s EPIC and iE2: Lycoming partnered with Unison in the late ’90s to develop 
its own Electronic Propulsion Integrated Control (EPIC) FADEC system. It was test-flown 
(there were trials on Cessna 172s and 182s around 2002 with digitally controlled 
Lycoming engines), but it never made it to market . For years after, Lycoming stuck to 
incremental changes (like electronic ignition as an STC or the short-lived Unison LASAR 
semi-electronic magneto). It wasn’t until the 2010s that Lycoming re-launched a serious 
FADEC initiative with their iE2 series engines. The Lycoming iE2 is a fully integrated 
electronic engine control system, and it powers the new Lycoming TEO-540-C1A 



engine – a 350 hp twin-turbo, FADEC-controlled engine that can run on avgas or mogas. 
Two of these iE2 engines were chosen to power the Tecnam P2012 Traveller, an 11-seat 
twin released in 2019 . In that plane, the FADEC controls mixture and even propeller 
RPM electronically, truly single-lever. The TEO-540 is one of the first instances of a 
major OEM (Lycoming) putting FADEC engines into a new certified GA design (the 
P2012). Early reports indicate it delivers on promised efficiency and makes engine 
handling trivially easy for a multi-engine commuter aircraft – a selling point for operations 
like Cape Air (which partnered in the P2012 design) that want reliability and simplicity for 
their pilots . Apart from the P2012’s engine, Lycoming has also been involved in FADEC 
for UAVs and military applications (for example, their DEL-120 is a FADEC-controlled 
4-cyl diesel aviation engine of 205 hp used in drones ). But for the everyday GA pilot 
flying a Skyhawk or Cherokee, a Lycoming with FADEC is still not on the menu – those 
airplanes continue to come off the line with magnetos and manual mixture. 

●​ Jet-A Piston Engines (Diesels): An important footnote in the FADEC story is the rise of 
diesel-cycle (compression ignition) piston engines for GA, which run on jet fuel. Engines 
like the Continental CD-135/CD-155 (formerly Thielert/Centurion), Continental CD-300, 
and Austro Engine AE300 (used in Diamond aircraft) must use FADEC – you simply 
can’t practically have a manual mixture diesel. These engines have been certified and 
are in use (Diamonds, Cessna 172 JT-A, etc.), providing a modern flying experience 
(single lever, auto-adjusting power). They have shown that FADEC in GA can work on a 
larger scale when it offers a compelling advantage – in this case, allowing use of Jet-A 
fuel and significantly lower fuel burn. However, these engines mostly populate niche 
segments (training fleets in Europe, for instance) and haven’t displaced avgas engines 
widely in the U.S. They do, however, add to the body of evidence that digitally controlled 
piston engines can be reliable. Diamond’s DA40 and DA42 with Austro diesels have 
accumulated millions of flight hours with computerized engines. Pilots transitioning to 
these often praise the simplicity: no mixtures, just push power and monitor. Maintenance 
can be a bit different (diesels have their own issues), but issues like precise fuel 
metering and auto-compensation for altitude are essentially solved by the computer. 

●​ Aftermarket Electronic Ignition/Fuel Injection: In the certified world, outright FADEC 
retrofits are rare, but one step in that direction has been the approval of electronic 
ignition systems to replace magnetos. For example, the Electroair electronic ignition 
received FAA STC approval in 2011, initially allowing one magneto to be replaced by an 
electronic unit on four- and six-cylinder engines . Replacing both mags with a 
dual-redundant electronic system has taken longer, but as of 2022, we are seeing more 
movement towards that. While these systems typically still leave the mixture manual, 
they at least bring variable-timed spark to legacy engines (improving efficiency and 
smoothness). On the experimental side, many builders install full electronic fuel injection 
and ignition packages (such as SDS EFI or EFII systems) on their Lycoming-style 
engines. These effectively give FADEC-like control (often with a single power lever) to an 
engine that originally came with magnetos and a mechanical fuel servo. The 
experimental market’s ability to adopt such aftermarket tech shows the demand: builders 
want the benefits of FADEC even if the certified engines don’t offer it. It’s not uncommon 
now to see an RV-10 or other kitplane with a Lycoming IO-540 that has been converted 



to dual electronic ignition and electronic fuel injection, complete with cockpit engine 
monitoring that rivals a FADEC system. These pioneers in the experimental community 
are proving the concept and ironing out the installation challenges – making it more likely 
that certified retrofits will eventually follow. 

In summary, Lycoming and Continental do have FADEC-capable engines in their lineup, but 
these are not yet mainstream in typical single-engine GA airplanes. Continental’s early FADEC 
push fizzled due to lack of market acceptance (and possibly some technical teething issues in 
those early 2000s days). Lycoming took longer to field a product, and while the Tecnam P2012’s 
TEO-540 is promising, it’s a specialized case in a new twin. The big legacy airframe 
manufacturers (Cessna, Piper, etc.) have so far been reluctant to fundamentally change their 
powerplants – understandably, since recertifying an existing model with a new engine is 
expensive and risky. As one discussion pointed out, Cessna and Piper are “in a box” – their 
airframes and production methods are old-school, margins are slim, and they are hesitant to 
incur the cost to change engines, especially when the current ones work and customers aren’t 
demanding the change . Instead, the change is coming from new entrants and the experimental 
world. But as pressure mounts (from fuel costs, environmental concerns, and a new generation 
of pilots who expect modern tech), certified GA will likely see more FADEC options trickle in – 
either via new aircraft models or STC retrofits. 

Technical Differences: What FADEC Means for 
Ignition, Mixture, and Monitoring 
Let’s break down a few key technical differences in how a FADEC-equipped engine operates 
versus a traditional engine, focusing on aspects a pilot cares about: 

Ignition Timing and Spark Control 

In a traditional piston aircraft engine with magnetos, the spark timing is fixed at a certain 
degrees-before-top-dead-center (BTDC) setting (for example, 25° BTDC is common on many 
Lycomings). This fixed timing is a compromise optimized for high power settings. The downside 
is that at cruise or low power, fixed timing isn’t ideal – the mixture is often far from its optimal 
burn characteristics, and you end up running richer than necessary to avoid detonation since 
you can’t adjust timing. FADEC changes that completely. With electronic ignition, the timing is 
variable: the computer knows the crankshaft position (via sensors) and can advance or retard 
the spark for each cylinder on each combustion cycle, based on parameters like RPM, manifold 
pressure, throttle setting, and even cylinder temperature. For example, during high-power climb, 
the FADEC might fire the spark a bit later (less advanced) to prevent knocking and keep CHTs 
in check. During cruise at lower manifold pressure, it can advance the timing to ensure a 
complete burn of a leaner mixture, improving efficiency. It’s exactly what your car does – and 
what mags cannot do. Some pilots have retrofitted electronic ignitions (like SureFly or Electroair) 
in place of one magneto and report better fuel economy and smoother operation just from that 
timing advance at cruise. With full FADEC, you get this benefit on all cylinders continuously. 



Furthermore, FADEC ignition usually fires multiple spark plugs per cylinder independently. In a 
magneto system, you have two mags, each firing one plug in each cylinder – if one mag fails, 
the cylinder only fires on the remaining plug (hence the drop in RPM on a mag check). In a dual 
electronic system, if one ignition channel fails, the other can still fire both plugs (depending on 
design), or at least the system compensates such that you might not even notice a change 
except an alert light. In short, variable-timed, redundant electronic ignition ensures each 
cylinder fires at the right moment for the conditions, improving power and efficiency. As 
Mike Busch noted, it’s perplexing that here in the 2020s we’re still flying with WWII-era 
magnetos on new aircraft, even as the airframes sport glass cockpits and advanced avionics . 
FADEC finally lets the ignition catch up with the times. 

Fuel-Air Mixture Management 

Perhaps the most pilot-obvious difference with FADEC is the lack of a mixture control in the 
cockpit. The FADEC directly meters fuel through injectors, so it takes over the job of mixture 
leaning. It uses a combination of sensor inputs (like throttle position, manifold pressure, RPM, 
and exhaust temperature or oxygen sensors) to decide how much fuel to spray into each 
cylinder. In traditional operation, pilots are taught to enrich the mixture for high power (keeping 
the engine a bit rich of peak EGT for cooling) and lean it out at cruise (some stay rich-of-peak 
for smoothness, others go lean-of-peak for efficiency once they have tuned fuel flows across 
cylinders). A FADEC does this automatically: it might reference an internal map or algorithm to 
target, say, 100°F rich-of-peak EGT at takeoff and climb for max power , then gradually lean to 
50°F LOP at cruise power . In tests, a Continental FADEC system would slowly move the 
mixture from rich to lean over a few minutes after leveling off, so gradually the pilot couldn’t tell – 
and the engine ended up running lean-of-peak smoothly . Each cylinder’s fuel injector is 
controlled individually (“balanced fuel flows” are handled by the computer), so one cylinder 
running leaner than others – a common problem requiring GAMIjector tuning in manual engines 
– is less of an issue. The FADEC can also make rapid adjustments: if you shove the throttle 
forward, it can momentarily richen the mixture to prevent hesitation (like an accelerator pump), 
then lean it back out as needed. If one cylinder’s CHT starts climbing too high, the FADEC can 
automatically richen that cylinder’s mixture a touch to cool it – something a human pilot with one 
mixture knob can’t do for just a single cylinder. And of course, during descent, the FADEC 
prevents over-leaning (it will add fuel if needed to keep the engine smooth as the air density 
increases). For starting, fuel injection plus FADEC means no manual priming; the computer 
handles cold start enrichment or hot start fuel purge. Carburetor ice? Not a concern – there’s no 
carb. Mixture mismanagement leading to engine stoppage? Very unlikely – the computer won’t 
let the engine starve if it can help it, and it won’t run it so lean as to cause misfire unless in an 
emergency limp mode. The bottom line: FADEC automates mixture control for optimal 
performance in all phases, effectively performing best-power and best-economy mixture 
adjustments on the fly. The pilot can’t forget to lean, nor lean too aggressively or not enough – 
it’s always just right (by design, at least). Many pilots will appreciate this reduction in workload, 
especially in single-pilot IFR flying or other high-task situations. Those who enjoyed the “skill” of 
mixture management might miss playing with the red knob, but even they will be hard-pressed 
to out-tune a computer on a moment-to-moment basis. 



Engine Monitoring and Diagnostics 

With old engines, “engine monitoring” was something the pilot did by scanning the tach, oil 
pressure, and perhaps an EGT/CHT gauge if installed. Modern aircraft increasingly have Engine 
Monitoring Systems (EMS) that show all cylinder EGTs, CHTs, fuel flow, etc. on a nice display – 
but on a non-FADEC engine, that’s still passive information for the pilot to interpret. With 
FADEC, the system is actively using sensor data to control the engine, and that same data can 
be made available to the pilot in more useful ways. For example, Continental’s PowerLink 
FADEC included a Health Status Annunciator (HSA) panel and an optional Engine Performance 
Display . These would show warnings if any parameter went out of range or if any redundant 
channel failed, and could even display real-time data that the FADEC was using. Think of it as 
having an on-board engine technician: the FADEC is constantly checking the health of sensors 
(if a sensor fails, it flags it and defaults to a safe value ) and the engine’s operating envelope, 
and it will notify you if something needs checking. In a way, FADEC can prevent some problems 
by reacting faster than a human. If fuel pressure dropped or an injector clogged, the pilot might 
first notice engine roughness; a FADEC might detect a variance and automatically kick on a 
backup pump or adjust timing to keep things running, while alerting the pilot to land soon. Also, 
FADEC engines often record data – so maintenance can download engine logs to see trends, 
catch issues early, and perform diagnostics. Plugging in a laptop to see why a sensor fault light 
is on is certainly a different approach than troubleshooting a magneto (which might involve 
checking it physically). Mechanics will need new training (and indeed Rotax offers specific 
courses for its fuel-injected engines ), but many argue that reading error codes is easier than 
the trial-and-error of mechanical debugging. One caveat: FADEC engines do introduce new 
failure modes (wiring issues, software glitches, sensor faults), so comprehensive monitoring is a 
double-edged sword – you might see more false flags or minor issues reported. However, 
automotive experience suggests these systems can be very reliable. As Aviation Consumer 
reported during early FADEC flight tests, Continental made sure to build their system with 
high-quality connectors and harnesses, as those are common failure points – the wiring harness 
was actually the single most expensive component of their FADEC, built to mil-spec standards 
to resist heat and vibration . When a fault does occur, the FADEC will usually default to a safe 
mode and keep the engine running. For instance, if a CHT sensor fails, the system might revert 
to an open-loop mapped mode for mixture (no longer leaning as aggressively) and illuminate a 
warning, essentially saying “I lost a sensor, but you can continue – just get this checked later” . 
This kind of graceful degradation is a big safety improvement. In the magneto world, if a 
magneto fails, you get a rough engine and have to deal with it immediately (hopefully you detect 
it at run-up); if both fail, you’re a glider. FADEC’s redundancy aims to prevent that “both failed” 
scenario with dual everything and to at least give you a heads-up if one part is unhealthy. 

Performance and Efficiency 

From a pilot’s viewpoint, what do all these technical differences yield in practice? In general, a 
FADEC engine should provide: 



●​ Smoother operation (balanced cylinders, optimal timing = less vibration and more even 
power delivery). 

●​ Easier starts, hot or cold (no special techniques required – the computer 
compensates). 

●​ Elimination of mixture and carb heat chores – one less thing to manage, meaning 
more focus on flying the airplane. 

●​ Slightly increased power output at takeoff (digital ignition can spark at the ideal 
moment and fuel flow is maximized, squeezing a bit more from the engine – some 
FADEC systems boast a few extra horsepower or shorter takeoff rolls, on the order of 
3-5% improvement). 

●​ Better fuel efficiency at cruise. If a pilot of a traditional engine was running rich (out of 
either ignorance or caution), FADEC will definitely save fuel by leaning more. If a pilot 
was already an expert who ran lean-of-peak with tuned injectors, the difference might be 
small – perhaps only a few percent. However, even experts can’t fine-tune mixture for 
each cylinder continually; a FADEC might run each cylinder slightly leaner than a human 
would dare, knowing it can instantly correct if any sign of roughness or knock occurs. 
That can translate into a bit less fuel burn. As an example, in theory a 12% fuel savings 
could be achieved in some scenarios . For a typical high-performance single burning 15 
GPH, that’s about 1.8 GPH saved – not trivial over a long trip. In practice, savings will 
vary, but numerous reports from FADEC/digital engines (including Rotax users) indicate 
that they sip fuel remarkably frugally, especially at economy cruise settings. 

●​ Consistent engine life. Because FADEC prevents engine abuse (you can’t run 
excessively rich or lean, and it will avoid knock conditions), it may reduce the kind of 
cylinder wear or damage that sometimes comes from poor mixture technique or 
aggressive operation. It’s often said that a benefit of FADEC is protecting the engine 
from the pilot. For instance, it can automatically reduce power if engine temperatures 
exceed redlines, or prevent an overly fast throttle advancement that might damage 
something. The hope is that this leads to longer time-on-wing and fewer unexpected 
failures. While long-term data in GA is limited, the manufacturers have suggested that 
with FADEC, they might be able to extend TBOs or offer better warranties , since the 
engines should experience less stress and more consistent optimal conditions. Whether 
this comes true will depend on real-world experience. 

It’s worth noting that some pilots feared a loss of control or feel with FADEC – that somehow the 
flying experience would be less engaging. It’s true that you no longer can tweak the mixture for 
that perfect lean cruise or slightly richer cylinder to get that last bit of smoothness. But for most, 
the trade-off is an easier workload and confidence that the engine is being managed in an ideal 
way. In a demonstration, a test pilot flying a Cessna 210 with a Continental FADEC commented 
how underwhelming it was – and that was a good thing . The engine just ran without burps or 
manual interventions, transitioning between power settings smoothly. The only real change to 
procedures was a different run-up (instead of checking each magneto, you check each FADEC 
channel). For those who love the old ways, it might be “too easy” – but as one article 
sarcastically noted, your hangar neighbors aren’t likely to ooh and aah over the fact that you 



have FADEC, because it’s not flashy on the outside . It’s a quiet revolution happening under the 
cowl. 

Cost Comparison: FADEC vs. Non-FADEC Engines 
One of the big questions for anyone considering a new engine or airplane is cost. How do 
FADEC-equipped engines compare to their traditional counterparts in price and in ongoing 
maintenance? Let’s break this into initial purchase cost and lifecycle costs: 

●​ Initial Engine Price: FADEC engines tend to cost more up-front, due to the additional 
technology (ECUs, sensors, wiring harnesses, etc.) and smaller production volumes. For 
example, the Rotax 912 iS Sport (100 hp) lists for around $27,500, whereas the 
equivalent carbureted 912 ULS (100 hp) is about $22,200. That’s roughly a $5,000 
(20–25%) premium for the FADEC and fuel injection capability. In larger engines, the 
cost adder of FADEC can also be significant. When Continental was planning the retrofit 
FADEC in the early 2000s, they estimated about $5,000–$8,000 extra for the system on 
a new engine . In practice, when FADEC was offered on the IOF-550, it reportedly added 
several thousand dollars to the engine cost. Anecdotally, a brand-new Lycoming IO-360 
(180–200 hp class) costs on the order of $50k–$60k in 2025, and if there were a FADEC 
option, it might push it toward $65k+. Meanwhile, competitive modern engines like the 
diesel CD-155 (155 hp) or Austro AE300 (170 hp) are very pricey – often $70k+ – but 
that’s partly due to being a different fuel type and lower volume. For experimentals, the 
ULPower line (which are all FADEC engines) ranges around $25k-$35k for 100–130 hp 
models, comparable to Rotax or slightly more than a basic O-320 clone. The bottom line 
is that you will pay more up front for a FADEC-capable engine, but it’s not double or 
anything – typically on the order of 15–30% more than a similar traditional engine. 

●​ Installation Costs: A hidden cost can be the integration of a FADEC engine. Extra 
components like dual electric fuel pumps, return fuel lines (for continuous fuel circulation 
in some systems), backup battery/alternator, and wiring harnesses will add some weight 
and cost to the aircraft. If retrofitting, one must account for these. For instance, early 
adopters of the Rotax 912 iS had to accommodate the fuel return line and an ECU 
dongle port, which some airframes weren’t initially designed for . In certified aircraft, 
adding FADEC might require modifications to the panel (for new engine monitoring 
displays or backup switches) and electrical system. These installation factors can be a 
deterrent unless the aircraft is designed for it from scratch. 

●​ Fuel Costs: Over the engine’s life, fuel is a major cost. If a FADEC engine can save 
even 10% in fuel burn for the same performance, that adds up. A rough example from an 
analysis: assume a six-cylinder engine, 1800 hour TBO, fuel at $5.00/gal (today it’s more 
like $6 in many places, but let’s be conservative). If you normally burn 14 GPH and 
FADEC saves 1.4 GPH (10%), over 1800 hours that’s 2,520 gallons saved. At $5, that’s 
$12,600 less spent on fuel . Even if savings are smaller, it can offset a chunk of the 
purchase premium. However, as noted earlier, if you’re an owner who only flies 50 hours 
a year, it will take a long time to see those savings – your engine will age out before you 
reach high hours, so fuel savings are less urgent for low-utilization pilots . On the other 



hand, a flight school or flying club running 500 hours a year would reap fuel benefits 
quickly. 

●​ Maintenance and Overhaul: Traditional engines incur costs like magneto overhauls 
every 500 hours (two magnetos @ perhaps $500-$800 each overhaul), periodic mixture 
rigging, carb overhauls or injector cleaning, etc. FADEC engines don’t have magnetos or 
carbs, so those costs disappear. However, they may have their own maintenance items: 
for example, the Rotax 912 iS requires a technician with a diagnostic laptop (“dongle”) to 
update software or troubleshoot issues – that dongle itself costs about $1,000 and not 
every mechanic has one . So initially, service might be limited to specialists. Over time, 
as more mechanics become familiar, this becomes easier. Electronic components 
generally last a long time, but if an ECU does fail out of warranty, that could be a 
big-ticket replacement (several thousand dollars for the computer). Sensors are typically 
a few hundred each but are not frequent failure items if quality is good. One anticipated 
advantage of FADEC is longer engine life due to reduced stress, but until we see 
engines routinely running past TBO in the field, it’s hard to quantify. It’s noteworthy that 
Rotax was able to continually raise the TBO of the 912 series from 600 hours in the 
1980s to 2000 hours today , thanks to design refinements – and the FADEC-controlled 
models share that 2000 hour TBO. In contrast, many legacy engines still have 2000 hour 
TBOs (some 2200, some 1800) – so no big difference yet. However, if FADEC engines 
prove to have consistently gentler engine wear (fewer shock cooling incidents, no 
over-temp events, etc.), we might see extensions. Continental at one point hinted that if 
FADEC prevented “ham-fisted” operation, they could justify longer warranties or TBOs . 

●​ Lifecycle Cost Analysis: Aviation Consumer did a back-of-envelope calculation during 
the introduction of Continental’s FADEC: They assumed about $600/year fuel savings 
and perhaps $4,000 saved per TBO on magneto maintenance, roughly summing to 
~$11,000 saved over an engine’s life . That was against an estimated $7,000 install cost 
– making it potentially a net positive. But that assumes pretty ideal scenarios. Real-world 
fleet data is still sparse on cost differences. One could point out that in Rotax vs 
Lycoming comparisons, the Rotax 912 (with FADEC) often shines in fuel economy but 
has higher parts costs, whereas a Lycoming might burn more fuel but parts/overhauls 
are well-understood and maybe cheaper in some cases. It might even out. 

In the certified market, cost is a huge factor. A manufacturer isn’t likely to include FADEC unless 
it’s either cost-neutral or the market is willing to pay more for the benefits. So far, that 
willingness has been tepid – buyers of a new Cessna 182 in 2005 weren’t convinced to pay 
extra for FADEC (Cessna actually did briefly offer a FADEC IO-540 in a variant called the 182 
S-TEC in the early 2000s, but it didn’t last). In experimental builds, cost is also a driver – many 
choose a used engine or an overhauled Lycoming because it’s cheaper than a fancy new Rotax 
or ULPower. A brand-new Rotax 915iS for $40k+ is a stretch for some builders when a mid-time 
O-360 could be had for half that. However, as legacy engine cores become scarce and overhaul 
costs rise, the gap may narrow . We’re already seeing fewer “cheap” used engines on the 
market, and more builders buying new engines despite the cost. 



Maintenance Philosophy Changes 

With FADEC, some maintenance shifts from mechanical to electronic. Mechanics might spend 
time updating software or checking sensor calibrations rather than cleaning spark plugs (Rotax 
uses automotive spark plugs that are much cheaper and get replaced regularly, rather than 
cleaned and gapped like massive aviation plugs). You might avoid that $800 magneto overhaul 
but instead need to replace an O2 sensor at some interval. Overall, the aim is that FADEC 
reduces maintenance by eliminating certain failure-prone components (no magneto bearings to 
fail, no carb floats to get stuck, etc.). The proof will be in service hours – so far Rotax’s 
experience shows good reliability if maintained properly, and they have specific schedules for 
rubber parts and such to keep things running smooth. 

In summary, a FADEC engine will cost a bit more to buy and set up, but can save money in 
fuel and some maintenance over the long run. Whether it saves you money depends on how 
much you fly and how you value intangible benefits. Many owners might accept a slightly higher 
cost for the benefits in convenience, safety, or future-proofing (for instance, being able to use 
unleaded fuel widely without issues, which is becoming important as 100LL faces eventual 
sunset). For an operator like a flight school, the math might favor FADEC if it means less risk of 
students cooking engines or fouling plugs and a bit lower fuel expense. For the average private 
owner, it might be more about the qualitative improvement in flying experience than pure dollars 
saved. 

Cultural Barriers: Why the GA Community Is Slow to 
Adopt 
Given the advantages we’ve outlined, one might ask: “If FADEC is so great, why isn’t every new 
single-engine airplane using it by now?” The answer lies not just in economics, but in the culture 
and perceptions within general aviation. This is a community that cherishes safety and reliability 
above all – and rightly so, our lives depend on the engine. But this cautiousness can morph into 
conservatism that resists change, even good change. Several factors come into play: 

●​ “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” Mentality: GA engines in their current form have decades 
of track record. Pilots and mechanics know how to operate and fix them. There’s comfort 
in that familiarity. A digital engine control system is new territory for many, and the 
immediate reaction is often skepticism. Pilots might say, “My O-360 has run fine for 2000 
hours with magnetos, why do I need a computer to run it?” For some, the tangible knobs 
and levers feel like control, whereas a hidden computer feels like handing the reins to a 
black box. Culturally, aviators can be a traditional bunch – as one Kitplanes writer wryly 
observed about the modern Rotax engines, “This is not better or worse, just different, 
which of course, pilots hate.” That tongue-in-cheek line captures how any deviation from 
the legacy norms (be it an engine that revs higher, is liquid-cooled, or has FADEC) tends 
to raise eyebrows at the airport café. 



●​ Misinformation or Assumptions: New technology often breeds myths. You’ll hear 
some pilots claim that “electronics always fail” or that “if the computer crashes, the 
engine quits.” While any component can fail, a well-designed FADEC is actually less 
likely to lead to total engine failure than a single-point mechanical failure would be, due 
to redundancy. As we discussed, dual ECUs, backup power, and fail-safe modes are 
standard. Magnetos, in contrast, can and do quit (which is why we have two). Still, the 
specter of a software bug stopping an engine mid-flight is enough to make people 
nervous. Pilots may also recall early troubles – for instance, FADEC test programs in the 
early 2000s had some hiccups that got publicity. Once a technology gets a reputation 
(fairly or unfairly) of being finicky, it’s hard to shake. Additionally, some think that a digital 
engine will be impossible to repair in the field: “What if I’m at a remote strip and the 
engine won’t start – I can’t just swap a spark plug or fiddle with the mixture, I’ll need a 
laptop.” This is a bit of a straw man; generally if a FADEC engine fails to start, it could be 
similar basic issues (fuel, spark) and modern diagnostics might actually pinpoint it faster. 
But the perception is a barrier. 

●​ Cost and Complexity Fears: As discussed in the cost section, owners worry that 
FADEC will be expensive to maintain – “if that computer box fails, bet it costs $5k to 
replace!” Or they fear being tied to a single-source vendor for parts, whereas magnetos 
and mechanical parts have multiple sources and abundant mechanics. These are valid 
concerns to a degree. It’s true that a unique ECU might only be available from the 
manufacturer. A counterpoint is that magnetos are also basically only made by two 
companies (Bendix and Slick), and if one of those fails you still have to order their part – 
but since they’ve been around, spares are all over and everyone stocks them. With time, 
if FADEC becomes common, the same could happen (third-party overhaul shops for 
ECUs, etc.). But we’re not there yet. Thus, many think sticking with the devil they know is 
safer economically. 

●​ Previous Tech Stumbles: The GA world has seen various “new” engine techs come 
and go without lasting success. For instance, Unison’s LASAR system (a sort of partially 
electronic magneto) promised better timing control but didn’t gain wide adoption – some 
early issues and lukewarm results made people shrug it off. The Continental Tiara 
engine in the 1970s and Lycoming’s brief flirtation with a high-tech O-320 (with electronic 
controls) in the Cessna 172 of the mid-2000s both flopped, reinforcing the notion that 
“new engines are risky.” Pilots and investors have been burned by concepts that 
sounded great (remember the Thielert diesel saga – initial excitement, followed by 
bankruptcy and costly overhauls). Each time something like that happens, it reinforces 
conservatism: “See, we tried that fancy stuff and it didn’t work. Better to stick with the old 
engines.” In reality, some of those failures were business or execution failures more than 
technology failures. But the nuance often gets lost. 

●​ Prioritizing Proven Reliability Over Incremental Gains: Many pilots will say, “I’ll trade 
a bit of fuel efficiency for the absolute certainty my engine will run.” If they believe (even 
erroneously) that a magneto is more reliable because it’s mechanical, they’ll view 
FADEC’s benefits as not worth a potential risk. Even though statistical or engineering 
analysis might show the FADEC system is just as reliable (or more so, due to 
self-monitoring), it’s human nature to be wary. There’s also a sense of self-reliance: a 



pilot can hand-prop an airplane with dead batteries because magnetos don’t need 
external power – that’s seen as an emergency capability. With FADEC, if you have total 
electrical failure and backups don’t kick in, no amount of prop swinging will start it. So 
there’s a psychological comfort in thinking, “I can get my simple engine going even if 
everything else fails.” Of course, with dual alternators/batteries in FADEC installations, 
that scenario is extremely unlikely – but again, perception matters. 

●​ Lack of Demand = Slow Supply: Since many customers haven’t been demanding 
FADEC, manufacturers have little incentive to risk bringing it to market on their own. This 
creates a bit of a catch-22. Cessna won’t offer a 172 with a digital engine if customers 
aren’t asking for it; customers don’t ask because Cessna doesn’t offer it (and maybe 
because the price would be higher). The same happens in the engine aftermarket – an 
STC to retrofit a 1970s Bonanza with FADEC would be technically possible, but is there 
a market of owners willing to spend say $20k on that upgrade? Possibly not yet. 
Culturally, GA tends to move at a glacial pace unless something forces change. 

However, we are seeing forces that could break the stalemate: fuel and environmental factors. 
With leaded avgas on the way out (EPA pressures, the emergence of G100UL unleaded avgas), 
engines that can run well on unleaded are in focus. The Rotax engines, for example, thrive on 
unleaded and are already future-proof for a no-100LL world . Traditional engines can run on 
unleaded too, but some high-compression models might need adjustments. Electronic controls 
could potentially help optimize running on alternative fuels by adjusting timing or mixture to 
prevent detonation. Also, as new pilots enter aviation (often through LSAs or modern trainers), 
they will be accustomed to digital everything. The mystique of manually leaning might not hold 
the same appeal; they might wonder why the “state of the art” in 2025 requires twiddling knobs 
like it’s 1945. The culture will shift as a new generation that grew up with tech becomes the main 
consumer base. 

In essence, the GA community’s slowness to adopt FADEC is less about the technology not 
being ready (it is ready, as proven in thousands of Rotax-powered airplanes and even the 
FADEC diesels) and more about comfort zone. Changing that mindset requires education, 
positive examples, and time. Pilots need to see their buddies with FADEC engines having better 
experiences, not worse. They need to hear success stories (like “my engine auto-leaned LOP 
and I saved 2 gallons an hour on the way to Oshkosh, no fuss” or “we had a sensor fail alert, 
landed and replaced it easily – much better than my old mag failing without warning”). As those 
stories permeate and as older engines gradually retire, acceptance will grow. 

Conclusion: Embracing the Future of GA 
Engines 
General aviation is often called a “time capsule” for its continued use of mid-century engine 
technology. But as we’ve explored, the tide is slowly turning. FADEC and digital engine controls 
have proven their worth in many GA applications – from the Rotax 912 iS quietly managing fuel 



and spark in hundreds of light sport aircraft every day, to sophisticated twin FADEC Lycomings 
powering new commuter planes, to experimental builders enjoying the benefits of single-lever 
engine management on their custom machines. The technical advantages are real: smoother 
engines, optimized power at all times, reduced pilot workload, and potentially lower fuel and 
maintenance costs. Equally real is the fact that these systems can be made extraordinarily 
reliable through redundancy and intelligent design, addressing the safety concerns that pilots 
rightly have. 

To the GA pilot and aircraft owner reading this: it’s time to give FADEC a hard, objective 
look. The old ways have served us, but they are not sacred. Cultural inertia should not hold 
back progress that can make flying safer, more efficient, and more enjoyable. If you’re building 
or buying an aircraft, consider a modern engine with digital engine control – yes, even if it’s an 
uncommon choice. The more pilots that step up and adopt FADEC-equipped engines (be it a 
Rotax, a ULPower, or a new Lycoming/Continental offering), the more the community will gain 
experience and confidence in them. This in turn encourages manufacturers to invest more in 
these technologies, creating a positive feedback loop. 

It’s also important to educate fellow pilots who might be clinging to myths. Talk about how your 
car’s engine hasn’t had a hiccup in years thanks to its computer, or how redundant the FADEC 
systems are (perhaps even more so than dual mags). Point them to the data: for instance, the 
study showing the Rotax 912’s stellar reliability record – that’s with digital ignition and, 
increasingly, digital fuel control. Modern FADEC engines are not science fiction; they’ve been 
around long enough to prove themselves. The safety record in light-sport and experimental 
categories using them is solid. 

For those operating legacy planes, you might not be able to swap in a FADEC engine tomorrow 
(few STCs exist yet), but you can start with small steps: consider upgrading to an electronic 
ignition STC, or install a fuel totalizer and engine monitor to at least bring more science into your 
engine management. Support industry moves toward enabling FADEC – for example, when 
manufacturers announce an electronic option, don’t reflexively dismiss it; recognize the 
long-term benefits it could bring. We as consumers have a voice. If we demand modern engines 
in our new aircraft, the OEMs will listen. 

In the bigger picture, embracing FADEC is part of ensuring GA remains relevant and 
sustainable. We need engines that can run efficiently on whatever fuel the future holds, that new 
pilots can operate easily (without being mechanical wizards), and that minimize environmental 
impact. Digital engine control is a key piece of that puzzle. The airlines and military made this 
transition decades ago (every turbine engine has FADEC – imagine a 787 where the pilots had 
to manually tweak fuel flow to each jet engine!). It’s somewhat ironic that the cutting-edge glass 
cockpit avionics in a new Cessna come paired with an engine technology your grandfather 
would recognize. Let’s change that. 

Call to action: If you’re a pilot or builder on the fence, take the leap on your next project or 
upgrade – go FADEC. If you’re an instructor or an A&P, get educated on these systems; be 
ready to fly and maintain the next generation of GA engines. Share success stories and lessons 



learned. Culture doesn’t change overnight, but one by one, as more of us experience the 
benefits of FADEC, the old fears will give way to “why didn’t we do this sooner?” It happened 
with GPS replacing paper charts, with glass panels replacing steam gauges – and now it’s 
happening with digital engine controls replacing purely mechanical ones. 

The torque, power, and efficiency gains are waiting. The simplicity and peace of mind of letting a 
smart system take care of your engine is within reach. So let’s welcome our piston engines into 
the 21st century. By embracing FADEC, we can enjoy flying even more, knowing our engines 
are running at peak potential with less fuss and less worry. As pilots and aviation enthusiasts, 
we should champion improvements that make flying safer and more accessible. FADEC is 
exactly that: an improvement on something we’ve taken for granted. The next time you’re flying 
at night over inhospitable terrain, ask yourself: would I rather have an engine from 1950 or one 
with a brain from 2025 under the cowling? Increasingly, the answer should be clear. It’s time to 
bring FADEC onboard and keep GA engines purring into the future, digitally empowered and 
pilot approved. 
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