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Chapter 1 
Introduction and background 

Introduction 
1.1 On 2 December 2019, the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 

Legislation Committee (the committee) self-referred under Standing Order 
25(2)(a) an inquiry into Australia’s general aviation industry, with particular 
reference to aviation in regional, rural and remote Australia. The committee 
agreed to provide an interim report on or before the final sitting day in 
December 2020 and a final report date on or before the final sitting day in 
November 2021. On 20 October 2021, the committee agreed to an extension of 
time to report until 17 March 2022.  

1.2 On 16 March 2022, the committee agreed to extend the final reporting date to 20 
October 2022 and provide this interim report on 30 March 2022.  

1.3 The committee agreed to consider the operation and effectiveness of the Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) and other relevant aviation agencies, with 
particular reference to: 

(a) the legislative and regulatory framework underpinning CASA’s aviation 
safety management functions, including: 

(i) the application of the Civil Aviation Act 1988 and the Civil Aviation 
Safety Regulations 1998 (CASR) to Australia’s aviation sector, and 
whether the legislation is fit for purpose; 

(ii) the safety and economic impacts, and the relative risks of CASA’s 
aviation safety frameworks; and 

(iii) the engagement of CASA with other relevant Australian Government 
agencies. 

(b) the immediate and long-term social and economic impacts of CASA 
decisions on small businesses, agricultural operations and individuals 
across regional, rural and remote Australia; 

 
(c) CASA's processes and functions, including: 

(i) its maintenance of an efficient and sustainable Australian aviation 
industry, including viable general aviation and training sectors; 

(ii) the efficacy of its engagement with the aviation sector, including via 
public consultation; and 

(iii) its ability to broaden accessibility to regional aviation across Australia, 
considering the associated benefits of an expanded aviation sector; 
and 



2 
 

 

(d) any related matters. 

Conduct of the inquiry 
1.4 Information about the inquiry was made available on the committee’s webpage. 

The committee also wrote to aviation industry stakeholders and organisations 
to invite submissions. Details of the inquiry and associated documents are 
available on the committee’s webpage. 

1.5 As of 25 March 2022, the committee had received 70 public submissions which 
are published on the committee webpage and are listed at Appendix 1.  

1.6 The committee has, to date, held four public hearings. The hearings were all held 
by videoconference: 

 Canberra, ACT, on 20 November 2020; 
 Brisbane, QLD, on 28 January 2021; 
 Canberra, ACT, on 7 September 2021; and  
 Canberra, ACT on 7 December 2021. 

1.7 A list of the witnesses who provided evidence at the public hearings is available 
at Appendix 2. 

Acknowledgements 
1.8 The committee thanks the individuals and organisations who have contributed 

to this inquiry to date, by preparing written submissions and giving evidence at 
public hearings. 

Reference to Hansard 
1.9 References to Hansard in the report refer to either the proof or the official 

transcripts with page numbers potentially varying.   

Structure of the report 
1.10 The report is broken down into six chapters. This chapter introduces the inquiry 

and provides an overview of the aviation and general aviation (GA) industry in 
Australia, including safety concerns, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
(CASA), the Civil Aviation Act 1988 and the CASR. It also provides the main 
findings from a number of recent reviews into the aviation sector. A brief 
background is also provided in relation to other agencies within the aviation 
safety framework and the international regulatory environment. 

1.11 Chapter 2 provides information regarding improved safety in GA and the 
relative risks in GA. 

1.12 Chapter 3 provides an overview and highlights issues of the legislative and 
regulatory framework which underpins GA safety in Australia. 
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1.13 Chapter 4 examines some of the issues identified in relation to the inquiry about 
the culture of CASA and its interactions with the GA industry, including the 
role of the Industry Complaints Commissioner. 

1.14 Chapter 5 examines the issues of education and training, particularly for GA 
pilots and engineers, including training streams and the need for harmonisation 
between CASA and Australian Skills Quality Authority courses and 
qualifications. 

1.15 Chapter 6 considers emerging airport management, ownership and cost issues 
which have arisen from the divestment and privatisation of regional 
aerodromes, as well as community concerns on these matters.  

Background 

General Aviation in Australia  
1.16 The International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) classifies GA as covering 

a range of operations that are not commercial air transport services, such as 
aerial work (agriculture, photography, surveying, search and rescue, 
firefighting, construction, aerial advertising and observation and patrol), 
instructional flying and pleasure flying.1 

1.17 GA also contributes to the connectivity and sustainability of Australian life, 
especially in regional and remote areas. It delivers education and health 
services, provides regional freight and transport, community safety, tourism, 
recreation, executive and specialist mobility for primary and secondary 
industries, while playing a major role in firefighting and search and rescue 
activities.2 GA is also an important element of flying training, with many flight 
crews progressing from flight training institutions to GA before working for 
airlines.3 

1.18 The Australian and International Pilots Association (AIPA) emphasised the 
broad yet integral and dynamic role GA plays in Australian aviation, saying:  

… the traditional bundle of activities considered to be GA is not stagnant. 
Defining the scope of GA too narrowly runs the risk of ignoring how the 
health of GA is inextricably linked with all aspects of the Australian aviation 
industry, as well as international supply chains and the global economic 
environment.4 

 
1 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, General 

Aviation, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-
aviation, (accessed 28 March 2022).  

2 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector, 
December 2020, p. 6.  

3 South Australian General Aviation Industry, Submission 60, [p. 1]. 

4 Australian and International Pilots Association, Submission 28, p. 7. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-aviation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-aviation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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Flying activity in general aviation 
1.19 CASA reported that as of June 2020, there were 15,721 VH-registered aircraft on 

the CASA register, of which approximately 2,000 are larger aircraft used for air 
transport operations and 2,000 that may not be flying. This leaves 11,000 both 
fixed and rotary wing aircrafts capable of being used for GA purposes. There 
are a further 3,232 aircraft on the Recreational Aviation Australia register which 
are used for GA, including flying training.5 

1.20 The basic measure of aviation activity is by flying hours. The flying hours of 
Australian aircraft in 2018, 2019 and 2020, as reported in the annual survey of 
aircraft owners by BITRE, are detailed in Table 1.1. Air travel was disrupted in 
2020 and 2021 due to COVID-19 travel restrictions. Total hours flown in 
Australian by Australian owned and operated aircraft decreased by 31.4 per cent 
in 2020, to 2.47 million hours, largely due to a fall in RPT services. Other VH-
Registered aircraft fell by 7.8 per cent in 2020 to 1.59 million hours. 6 

Table 1.1 Thousand of hours flown in Australian aircraft by activity, 
2018-2020 

Area Activity 2018 2019 2020 Change in 
2020 

Commercial 
air transport 

Scheduled 1,423.9 1,526.3 524.2 -67.7%  

Non-scheduled 415.1 400.3 439.3 +9.8%  

Total 1,839 1,926.6 963.5  

General 
Aviation 

Aerial work 439.4 484.9 459.3 -5.3%  

Own use 
business 

133.9 146.4 110.8 -24.3%  

Instructional 
flying 

390.1 422.7 382.9 -9.4%  

Sport and 
pleasure flying 

234.8 232.9 172.9 -25.8%  

Other flying 29.0 32.5 20.1 -38.1%  

Total GA (VH) 1,227.2 1,319.4 1,146.0  

Sport 
aviation 
(non-VH) 

 347.5 351.8 357.0 +1.5%  

 
5 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 2. 

6 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, Australian Aircraft Activity 2020, p. 10 
(accessed 24 March 2022). 

https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/australian-aircraft-activity-2020.pdf
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Total   3,413.7 3,597.7 2,109.6  
Source: Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, Australian Aircraft Activity – *VH aircraft 
are registered with CASA, *non-VH aircraft are registered with self-administrating associations 

1.21 In 2020, GA accounted for 54.3 per cent of the total hours flown in VH-registered 
aircraft. Of all aircraft types by activity and total hours flown in 2020, GA 
accounted for 46.5 per cent, scheduled commercial air transport 21.0 per cent, 
non-scheduled commercial 17.8 per cent and sport aviation (non-VH registered) 
14.5 per cent.7 

1.22 In 2020, 3,537 of GA and Commercial Air Transport VH-registered aircraft did 
not fly, mainly due to repair/maintenance and restoration (43.5 per cent), as well 
as being in storage (18.4 per cent), being unairworthy or unserviceable (7.2 per 
cent), lack of business or the company no longer operating (4.4  per cent), owner 
health issues or death (2.3 per cent) and drought (1.0 per cent). 8 

Sport and recreation aviation in Australia 
1.23 CASA reported that sport aviation 'covers almost half the aircraft operating in 

Australia' and 'involves about 40,000 participants'. CASA's definition of sport 
aviation includes: recreational unmanned aircraft; parachuting; warbirds; 
amateur-built and experimental aircraft; and recreational ballooning.9 

1.24 Sport and recreation aviation in Australia consists of several aviation self-
administration organisations (ASAO) and includes several aviation activities 
which may involve aircraft not designed or built to any recognised civil aviation 
standard. These organisations have their own registrations, licensing, training 
and airworthiness standards and include: 

 Australian Ballooning Federation (ABF); 
 Australian Parachute Federation Ltd (APF); 
 Australian Skydiving Association (ASA); 
 Australian Sport Rotorcraft Association (ASRA); 
 Australian Warbirds Association Limited (AWAL); 
 Gliding Federation of Australia (GFA); 
 Hang Gliding Federation of Australia (HGFA); 
 Model Aircraft Association of Australia (MAAA); 
 Recreational Aviation Australia (RA-Aus); and 

 
7 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, Australian Aircraft Activity 2020, pp. 12-

24 (accessed 24 March 2022).  

8 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, Australian Aircraft Activity 2020, p. 15. 

9 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Sport aviation, https://www.casa.gov.au/aircraft/sport-aviation 
(accessed 28 October 2020). 

https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/australian-aircraft-activity-2020.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/australian-aircraft-activity-2020.pdf
https://www.casa.gov.au/aircraft/sport-aviation
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 Sport Aircraft Association of Australia (SAAA).10 

Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics GA Study 
1.25 In October 2016, the then Minister for Infrastructure and Transport 

commissioned the Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics 
(BITRE) to conduct a study into GA in Australia. The report was released on 20 
December 2017. While the report stated that at the time there was ‘no robust, 
comprehensive economic measures of GA in Australia’,11 it did provide data on 
activity and found that, since 2010, total manned GA activity in Australia has 
been on the decline, especially flight training, private flying and some 
international activities, although aerial mustering and search and rescue 
activities increased.12 

1.26 The key issues identified in the BITRE GA study were: 

 an aging aircraft fleet; 
 changes to operating arrangements at some airports and the effects on 

small aircraft operators of airports being upgraded to cater for larger 
aircraft; 

 aviation safety regulations; and 
 changing flying training pathways.13 

1.27 In terms of aviation safety regulatory changes, GA sector representatives 
informed BITRE that such changes were having an ‘unnecessary adverse impact 
on the GA sector’. Concerns raised included: 

 the cost of some changes was too high; 
 a ‘one size fits all’ approach to regulation with some changes brought in 

for all aircraft was not appropriate for smaller GA aircraft; and  
 regulations should be aligned with particular regulatory regimes 

overseas.14  

1.28 Key messages from GA representatives were that the current regulatory 
approaches: 

 lack a compelling safety case to justify changes; 

 
10 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Self-Administering organisations,  

https://www.casa.gov.au/aircraft/sport-aviation/sport-aviation-self-administering-organisations 
(accessed 28 October 2020). 

11 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, General aviation study, statistical report, 
December 2017, p. 31. 

12 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, General aviation study, statistical report, 
December 2017, p. 1.  

13 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, General aviation study, statistical report, 
December 2017, p. 1.  

14 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, General aviation study, statistical report, 
December 2017, p. 2.  

https://www.casa.gov.au/aircraft/sport-aviation/sport-aviation-self-administering-organisations
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
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 are too complex and incorrectly treated GA like larger aircraft or 
maintenance operations; 

 do not have enough regard to cost implications; 
 are not risk-based (although GA has higher accident rates than major 

commercial airline operations, the number of people at risk is 
significantly lower); and  

 are not aligned fully with international regulatory regimes (missing 
harmonisation benefits).15 

The General Aviation Advisory Network: New Strategy for the Australian GA Sector 
1.29 The General Aviation Advisory Network (GAAN) was established in 

October 2016 to provide advice to the Minister for Infrastructure and Transport 
on matters affecting the GA sector. On 18 November 2020, GAAN finalised a 
New Strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector. The Strategy 
identified the following initiatives for action: 

 Economic review of the sector to identify its value to the economy, 
looking behind frontline participants to the users of, and demand for, GA 
services and to provide all levels of government and industry with better 
information for supportive policy implementation. 

 Create a world-class regulatory environment for GA, to address 
cultural, systemic and practice-based issues currently hampering GA’s 
relationship with and the effectiveness of CASA through the adoption of 
a better Classification of Operations policy, cooperative regulation 
principles, and the application of GA sector risk profiles, along with the 
reform of GA-specific rulesets imposing unnecessary costs and red tape. 

 Review of the Civil Aviation Act 1988 to ensure that CASA and the 
regulations it creates do not impose unnecessary costs on industry while 
providing the capability for a modern approach to regulation in GA 
including harmonisation with best international practice, outcome-based 
regulations, cooperation with industry to access expertise and to drive 
continuous improvement, improve CASA’s governance and reduce the 
potential for impediments to innovation and economic harm. 

 Training pathways to ensure the ongoing availability of skills and 
competencies for the sector by dealing with student support programs, 
duplication between government agencies, better outcomes for trainees 
and reduced cost and complexity for industry. 

 Airports and infrastructure facilities and policy to support GA flight and 
ground-based activities for all aspects of the sector. 

 Airspace for GA operations, to address equitable airspace access and 
support new technologies, national security, safety and operational 
efficiency. 

 Aviation design, manufacture and export to capitalise on Australia’s 
proven innovation to create jobs and compete in international markets by 

 
15 Bureau of Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics, General aviation study, statistical report, 

December 2017, p. 51. 

https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
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identifying and removing unnecessary red tape while championing the 
potential of the industry to grow significantly while providing national 
capability enhancements and sustainable jobs. 

 Early adoption of technology and a facilitation process to support, 
extend and leverage Australia’s aircraft engineering, research, and 
development capabilities, fostering innovation and realising economic, 
environmental, and social benefits.16 

1.30 In 2020, the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development 
and Communications (the Department) released the Future of Australia’s Aviation 
Sector - Issues Paper to inform potential policy directions to manage the 
challenges facing the aviation industry, including reducing the regulatory 
burden on stakeholders within the GA industry.17 Subsequently (in December 
2021), the Australian Government released the Aviation Recovery Framework, 
Flying to Recover report.  

1.31 In the report, GA was recognised as a key component of the aviation ecosystem. 
The Government’s stated intention in the report was to refine the regulatory 
framework to further improve aviation safety and better understand GA’s 
contribution to the economy and the community.18 

Safety issues 
1.32 Safety is paramount in the aviation industry. In 2019 there were 222 aircraft 

involved in accidents in Australia with 35 fatalities from 22 fatal accidents. This 
is consistent with the 32.3 average of the previous nine years. There were 17 GA 
fatalities reported in 2019. In the period from 2010 to 2019, over 90 per cent of 
accidents and fatal accidents involving aircraft were operating within the GA 
and recreational sector. Aerial work, which accounts for 40 per cent of GA hours 
flown, was the main contributor to GA accidents. Most accidents were related 
to operational or technical issues. Recreational accidents were mainly due to 
terrain collisions or technical problems such as engine failure or malfunction. 
Since 2016, remotely piloted aircraft (RPA) have surpassed helicopters to 
become the second most common aircraft type involved in an accident.19 

1.33 Chapter 2 discusses the issue of safety in more detail.   

 
16 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, General 

Aviation, A New Strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector, General Aviation Advisory 
Network, December 2020, pp. 3-4. 

17 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, The future of 
Australia’s aviation sector: Flying to Recovery, August 2020 (accessed 18 October 2021).  

18 Australian Government, Aviation Recovery Framework: Flying to Recovery, December 2021, p. 9 
(accessed 20 December 2021). 

19 Australian Transport Safety Bureau, Aviation occurrence statistics 2010 to 2019, pp. i-iii, 
http://www.atsb.gov.au/publications/2020/ar-2020-047/ (accessed 13 December 2021). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/future/files/future-of-australias-aviation-sector_issues-paper-2020.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/future/files/future-of-australias-aviation-sector_issues-paper-2020.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final-21-12-17.pdf
http://www.atsb.gov.au/publications/2020/ar-2020-047/
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Legislative and regulatory framework 

International regulatory environment 
1.34 Australia is one of the 193 signatory states to the Convention on International 

Civil Aviation (the Chicago Convention), which provides for the ‘safe and 
orderly’ development of international civil aviation, ‘established on the basis of 
equality of opportunity and operated soundly and economically’.20 The Chicago 
Convention established the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), a 
United Nations agency with responsibility for creating standards and 
recommended practices for civil aviation.21 

1.35 Relevant sections of ICAO Standards and Recommended Practices for GA are 
Annex 1 (training); Annex 6, Part II, Section 1 and 2 (non-commercial use of 
aircraft) and Annex 6, part II, Section 3 (non-commercial use of large aircraft). 

The Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
1.36 Established in 1995, CASA is an independent statutory authority that regulates 

Australian aviation safety and the operation of Australian aircraft overseas, and 
reports to the Minister for the Department. The CASA Board, appointed by the 
Minister, is responsible for deciding objectives, strategies, and policies and for 
overseeing the performance of CASA. CASA is responsible for licensing pilots, 
registering aircraft, overseeing and promoting safety and ensuring Australian 
airspace is administered and used safely.22 

1.37 CASA’s role is described in the Civil Aviation Act 1988, the basis of the CASR 
which contain associated relevant Manual of Standards and guidance material.  

1.38 CASA’s aviation safety functions include: 

 issuing licences, certificates, authorisations, approvals and other 
permissions required by persons undertaking aviation-related activities 
in Australia including administering medical standards applicable to 
licence holders; 

 regulatory surveillance and oversight including implementing 
regulatory changes and taking appropriate enforcement action when 
necessary; 

 oversight of aircraft, maintenance and flying operations through 
surveillance of passenger-carrying, charter and freight operations and 
maintenance organisations; 

 
20 Roger Meyer and Vicki Higgins, Australia’s Contribution to ICAO, 

http://www.airwaysmuseum.com/ICAO%20-%20Aust%20contrib.htm (accessed 26 October 2020). 

21 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Annual Report: 2019-20, p. 113. 

22 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, http://casa.gov.au/about-us/who-we-are  
(accessed 19 October 2021). 

http://www.airwaysmuseum.com/ICAO%20-%20Aust%20contrib.htm
https://www.casa.gov.au/content-search/annual-reports/annual-report-2019-20
http://casa.gov.au/about-us/who-we-are
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 developing, establishing and monitoring the instructional standards for 
the flying training industry and the flying standards and competency of 
CASA flying operations inspectors; 

 developing aviation safety standards and guidance material; 
 conducting safety education and training; and 
 analysing data, providing advice and making the appropriate 

interventions to maintain and improve Australian aviation safety 
performance.23 

1.39 CASA employs around 850 staff in offices around Australia.24 According to the 
former CEO Mr Shane Carmody, ‘CASA seeks to promote a positive and 
collaborative safety culture through a fair, effective, and efficient aviation safety 
regulatory system, supporting all members of the aviation community’.25 

1.40 CASA has a dedicated General, Recreational and Sport Aviation Branch, 
including a Flight-Testing Office providing oversight of over 1,300 industry 
flight examiner rating holders.26 The Branch also provides oversight of nine self-
administering organisations, some of which are transitioning to Part 149 of the 
Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998 (CASR). This will allow these 
organisations to continue administering sport aviation activities under new 
prescribed standards covering pilot and maintainer qualifications, approval of 
associated flying and maintenance training facilities and oversight and 
enforcement activities in respect of members.27 

1.41 RA-Aus is responsible to CASA for the administration of ultralight, recreational 
and sport aviation in Australia. RA-Aus trains and certifies pilots, flying 
instructors and maintainers, registering a fleet of over 3,200 aircraft.28 

1.42 The legislative framework governing aviation is considered in Chapter 3 of this 
report. 

1.43 Apart from CASA, other agencies that are responsible for Australian aviation 
safety include: 

 The Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communication, advises the Government on the policy and regulatory 
framework for Australian airports and the aviation industry, manages the 
administration of the Government's interests in privatised airports under 
the Airports Act 1996, and provides policy advice to the Minister on the 

 
23 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Annual Report 2019-20, p. 9. 

24 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Annual Report 2019-20, p. 7. 

25 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 1. 

26 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 3. 

27 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 3. These matters are discussed later in the report. 

28 Recreational Aviation Australia, About Us, https://www.raa.asn.au/our-organisation/  
(accessed 28 March 2022).  

https://www.casa.gov.au/content-search/annual-reports/annual-report-2019-20
https://www.casa.gov.au/content-search/annual-reports/annual-report-2019-20
https://www.raa.asn.au/our-organisation/
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efficient management of Australian airspace and on aircraft noise and 
emissions.29 The GAAN advises the Deputy Prime Minister on issues related 
to general aviation, as well as operating as a forum where industry 
representatives can identify opportunities to work collaboratively to 
respond to pressures, trends and issues facing the GA sector.30 

 Airservices Australia, a government owned statutory authority with 
responsibility for airspace management, aeronautical information, aviation 
communications, radio navigation aids and aviation rescue firefighting 
services.31 

 The Australian Transport Safety Bureau (ATSB), a statutory authority with 
responsibility for investigating aviation accidents and safety incidents, 
maintaining safety data and fostering safety awareness. 

 The Department of Defence, responsible for safety and airworthiness of 
military aviation systems. 

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport - Administration 
of the Civil Aviation Safety Authority and related matters 2008 inquiry 
1.44 In 2008, the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and 

Transport completed an inquiry into the Administration of the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA) and related matters.32 The inquiry came after CASA embarked 
on an extensive reform program involving all elements of its organisational and 
regulatory structure in 2003. This included the abolition of the CASA Board in 
2003. 

1.45 The committee, along with aviation stakeholders, voiced concerns over the slow 
pace of change at the time, and the extent to which this had impacted on CASA's 
ability to meet its regulatory responsibilities. The report noted stakeholder 
views which described CASA’s structural changes as 'protracted, piecemeal and 
chaotic'. 33 

 
29 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Aviation, 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation,  
(accessed 24 March 2022).  

30 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, General 
Aviation, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-
aviation, (accessed 24 March 2022). 

31 Airservices Australia, About us, http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/about-us,  
(accessed 1 November 2021). 

32 Information on the inquiry, including the final report, can be found at: 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs
_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/index.  

33 Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, 
Administration of the Civil Aviation Safety authority (CASA) and related matters, September 2008, p. 3, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs
_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/report/index (accessed 28 March 2022). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-aviation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/general-aviation
http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/about-us
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/index
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/index
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/report/index
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/Completed_inquiries/2008-10/casa/report/index
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1.46 The committee's report contained three recommendations,34 to which the 
government responded in September 2009.35 The recommendations and 
government responses were as follows: 

 Recommendation 1: The committee recommends the Australian Government 
strengthen CASA's governance framework and administrative capability by: 

− introducing a small board of up to five members to provide enhanced 
oversight and strategic direction for CASA; and 

− undertaking a review of CASA's funding arrangements to ensure CASA 
is equipped to deal with new regulatory challenges. 

 
− Government response: A CASA Board has been established and legislative 

amendments to the Civil Aviation Act 1988 to give effect to the governance 
changes were passed by Parliament in March 2009, with the new 
arrangements in place from 1 July 2009. 

 Recommendation 2:  The committee recommends, in accordance with the 
findings of the Hawke Taskforce, that CASA's Regulatory Reform Program 
be brought to a conclusion as quickly as possible to provide certainty to 
industry and to ensure CASA and industry are ready to address future 
safety challenges.  

− Government response: In the National Aviation Policy Green Paper, the 
Government reaffirmed its commitment to have the regulatory reform 
program completed by 2010-2011. 

 Recommendation 3: The committee recommends that the Australian National 
Audit Office (ANAO) audit CASA's implementation and administration of 
its Safety Management System (SMS) approach. 

− Government response: This is a matter for the Auditor General. 

1.47 The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) subsequently agreed to the third 
recommendation of the committee. On 28 October 2010, the ANAO completed 
its audit into the Implementation and Administration of the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority's Safety Management System Approach for Aircraft Operators.36 The audit 
made one recommendation—that CASA enhance the rigour of its desktop 
reviews of SMS, by introducing procedures that provide clearer and more 

 
34 Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, 

Administration of the Civil Aviation Safety authority (CASA) and related matters, September 2008, p. 44.  

35 The government response was incorporated into Hansard, on 10 September 2009.  

36 The report and a summary of findings can be found at: 
https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/implementation-and-administration-civil-
aviation-safety-authoritys-safety 

https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/genpdf/chamber/hansards/2009-09-10/0152/hansard_frag.pdf;fileType=application%2Fpdf
https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/implementation-and-administration-civil-aviation-safety-authoritys-safety
https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/implementation-and-administration-civil-aviation-safety-authoritys-safety
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consistent evidentiary trails regarding the basis on which approvals of an SMS 
were granted. 

Aviation Safety Regulation Review (2014) 
1.48 In November 2013 the Australian Government commissioned a review into the 

safety regulation system including the outcomes and direction of the regulatory 
reform process being undertaken by CASA. 

1.49 The Australian Safety Regulation Review (ASR review) found that civil aviation 
safety regulations were viewed by the industry as 'overly legalistic, difficult to 
understand and focused on punitive outcomes'.37 The ASR review 
recommended changing from a two-tier regulatory framework (Act and 
regulations) to a three tier structure (Act, regulations and manuals of standards 
or civil aviation orders), 'removing as much detail as possible from regulations, 
and using plain language standards in the third tier'.38 

1.50 According to the ASR review the general aviation section 'provides key services 
to remote communities that rely, sometimes exclusively, on aviation for 
important supplies, such as mail, medical services, and business and 
community services'.39 The review noted that non-commercial operations using 
small aircraft have specific safety concerns: 

There are more substantial risks inherent in these small aircraft private 
operations given that the experience and knowledge of pilots may be lower 
than in commercial or aerial work operations, and operations may be from 
unprepared runways or in areas with limited facilities. Globally, as would 
be expected, the accident record of small aircraft GA operations is not as 
good as commercial operations. Risk in GA operations is generally 
proportional to the consequences: risk becomes greater as the number of 
persons carried on the aircraft increases, but given that operations are of 
small aircraft, there are usually few persons on the aircraft, lowering the 
risk.40 

1.51 The review further stated that while there is ‘an increased responsibility […] 
placed with the owner or pilot’ for private operations,  CASA still has a role 'to 
provide a degree of safety oversight to ensure licensed personnel understand 
their responsibilities', and to work towards 'increasing safety oversight 
responsibility being assigned to representative bodies'.41 

1.52 Among its 37 recommendations, the review recommended that CASA establish 
a safety oversight risk management hierarchy based on a categorisation of 

 
37 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, p. 2. 

38 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, pp. 2, 5. 

39 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, p. 11. 

40 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, p. 87. 

41 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, pp. 87–88. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
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operations and that rule making and surveillance priorities should be 
proportionate to the safety risk.42 The government agreed with this 
recommendation. 

1.53 In December 2014, the Government response to the Aviation Safety Regulation 
Review report was released. An amendment to the Civil Aviation Act 1988 
expanded the CASA Board to seven members, in order to increase aviation skills 
and experience, and a Statement of Expectation to the CASA Board was issued. 
The ATSB and the CASA Board responded through a Statement of Intent with 
corporate plans expected to deliver the relevant agreed recommendations from 
the report.43 There was an expectation that the Department play a stronger 
policy role in the State Safety Program (SSP), with the Aviation Policy Group 
providing leadership.44 

 
42 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, p. 90. 

43 Australian Government, The Aviation Safety Regulation Review Report: Government Response, 
December 2014, p. 2. 

44 Australian Government, The Aviation Safety Regulation Review Report Government Response, December 
2014, p. 7. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR-Government-Response.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/ASRR-Government-Response.pdf
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Chapter 2 
Safety and relative risks  

2.1 This chapter explores the issue of safety within the general aviation (GA) sector, 
as well as the impact of those Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) 
regulations that were implemented with the aim of improving safety in general 
aviation. 

2.2 All stakeholders agree on the importance of safety in aviation. The Australian 
Federation of Air Pilots (AFAP) submitted that minimum and genuine safety 
standards are extremely important and ‘[s]afety must remain the genuine 
primary concern and consideration’ within the industry. 1 However, AFAP also 
argued that it was necessary to make a distinction between unnecessary red tape 
and the need to introduce appropriate changes to the system of aviation safety.2 

GA accidents and fatalities 
2.3 In the period from 2010 to 2019, most GA accidents and fatalities occurred in 

pleasure and personal transport activities (45 per cent) with aerial work 
accounting for 37 per cent of accidents and 33 per cent of fatal accidents. There 
was, however, an increase in the number of GA remote pilot aircraft (RPA) 
accidents per year. This was mainly due to an increase in the number of survey 
and photographic accidents.3 In 2019, there were 17 fatalities in GA.4 (See 
Table 2.1).         

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 
1 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 5. 

2 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 10. 

3 Australian Transport Safety Bureau, Aviation occurrence statistics 2010 to 2019, 
http:/www.atsb.gov.au/publications/2020/ar-2020-047/ (accessed 13 December 2021) 

4 Australian Transport Safety Bureau, Aviation occurrence statistics 2010 to 2019.  
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2.4 When looking at the accident rate per million hours flown from 2014 to 2019, 
test/ferry activities had the highest rate followed by all Recreational Aviation 
Australia (RAAus), and pleasure and personal flying (See Table 2.2). 

Table 2.1 Number of fatal accidents and fatalities by general aviation and 
sport/recreational activity, 2010 to 2019 

Area Activity No. Aircraft 
involved 

No. 
fatalities 

Aerial work Agricultural 
spreading/spraying 

13 13 

 Agricultural mustering 10 11 

 Other agricultural 1 1 

 Survey/photographic 5 10 

 Search and rescue 2 2 

 Other aerial work 3 4 

 Firefighting 2 2 

Instructional flying  11 19 

Own business 
travel 

 3 5 

Sport and pleasure 
flying 

Parachuting dropping 1 5 

 Aerobatics 2 2 

 Pleasure and personal 
transport 

45 77 

 Community services 
flights 

2 6 

 Other sport and 
pleasure flying 

2 3 

 Unknown sport and 
pleasure flying 

1 1 

Other general 
aviation flying 

 11 12 

Source: Australian Transport Safety Bureau, Aviation occurrence statistics, 2010 to 2019 
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Table 2.2 Accident and fatality accident rate per million departures and 
million hours flown by activity, 2014-2019 

Activity Rate per million 
departures 

Rate per million hours 
flown 

Total fatal 
accident 
rate 

Total 
accident 
rate 

Total fatal 
accident 
rate 

Total 
accident 
rate 

Agricultural 
mustering 

5.9 70.3 4.3 52.2 

Agricultural 
spreading/spraying 

4.0 57.4 10.5 149.2 

Other agriculture 9.5 94.9   

Construction 0 72.5 0 125.0 

Search and Rescue 0 38.6 0 52.8 

Observation and 
Patrol 

0 17.0 0 7.2 

Firefighting 4.1 32.4 4.4 35.6 

Policing 0 52.2 0 54.8 

Survey/Photographic 7.6 22.9 5.7 17.0 

Other aerial work 3.4 24.1 4.6 32.1 

Instructional flying 1.6 31.6 2.8 56.2 

Own business travel 0 18.9 0 17.6 

Test/Ferry 66.5 451.9 65.7 447.0 

Community service 
flights 

108.5 108.5 91.8 91.8 

Pleasure and personal 
transport 

26.8 222.8 30.5 254.1 

Aerobatics 24.4 48.7 46.5 93.1 

Glider towing 0 15.8 0 118.5 

Parachute dropping 3.6 28.7 8.2 65.8 

Other sport and 
pleasure flying 

8.1 32.3 11.6 46.3 

All RA-Aus   36.5 335.1 

All SAFA   22.9 90.1 
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All glider   13.1 120.3 

All ASRA   36.1 156.5 
Source: Australian Transport Safety Bureau, Aviation Occurrence Statistics, 2010 to 2019 

2.5 The family of a pilot killed in a GA accident made a submission and quoted from 
the ATSB accident report, published on 30 April 2020: 

The ATSB sought information from CASA regarding the circumstances 
under which the incorrect procedure was approved for use by the operator. 
Despite this request, no information was provided by CASA. Consequently, 
the ATSB was unable to determine whether the approval of incorrect 
information was an isolated human error or symptomatic of a systemic 
deficiency with the approval process.5  

2.6 To improve safety and access to airspace in GA, the Australia Government plans 
to provide $30 million in rebates to eligible aircraft operators for up to $5,000, or 
50 per cent of the cost of installing Automatic Dependent Surveillance Broadcast 
(ADS-B) transponder technology. This will enable aircraft to be accurately 
tracked by air traffic controllers without having to rely on conventional radar as 
well as supporting pilots in seeing and avoiding other aircraft. It will also assist 
in search and rescue operations.6 

GA risk profile 
2.7 There are varying views about the risk profile of GA. For example, according to 

Mr Peter Cromarty, a former Executive Manager at CASA, the ATSB’s figures 
show that: 

[T]he total accident rate, per hours flown, for GA operations are nine times 
as likely to have an accident compared to commercial air transport 
operations… Recreational Aviation operations are twice as likely to have an 
accident as GA... The fatality rate, per hours flown, indicates general 
aviation operation are around fifteen times more likely to experience a fatal 
accident than commercial air transport operations. Again, Recreational 
Aviation is double GA.7 

2.8 Conversely, according to a report by Anjum Naweed and Kyriakos Kourousis, 
the GA sector has a lower risk profile, as measured by the impact of an accident, 
compared to the commercial sector: 

…[if] risk is a combination of the likelihood of the hazard and the risk 
consequences of an ensuring accident, then, although the probability of 

 
5 Name withheld, Submission 54, p. 1. 

6 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework, flying to recover, December 2021, p. 14, (accessed 
20 December 2021). 

7 Mr Peter Cromarty, Submission 30, p. 4. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final.pdf
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having [an] air accident in GA is higher than in commercial aviation, the 
lower severity of such accidents results in a lower risk profile.8 

2.9 Professionals Australia observed the challenges for CASA administering two 
sections of aviation with different risk profiles: 

While commercial aviation is the area where the consequences of critical 
failures are significant, the likelihood of such failures occurring are lower 
due to the resources of operators to maintain operational safety and the high 
level of public scrutiny. In general aviation, the consequences of critical 
safety failures are lower than with commercial airlines, however the 
likelihood and frequency of these failures are high, particularly when 
payment has been received by the operator for the carriage of passengers…9 

2.10 Mr Mark Newton, a pilot and aircraft owner, submitted, ‘it is undeniable that 
private pilots have greater control over their risk appetite than commercial 
pilots’.10 Mr Newton explained that his risk awareness, and that of his 
passengers was distinct from charter and airline customers and that everyone 
‘involved has opted in following a detailed briefing’.11 Mr Newton continued: 

No amount of oversight from a safety regulator can prevent me from 
making decisions about running out of fuel or crashing into a mountain or 
running off the side of a runway or operating an airplane with a faulty 
engine, or from setting up any of the preconditions that make those things 
happen … A safety regulator is only worthwhile to the extent that it 
promotes and supports my safety culture.12 

2.11 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd (AAAA), drew attention to the 
lack of safety data, suggesting that this was indicative of CASA’s lack of 
engagement with those who operate the aircraft: 

… the lack of focus on safety/accident data to inform the current regulatory 
development process is in stark contrast to the development of Sector Risk 
Profiles where CASA engages with industry to learn more about risks and 
controls from highly experienced operators and pilots.13 

 

2.12 According to Mr Phillip Hurst, CEO, AAAA, their members are extremely safety 
conscious, for obvious reasons: 

We're very keen on safety as well, especially with my members being at the 
pointy end of any accident. We take safety very seriously, which is why we 

 
8 Anjum Naweed and Kyriakos Kourousis, Winging it: key issues and perceptions around regulation and 

practice of aircraft maintenance in Australian general aviation, Aerospace, 26 June 2020  
(accessed 28 March 2022).  

9 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, p. 4. 

10 Mr Mark Newton, Submission 66, p. 1.  

11 Mr Mark Newton, Submission 66, p. 1. 

12 Mr Mark Newton, Submission 66, pp. 1-2. 

13 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 8. 

https://www.mdpi.com/2226-4310/7/6/84
https://www.mdpi.com/2226-4310/7/6/84
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do a lot of offline training that’s not required by law. We do well above what 
the minimum legal requirement is.14 

2.13 AAAA recommend CASA work cooperatively with industry to develop Sector 
Risk Profiles (SRP), relevant safety KPIs and other useful metrics to focus on 
safety outcomes rather than regulatory process.15 The AAAA went on to explain 
that: 

Critically, the SRP process must be based on data – accident trends based on 
ATSB and BITRE data, identified opportunities for improvement – and very 
differently to other CASA approaches – recognition that industry can play a 
leading role in improving safety through various programs.16 

2.14 Several issues were raised by submitters about Approved Self-administering 
Aviation Organisations (ASAO) and the potential for ‘blind spots’ in regulations 
as well as what is an acceptable risk for ASAOs. 

2.15 For example, Mrs Susan Woods from Jabiru Aircraft commented that there is 
‘no consideration of the cost of safety or differentiation between acceptable risk 
of commercial airline travel and acceptable risk of sport aviation’.17 According 
to Jabiru Aircraft, their customers must sign an acknowledgement of the risks 
of flying in aircrafts with their engines due to CASA’s concern about the risk of 
litigation concerning past approvals.18 

2.16 Professionals Australia was concerned about CASA’s responsibility being 
subcontracted to non-government organisations operating as ASAO and 
believed that it was necessary for CASA to have ‘the skills and resources to 
oversight these organisations, otherwise blind spots in the regulation of general 
aviation could emerge’.19 

Community service flights 
2.17 A community services flight (CSF) transports people to and from a destination 

to receive non-emergency medical treatment or services free of charge. It is 
coordinated, arranged, and facilitated by an organisation for charitable or 
community service purposes. No medical treatment is provided on board, but 

 
14 Mr Phil Hurst, Chief Executive Officer, Aerial Application Association of Australia, Committee 

Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 10. 

15 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 9. 

16 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 25. 

17 Mrs Susan Woods, Jabiru Aircraft Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, p. 25. 

18 Mrs Susan Woods, Jabiru Aircraft Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, p. 25. 

19 Professional Australia, Submission 34, p. 4.  
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passengers can receive medication and treatment for an unexpected medical 
emergency.20 

2.18 There were two community benefit flight accidents in 2011 and 2017, resulting 
in the death of six people. These flights had been organised by Angel Flight, a 
charity organisation that provides non-emergency medical transport for people 
living in rural and regional areas. 

2.19 As a consequence of these accidents, CASA introduced Legislative Instrument 
CASA 09/19 for CSFs. Restrictions included: 

 private pilots cannot fly CSFs unless they have 400 hours total time with at 
least 250 hours in command; 

 multi-engine aircraft cannot be used on CSFs unless the pilot has 25 hours 
time on type; 

 private pilots cannot fly CSFs if they hold a CASA Basic Class 2 medical 
only; 

 VFR [visual flight rule] pilots cannot fly CSFs unless they have 10 hours on 
type; 

 IFR [instrument flight rule] pilots cannot fly CSFs unless they have 20 hours 
time on type; 

 no pilot can fly as CSF unless they have made at least one landing in the 
type of aircraft in the previous 30 days; 

 the CSF flight must submit a flight plan and pilots must mark the flight in 
their logbooks as a CSF.21 

2.20 The CSF instrument defines CSFs as a flight: 

 transporting people to a destination to receive non-emergency medical 
treatment or services (and back to a place from which the patient departed 
for a treatment destination); 

 coordinated, arranged or facilitated by an organisation for charitable or 
community service purpose; 

 where no medical treatment is provided on board, but passengers can 
receive medication and treatment for an unexpected medical emergency; 
and 

 
20 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Community service flights, https://www.casa.gov.au/operations-

safety-and-travel/safety-advice/community-service-flights (accessed 18 January 2022). 

21 Australian Flying, We won’t appeal court ruling: Angel Flight, 
https://www.australianflying.com.au/latest/we-won-t-appeal-court-ruling-angel-flight,  
(accessed 10 January 2022).  

https://www.casa.gov.au/operations-safety-and-travel/safety-advice/community-service-flights
https://www.casa.gov.au/operations-safety-and-travel/safety-advice/community-service-flights
https://www.australianflying.com.au/latest/we-won-t-appeal-court-ruling-angel-flight
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 that is free of charge to the patient(s) and the person(s) providing them 
support.22 

2.21 In 2019, a Senate inquiry was conducted into the performance of the ATSB, and 
in particular, its report on the June 2017 crash of a flight conducted on behalf of 
Angel Flight Australia. The inquiry received ten submissions and a public 
hearing was conducted in Sydney on 4 September 2019. The committee made 
two recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 

The committee recommends that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
amend the Civil Aviation (Commercial Service Flights – Conditions on 
Flight Crew Licences) Instrument 2019 to remove the provisions for 
additional aeroplane maintenance requirements, which are beyond those 
required for airworthiness in the general aviation sector. 

Recommendation 2 

The committee recommends that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
amend the Civil Aviation (Commercial Service Flights – Conditions on 
Flight Crew Licences) Instrument 2019 to clarify what constitutes the 
‘operating crew’ for a community service flight, particularly as this relates 
to additional pilots and mentoring arrangements.23 

2.22 CASA introduced the Civil Aviation (Community Services Flights- Conditions 
on Flight Crew Licences) Instrument 2019, effective from 19 March 2019, partly 
based on the ATSB findings and after a six-week consultation period.24 

2.23 Angel Flight was concerned about the statistical analysis conducted by ATSB. It 
was also concerned that ATSB did not make any safety recommendations for 
pilots flying light aircraft in bad weather, which was a key factor in the 2017 
accident.  

2.24 According to Mr Angus Mitchell, Chief Commissioner and Chief Executive 
Officer, ATSB, the data used by CASA to develop the Instrument for community 
service flights was not provided by the ATSB: 

Quite often in an investigation we issue what’s called a section 32, which is 
a coercive power. That is very protected under the TSI Act 2003. We do not 

 
22 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Community Service Flights, 29 August 2019, 

http://www.casa.gov.au/licences-and-certifaction/individual-licensing/community-service-flights 
(accessed 11 September 2019). 

23 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Performance of the Australian 
Transport Safety Bureau, and in particular its report on the June 2017 crash of a flight conducted on behalf of 
Angel Flight Australia, October 2019, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs
_and_Transport/ATSB/Report, (accessed 10 January 2022).  

24 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Performance of the Australian 
Transport Safety Bureau, and in particular its report on the June 2017 crash of a flight conducted on behalf of 
Angel Flight Australia, October 2019.  

http://www.casa.gov.au/licences-and-certifaction/individual-licensing/community-service-flights
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/ATSB/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/ATSB/Report
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provide data to other sources, including regulators. That data that brought 
in the instrument that CASA relied on was their own independently 
collected data; that is my understanding.25 

2.25 Angel Flight Australia took CASA to the Federal Court of Australia seeking to 
quash the instrument but was unsuccessful. The Federal Court found ‘that all of 
the evidence presented by CASA was credible and supportive of CASA’s 
decision to make the instrument’.26 CASA maintained that the basis for the 
instrument being introduced was informed by a number of documents and was 
based on safety grounds.27 

2.26 However, CASA have subsequently amended Legislative Instrument CASA 
09/19 following ‘feedback from the CSF sector, including Angel Flight, Little 
Wings and […] online public consultation’.28 

2.27 CASA outlined some of the key differences between the CASA 09/19 
Instrument, and the new CASA 19/22 Instrument, which they claim is designed 
to be ‘less onerous for volunteers and give the [CSF] sector more flexibility to 
achieve safety outcomes’: 

 The old CSF rules had additional 100-hourly maintenance requirements 
for aircraft conducting CSF flights. This requirement has been removed 
and aircraft are subject to the same aircraft maintenance requirements as 
private flying. 

 The requirement for a pilot to have completed a landing within the 
previous 30 days in an aircraft of the type being used for the CSF has been 
clarified. The original intent that a landing can be done on the same day 
as the CSF has been incorporated. 

 The old rules required CSF pilots to hold either a Class 1 or Class 2 
medical certificate. This requirement has changed to also allow pilots that 
hold a medical exemption for a Class 1 or Class 2 medical certificate. 

 There’s a new condition for commercial pilot licence holders who are not 
also air transport pilot licence holders. They need 150 hours as pilot in 
command (PIC) of an aeroplane or helicopter. 

 Flight notifications need to be in a ‘written’ form, for example, the 
internet or an electronic form. This is to ensure all required data is 
captured. 

 Pilots may be able to comply with approved alternative requirements 
developed by a CSF organisation instead of the rules in the new 

 
25 Mr Angus Mitchell, Chief Commissioner and Chief Executive Officer, Australian Transport Safety 

Bureau, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 16. 

26 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46.2, p. 4. 

27 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46.2, p. 3.  

28 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, New way for community service flights, https://www.casa.gov.au/new-
way-community-service-flights, (accessed 24 March 2022).    

https://www.casa.gov.au/new-way-community-service-flights
https://www.casa.gov.au/new-way-community-service-flights
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instrument. CASA is currently working with CSF organisations on this 
option.29 

2.28 While broadly welcoming some of the changes, Angel Flight is continuing to 
negotiate with CASA ‘for an exemption to the instrument and a lot of progress 
has been made’.30 

Other matters raised 
2.29 Whilst the primary purpose of this inquiry was to examine the operation of 

CASA and GA’s legislative and regulatory framework, other related matters 
were discussed. These matters ranged from:  

 Aviation Rescue and Firefighting services at regional airports;31  
 alternative fuels and fuel costs;32  
 emerging aviation technologies, such as electronic aeroplanes and 

unmanned aerial vehicles;33 and 
 CASA’s preparation of a roadmap for safety regulation development for 

emerging aviation technologies.34  

2.30 Whilst outside of the inquiry’s primary focus, the committee will monitor the 
relevant policy developments for their impact on the GA industry and aviation 
sector more broadly.   

Committee view 
2.31 The committee acknowledges that the risk involved in GA may be higher for 

individuals rather than commercial operators. However, as is repeated 
throughout this report, the risks overall for GA need to be managed in a way 
that promotes both safety and the ongoing viability of the industry.  

 
29 CASA, New way for community service flights, https://www.casa.gov.au/new-way-community-

service-flights, (accessed 24 March 2022).   

30 Australian Flying, CASA modifies Community Service Flight Rules,  
https://www.australianflying.com.au/latest/casa-modifies-community-service-flight-rules, 
(accessed 24 March 2022).  

31 United Firefighters Union of Australia Aviation Branch, Submission 53, p. 3. 

32 Mr John Armstrong, Committee Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 13; Mr Paul Blore, Outback Helicopter 
Airwork Northern Territory (NT), Committee Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 15; Outback Helicopter 
Airwork NT, Submission 61, [p. 2]; Mr Warwick Curr, Arafura Helicopters, Committee Hansard, 
7 September 2021, p. 15; Dr Philip Goyne, Queensland Recreational Aircraft Association/Warwick 
Aero Club, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, Brisbane, p. 7. 

33 Mr William Shrapnel, HeliMods, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, pp. 20–23; Mrs Susan Woods, 
Jabiru Aircraft Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, p. 27; Civil Aviation Safety Authority, 
Submission 47, p. 7. 

34 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework: Flying to recovery; December 2021, p. 26 
(accessed 20 December 2021); Mr Charles William Whitney, Submission 49, [p. 1]. 

https://www.casa.gov.au/new-way-community-service-flights
https://www.casa.gov.au/new-way-community-service-flights
https://www.australianflying.com.au/latest/casa-modifies-community-service-flight-rules
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final-21-12-17.pdf
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2.32 The committee cautiously welcomes the recent developments in relation to the 
regulation of community service flight operators. The amendment of Legislative 
Instrument CASA 09/19 is welcome, especially as it indicates a willingness on 
behalf of all the parties to engage constructively in managing both safety and 
the regulatory burden in the aviation sector.  
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Chapter 3 
Legislative and regulatory framework 

3.1 This chapter provides an overview of the legislative and regulatory framework 
for the general aviation (GA) sector. The sheer volume and complexity of the 
regulatory burden on all operators in the aviation sector was a central concern 
to many submitters to the inquiry.  

3.2 The chapter also explores the significant economic burden of complying with 
aviation regulation, whether it be the direct financial costs, or the opportunity 
cost in the time expended on meeting the obligations imposed by the 
regulations. Much of the discussion in this chapter is centred on whether the 
legislative instruments that underpin the regulatory framework strike the 
appropriate balance between safety, and the ability for the GA sector to operate 
economically and effectively.  

Legislative and regulatory framework 
3.3 The Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) administers a three-tier regulatory 

system comprising primary legislation, regulations, and other legislative 
instruments. These include the following: 

3.4 Primary legislation: 

3.5 Civil Aviation Act 1988 and  

3.6 Airspace Act 2007.  

3.7 Regulations: 

3.8 Civil Aviation Regulations 1988 (CAR);  

3.9 Civil Aviation Safety Regulations (CASR);  

3.10 Airspace Regulations 2007;  

3.11 Other instruments: 

3.12 Manuals of Standards (MOSs);  

3.13 Civil Aviation Orders (CAOs);  

3.14 Airworthy Directives (ADs); and  

3.15 Other instruments such as the Australian Technical Standard Orders (ATSOs).1 

 

 
1 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, CASA’s regulatory framework, 

https://www.casa.gov.au/rules/regulatory-framework/casas-regulatory-framework  
(accessed 30 March 2022).  

https://www.casa.gov.au/rules/regulatory-framework/casas-regulatory-framework
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The regulatory burden   
3.16 Parts of the Civil Aviation Act 1988 (CA Act), and accompanying regulations, 

have come under scrutiny from various stakeholders. Central to the concerns is 
the complexity and onerous nature of complying with regulations, with little 
regard to the burden placed on operators. Many stakeholders feel the current 
system does not strike the appropriate balance between safety and the ongoing 
viability of the industry.  

3.17 In 2018, the Australian Airports Association (AAA) engaged Deloitte Access 
Economics to undertake a study into the economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airport industry. The subsequent report concluded that the 
regulatory burden on the GA sector was one of the factors causing operators to 
‘turn to the sport and recreation sector’.2 

3.18 The Deloitte report details other factors impacting on GA viability, such as the 
ageing GA fleet, but concluded that there was an opportunity for CASA to 
reduce the burden to reflect the risk profile of GA operations:   

The combination of ageing traditional aircraft and higher costs, and 
regulatory compliance have led many aviators to turn to the sport and 
recreational aviation sector 

[…] 

With CASA about to finalise many relevant parts of the regulatory 
framework applicable to GA, there is an opportunity to reduce the 
regulatory burden on GA through regulatory requirements that are more 
proportionate to the risks associated with GA activities but still maintain 
safety standards.3 

Views of stakeholders 
3.19 Mr John McDermott, Owner and Chief Pilot of McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, 

was one of many in the aviation sector who commented on the issue of 
regulatory burden. Mr McDermott shared his perspective in a public hearing 
that GA regulations ‘are far too onerous to understand, are very brutal to 
comply with and defy the Civil Aviation Act 1988, where it says economic 
considerations should be given to the impact of the regulations’.4 

3.20 Australian Federation of Air Pilots (AFAP) was of the view that at its core, 
aviation regulation is a safety system, and this should underpin the design and 
application of all regulatory instruments. In the design of regulation, AFAP 

 
2 Mr Robert Cassidy, Submission 22, Attachment 1, ‘Deloitte Access Economics - Australia Airports 

Association, Connecting Australia – The economic and social contribution of Australia’s airports, 2018’, 
p. 63. 

3 Mr Robert Cassidy, Submission 22, Attachment 1, ‘Deloitte Access Economics - Australia Airports 
Association, Connecting Australia – The economic and social contribution of Australia’s airports, 2018’, 
p. 63. 

4 Mr John McDermott, McDermott Aviation, Committee Hansard, 30 November 2020, p. 1. 
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believed that CASA was sometimes guilty of considering safety as a separate 
issue, and consequently played safety against issues such as cost. AFAP said 
that CASA must: 

… take into account that civil aviation is a system of safety and that too often 
cost and safety are paired off as opposing challenges in regulatory reform 
processes and outcomes.5 

3.21 Furthermore, AFAP maintained that a central issue throughout the regulatory 
framework is that the purpose of the regulations is lost amongst the complexity, 
adding to the confusion and frustration felt by many stakeholders. AFAP went 
on to recommend the establishment of:   

… an aviation regulatory reform process that has an objective to include 
articulation of safety objectives and regulatory-intent of aviation regulations 
within the regulations.6 

3.22 The Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia submitted that much of the 
regulation administered by CASA ‘has been poorly developed and 
implemented and is overly prescriptive and complex’, resulting in adverse 
effects on aero clubs and GA more generally, ‘without appreciable 
improvements in safety outcomes’.7 

3.23 NQ Aviation submitted its concerns that CASA’s overall regulatory framework 
did not comply with section 9A of the CA Act,8 saying: 

First and foremost, it is recognised that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority’s 
(CASA’s) primary consideration, as our Industry’s regulator, should be 
safety. Section 9 of the Civil Aviation Act 1988 stipulates that one of CASA’s 
primary functions is to develop and promulgate appropriate, clear and 
concise aviation safety standards. […] Unfortunately however, CASA’s 
management processes currently do not deliver clear and concise 
communications with stakeholders within the industry, and this is 
undermining the strength of this once vibrant sector.9 

3.24 Angel Flight, a charity and Community Service Flight (CSF) operator that 
provides non-emergency medical flights, also warned that over-regulation, and 
the costs of regulatory compliance with no concomitant safety benefits, was 
putting the existence of their organisation and the GA sector more generally at 
risk. Angel Flight explained that: 

Angel Flight pilots have ceased flying due to the increased costs and 
regulatory burden…None of the Instrument conditions improve aviation 

 
5 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 8. 

6 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44.1, p. 5. 

7 The Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, Submission 18, p. 1. 

8 Discussed later in this chapter. 

9 NQ Aviation, Submission 21, p. 2. Emphasis in original.  
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safety in the CSF sector, and none have been related to any accident 
(admitted by CASA).10 

3.25 Sports Aircraft Association of Australia concurred that safety outcomes were 
not manifestly improved with the increased complexity of regulations, 
contending that current regulation development and administration 
exacerbates: 

 proliferation of differing standards for same or similar applications or 
function (pilot medicals, pilot and instructor trainings, aircraft maintenance 
etc.) 

 ever increasing complexity of regulations 
 cost burden of administrating such regulations at the expense of more 

effective safety risk mitigation activities.11 

Suggested solutions 
3.26 A number of submitters suggested ways for improving the accessibility and 

clarity of CASA’s regulatory framework.  

3.27 For example, Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd. (AAAA) 
recommended a review of the CA Act, including considering ‘embedding in the 
Act a classification of operations structure such that GA is identified as 
qualifying for relatively simple regulation based on identified and quantified 
risks’.12 

3.28 AAAA further suggested moving the regulatory development role from CASA 
to the Department of Infrastructure, while ‘ensuring that regulations are 
outcome based wherever possible, and the application of strict liability offences 
is used sparingly’.13 

3.29 The Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association Inc. 
(AMROBA) also contend that the CA Act was not fit for purpose and suggested 
that basic International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) Authority Technical 
Divisions, relevant to Australia’s aviation industry, be identified in the CA Act, 
including: 

(i) Product Certification (design, aircraft, aircraft parts etc); 
(ii) Airworthiness (maintenance and manufacture); 
(iii) Operations (commercial, non-commercial, sport and recreation); 
(iv) Personnel licensing (pilot, maintenance); 
(v) Aerodromes, airports; 
(vi) Airspace (domestic, international); 

 
10 Angel Flight, Submission 71, p. 3. 

11 Sports Aircraft Association of Australia, Submission 26, p. 8. 

12 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 4. 

13 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 5. 
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(vii) International technical agreements.14  

3.30 AMROBA further suggested that Section 9(1) of the CA Act be amended to 
require CASA to consider the following: 

(bb) the design and manufacture of aircraft and aeronautical products 
including Australian designed/manufactured aircraft operating outside of 
Australia; 

(bc) the continuing airworthiness of aircraft and aeronautical products 
registered in Australia, including Australian designed/manufactured 
aircraft outside Australia; 

(bd) to enter into technical and operational arrangements, or both, with civil 
aviation authorities or other countries to benefit Australian businesses; 

(be) aerodromes/airspace administration within the Australian territories.15 

3.31 AFAP also proposed an amendment to section 9 which would: 

… permanently bestow a legal duty upon the regulator to develop and 
promulgate regulations with systemic and outcomes focused objectives. 
Such a targeted amendment should be worded with an aim to resolve the 
current lack of outcomes-focused regulatory activity.16 

The CASA Board  
3.32 Several submitters expressed concerns over the make-up and functioning of the 

CASA Board and its failure to curb excessive regulation. Australian and 
International Pilots Association (AIPA) commented that:  

… the Board is incapable of making the political decisions required of 
government and seems to have failed to prevent the excesses of regulatory 
overreach or the imposition of unnecessary costs.17 

3.33 AAAA recommended that the Board be either abolished, or be given full 
powers, including directive powers over the Chief Executive Officer and 
Director of Aviation Safety in issues of management and reform. It further 
suggested that the majority of Board memberships be given to people with 
relevant aviation experience.18 

3.34 AFAP pointed out that Government has provided some proactive assistance 
with an aim to better guide CASA, by providing Ministerial Statements of 
Expectation and other guidance to the Board. However, AFAP’s submission 
expressed its concern this guidance will not influence the change that is 
necessary ‘to remedy how the development and promulgation of standards are 

 
14 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10, [p. 1]. 

15 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10, [p. 5]. 

16 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44.1, p. 5. 

17 Australian and International Pilots Association, Submission 28. 

18 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 4. 
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performed by CASA’. AFAP believed the 2019 amendment to the CA Act 
‘remains incomplete and insufficient to remedy the heart of the problems with 
aviation regulatory reform processes and that of CASA’.19 

3.35 CASA defended the balance it was trying to achieve, and believed there was 
evidence that the legislation and regulatory framework is generally fit for 
purpose, as demonstrated by: 

 the low general aviation accident rate that has improved over the last five 
years 

 CASA’s regulatory requirements forming a relatively small cost compared 
to the total cost of operating 

 regulatory requirements being broadly similar to those in the United States 
and the United Kingdom.20 

3.36 CASA’s view is supported to an extent by an ICAO audit conducted in 2017. 
The audit found Australia’s compliance with ICAO’s Universal Safety 
Oversight Audit Programme (USOAP) to be 95 per cent, while achieving 
above-average scores in all areas—with percentage scores for five of seven 
measures above 90 per cent. The weakest score was obtained for aviation 
legislation with a score of just under 81 per cent, higher than the global average 
of about 72 per cent.21 

The impact of COVID-19 
3.37 The impact of COVID on the aviation sector is well documented in terms of the 

reduction of aviation activity. However there has also been an impact on those 
in the sector who need to access the services required to meet regulatory 
obligations.  

3.38 AAAA cited annual Operator Proficiency Checks for helicopters as one issue 
that had been made more difficult due to state border closures, suggesting that 
CASA had made the situation ‘unworkable’ by requiring the Checks to be 
conducted by an Examiner. 22 

3.39 The difficulty in adherence to regulations during the pandemic was addressed 
by CASA’s current Director of Safety, Ms Pip Spence. Ms Spence highlighted 
how challenging the last 18 months have been for the aviation industry and 

 
19 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 6. 

20 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 2. 

21 Steve Creedy, AirlineRatings, Australian safety oversight in ICAO global top six, 
http://www.airlineratings.com/news/australian-safety-oversight-icao-global-top-six/ 
(accessed 28 March 2022).  

22 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12.1, p. 2. 

http://www.airlineratings.com/news/australian-safety-oversight-icao-global-top-six/
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pointed out that CASA has responded with a ‘risk-based approach to providing 
industry with more flexibility without compromising safety’.23 

3.40 CASA’s submission also highlighted measures taken by the regulator in 
response to compliance difficulties faced by the sector: 

CASA continues to ensure the ongoing safety of aviation by adopting a 
flexible approach to regulation to alleviate the pressure on all sectors of the 
industry. We have also strived to reduce the administrative and financial 
burden on individuals and operators during this time through a program of 
exemptions and extensions. These include: 

• Over 40,000 medical certificate exemptions made available for pilots and 
air traffic controllers to continue to exercise their privileges without a valid 
medical certificate to 31 March 2021. 

• Over 1,200 Air Operator’s Certificates and Part 141/142 certificates 
automatically extended for six months. 

• A three-month extension of pilot’s flight review and proficiency check due 
dates between March-December 2020, with the expiry of the exemption then 
extended to 31 March 2021.24 

3.41 Mr Frank Quinlan, Federal Executive Officer, Royal Flying Doctor Service of 
Australia (RFDS) acknowledged that CASA made appropriate exemptions and 
considered or extended alternative models and arrangements so that the RFDS 
could continue during COVID-19, especially around requirements for flight 
examiners.25 

The economic burden  
3.42 The CA Act provides, at section 9A(1), that CASA must  regard the safety of air 

navigation as the most important consideration in the exercise of its powers and 
functions.   

3.43 In November 2019, amendments were made to the CA Act, to directly address 
concerns of stakeholders about the cost of CASA regulations. Section 9A(3) of 
the CA Act now provides that in ‘developing and promulgating aviation safety 
standards’, CASA must:  

 consider the economic and cost impact on individuals, businesses and the 
community of the standards; and  

 take into account the differing risks associated with different industry 
sectors.  

 
23 Ms Pip Spence, Chief Executive Officer and Director of Aviation Safety, Civil Aviation Safety 

Authority, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 32. 

24 Civil Aviation SafetyAuthority, Submission 46, p. 6. 

25 Mr Frank Quinlan, Federation Executive Officer, Royal Flying Doctor Service of Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 2. 
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3.44 While the committee fully supports the safest possible Australian aviation 
sector, it became clear during the inquiry that the costs associated with many of 
the safety measures continually being implemented by CASA were having a 
detrimental impact on many aspects of the GA sector.  

3.45 Despite the 2019 changes to the CA Act, submitters consistently remarked on 
the damaging impact of increasing regulatory costs on the industry, as discussed 
below.  

Operating costs 
3.46 There are numerous elements which contribute to the cost of operating in the 

aviation sector.  

3.47 CASA advised that costs have increased for training, fuel, airport charges, 
insurance, aircraft maintenance and security costs. Drawing attention to the 
findings of the Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics 
(BITRE), CASA stated that its regulatory requirements comprised four per cent 
of overall operating costs with wages (45 per cent), fuel (16 per cent) and 
maintenance (19 per cent) accounting for most costs. CASA acknowledged that 
regulatory compliance in areas like flight crew licensing, flying, training and 
maintenance added to the true cost of operating, but argued that CASA had not 
increased its fees or hourly rates since 2007.26 

3.48 CASA also responded to assertions in other submissions that the economic 
burden of regulatory compliance was too high. CASA instead noted that ‘the 
ageing fleet in the general aviation sector means that the costs for keeping these 
aircraft flying are higher than for new aircraft’.27 CASA said that as it continues 
to modernise, it has:  

… worked diligently to provide time and cost saving measures to support 
all sectors with an emphasis on providing simpler forms, sample templates, 
sample manuals and introducing no touch/low intervention processing that 
contribute to a lower time and cost burden on operators.28 

3.49 Nonetheless, stakeholders were of the view that excessive costs continued to 
plague the aviation sector and did nothing to address safety concerns. 
According to AIPA, industry feedback such as that which has led to this inquiry 
has always been about costs to the industry, and the policy complexity of who 
should pay and how much: 

Activities in which public policy prioritises safety require precise, consistent 
and constrained entry control combined with a regime of continuing 
compliance. Under-capitalisation, inexperience, poor management and 

 
26 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 2. 

27 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 7.  

28 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 2. 
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greed are all enemies of public safety – that is why we are forced to regulate 
aviation.29 

3.50 Submitters provided examples of what it costs to obtain, renew and maintain 
various classes of pilot licences.  

3.51 One pilot submitted that he is currently unemployed, and as a result, needs 
financial assistance to renew his pilot licence, Class 1 Aviation Medical and 
Aviation Security Identification Card. To hold a Class 1 Aviation Medical is 
$1,200 and requires Designated Aviation Medical Examiner and specialist to do 
the tests in Tasmania. The pilot estimated that under CASA rules and 
regulations, it costs $71,301 to earn a VFR Commercial Pilot Licence, Rotorcraft 
Helicopter.30 

3.52 A representative of Agrimuster /Katherine Helicopters provided the following 
example of aviation costs in agriculture:  

I attained my Agricultural rating in 2006. At that time I could do a renewal 
every two years in any helicopter I was licenced for or wanted to become 
licenced for. This would cost me between $500.00 and $1000.00. I could this 
with any grade 1 instructor. Now I have to do a Robinson type renewal and 
a Mustering training renewal every 2 years then an Ag or Firefighting rating 
renewal every year. This is a direct cost to me of around $7000.00 every year. 
If I had another pilot with the same ratings as myself then you can add that 
price again. Every year.31 

3.53 Mr Scott Hallandal commented on the multiple CASA expenses incurred by 
pilots including medicals, Aviation Security Identification Cards (ASIC), exam 
fees and flight-testing fees. He pointed out that these costs account for about 
nine per cent of CASA’s income and ‘[a] large portion of these are seen as 
‘revenue raising’ type costs within the industry (especially the ASIC)’.32 

Costs, risks and safety outcomes 
3.54 It was also the view of some submitters that despite the high costs associated 

with the GA sector, there was no commensurate impact on safety outcomes, or 
in reducing risk to industry participants.  

3.55 Mr Clinton McKenzie argued that individuals and Australia as a society 
continues ‘to pay a very high price for aviation regulatory activities that have 
little-to-no causally beneficial effect on aviation safety, or entail costs that far 
outweigh any safety benefit’.  He continued that: 

… there is no one in the Australian government doing any analysis to 
determine, for example, whether 100 road fatalities could be avoided each 

 
29 Australian International Pilots Association, Submission 28, p. 14. 

30 Mr Robert Cassidy, Submission 22, p. 8.  

31 Agrimuster/Katherine Helicopters, Submission 63, p. 1. Emphasis in original.  

32 Mr Scott Hallandal, Submission 51, p. 2. 
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year by increasing air travel to and from regional and remote areas and, if 
yes, in return for what costs – even in aviation fatalities – and, finally, 
deciding whether or not to pay those costs in return for the benefit of 
avoiding 100 road fatalities.33 

3.56 A Designated Aviation Medical Examiner (DAME) and pilot also spoke to the 
issue of risk, and reported that: 

As much as I, and many others, enjoy acting as a pilot, we are under no 
illusion of the potential of a catastrophic outcome. Aviation is an inherently 
risky pursuit, whether in a professional or hobby capacity, but CASA needs 
to accept that risk should be considered against the financial and emotional 
burden of the decisions that have been made.34 

3.57 One of the submitters suggested that CASA ‘continues to develop and 
implement major legislative and regulatory reform in the absence of information 
demonstrating the safety concerns requiring such change, the potential financial 
and economic impact on the industry, or the safety outcomes of such changes’.35 

3.58 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters submitted that they: 

… consistently identify CASA as one of our highest risks with regard to 
safety. We are continually forced to invest resources, (human, physical and 
financial), in order to analyse, argue against and eventually implement bad 
regulations that provide no benefit to either the industry or our clients with 
regard to safety.36 

The costs of interacting with CASA 
3.59 In evidence, submitters and witnesses pointed to numerous examples of where 

interacting with CASA had placed unnecessary cost burdens on their 
operations. Issues were also raised about the costs incurred by the GA industry 
to pay for services that only CASA provides—with CASA determining the cost 
of the service.37 

3.60 One of the key issues identified by GAAN for building trust between the GA 
industry and CASA was that: 

CASA’s cost recovery from industry be specific to services and accountable 
in a commercial sense, including transparent billing and timely resolution 
of issues.38 

 
33 Mr Clinton McKenzie, Submission 5, p. 5. 

34 SAR Aviation Medicine, Submission 56, [p. 9]. 

35 Name withheld, Submission 20, [p. 1]. 

36 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters, Submission 40, p. 1. 

37 Mr John Hoore, Submission 1, pp. 2-3. 

38 General Aviation Advisory Network, A New Strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector, 
December 2020, p. 23. 
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3.61 Evidence to the committee suggested this approach was not being taken by 
CASA. For example, some organisations reported financial burdens arising from 
the time required to respond to CASA requirements. Mr Phil Hurst, for instance, 
noted that members of technical working groups which engage with CASA are 
not reimbursed for their time in providing advice.39 

3.62 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters submitted that as aircraft 
operators, they are required to have regular interactions with CASA to renew 
instruments and exemptions and apply for approval to conduct new operations, 
or operate new aircraft types. As stated in their submission, they consider the 
charge rates completely unreasonable for the basic services provided. CASA’s 
schedule of fees are hourly rates range from $100 to $190 with the lowest rates 
applying to services that are mostly administrative or require a small degree of 
technical skills. His experience has been a default charge of $160 per hour for all 
tasks.40 

3.63 Australian Helicopter Industry Association expressed concern with the hourly 
charges imposed by CASA, and pointed out that the regulations were costly to 
implement: 

Its hourly charges are arbitrary and some officers adopt a take it or leave it 
approach. Many industry participants feel the hourly rate approach leads to 
inflated costs due to CASA work quotes only advising approximate total 
project times. The aviation industry becomes a price taker with little 
recourse to usual market factors.41 

3.64 AAAA pointed out that:  

… the cost[s] of compliance were very clearly not countenanced in the 
development of regulations such as pilot licencing and training 
organisations through Part 61/141/142, or the maintenance licencing ruleset 
in Part 66 and others – both of which have outcomes of crippling the 
Australian aviation training capacity.42 

3.65 One submitter pointed out the considerable revenue raised by CASA for 
students undertaking aviation examinations and asked how the revenue then 
benefits the aviation industry.43 This submitter wanted to appeal several 
questions in an exam which were ‘not relevant to helicopter operations’ and was 
advised the appeal would cost $1,120.44 

 
39 Mr Phil Hurst, Aerial Application Association of Australia, Committee Hansard,  

20 November 2020, p. 18. 

40 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters, Submission 40, p. 5. 

41 Australian Helicopter Industry Association, Submission 11, p. 2. 

42 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, p. 14.  

43 Name withheld, Submission 6, p. 2. 
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3.66 Another submitter who had received an instructor rating, pointed out that for 
every endorsement or rating that they wish to instruct they now need to 
complete a syllabus of training with an appropriately endorsed instructor, 
followed by a flight test with a flight examiner who holds instructor examiner 
privileges. Under previous licencing requirements they would have been 
approved to instruct any rating or endorsement that was held, without the need 
for the additional training costs. They described the impact as a ‘substantially 
increased and crippling financial burden’. They were required to invest an 
additional $14,220 to be able to instruct sequences that under the former 
licencing system they would have been authorised to instruct.45 

Strategies to address regulation and cost issues 
3.67 In 2017 CASA introduced the Aviation Safety Advisory Panel (ASAP) as part of 

a review of the regulator’s consultation regime. It was intended that the Panel, 
along with Technical Working Groups (TWGs), would be ‘the primary advisory 
body through which CASA will direct its engagement with industry and seek 
input on current and future regulatory and associated policy approaches’.46 

3.68 In December 2021, the Australian Government published its Aviation Recovery 
Framework - Flying to Recovery report as a strategic guide for the recovery of the 
aviation sector post covid. One of the commitments in the report is to develop a 
‘Roadmap to Revitalising GA in Australia’. This roadmap comprises the 
commissioning of research into the value and growth of opportunities of the GA 
sector; a targeted review of the CA Act; and proposals to encourage innovation 
and removing barriers in the sector.47 

3.69 The targeted review of the CA Act is specifically to identify and resolve 
regulatory bottlenecks, improve consultation processes, and encourage 
risk-based and outcome-focused regulatory activity. The report’s 
recommendations were in part a result of a proposal from GAAN, and 
submissions provided to this inquiry.48 

3.70 The GAAN suggested that the following issues should be considered as part of 
the targeted review:  

 the current responsibilities, powers and composition of the CASA Board; 
 how the Act should provide a head of power for a reformed regulatory 

approach for GA; 
 whether Section 9A of the Act is still fit for purpose; 

 
45 Name Withheld, Submission 8, [p. 2]. 

46 Australian Flying, ‘CASA establishes New Advisory Panel’, June 2017, (accessed 22 February 2022). 

47 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework, flying to recover, December 2021, p. 14, (accessed 
28 February 2022).  

48 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework, flying to recover, December 2021, p. 14. 
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 how the Act can ensure that GA aviation regulations are internationally 
harmonised; 

 how to avoid economic harm and impediments to technological and other 
innovations; 

 unjustified punitive measures; and 
 sections of the Act that are no longer relevant.49 

3.71 Mr Kerry Nolan, President of the Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, 
suggested that safety regulation must be reviewed in consultation with the 
sector and took the view that much could be simplified with ‘the cost of 
compliance reduced without sacrificing safety outcomes’. He hoped that a 
review would result in more coherent and effective regulations and that ‘safety 
will be the better for it’.50 

3.72 Other solutions were put forward in evidence about how to establish a more 
sustainable funding model for CASA. For example, Aerial Application 
Association Ltd. suggested that the long-term funding model of CASA be 
addressed by establishing a per seat charge on all regular passenger transport 
movements, including international flights, to lighten the load on GA.51 

Views on stakeholder consultation 
3.73 Noting the establishment of the ASAP and the work of the TWGs, there was 

some support for the efficacy of CASA’s consultation and working group 
processes.  

3.74 In Queensland the Royal Flying Doctor Service of Australia (RFDS) has 
members working on Parts 119, 135 and 145 TWGs, as well as on Parts 61, 141 
and 142 Post Implementation Review Committees. The RFDS Western 
Operations participates on a CASA Working Group ‘on the use of night vision 
goggles in helicopters’ as the RFDS start to integrate aeromedical helicopters 
into their fleet.52 Mr Frank Quinlan, Federation Executive Officer of RFDS, was 
of the view that the CASA process, through industry working groups, ‘provides 
us with the opportunity to effectively have input into various processes and 
regulatory matters’.53 

 
49 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector, 
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3.75 However, not all stakeholders believed the ASAP or TWGs can solve the 
fundamental issues within CASA in relation to its engagement with the aviation 
sector, with particular concerns raised about the absence of pilots on the Panel.  

3.76 For instance, AIPA contended that the ASAP’s fundamental weakness was that 
it excludes pilot groups, and thus could never have safety as its core priority: 

In the absence of the informed input from pilots who actually fly the aircraft 
and conduct the operations that CASA is regulating, the ASAP is 
predominantly a special interest economic rather than safety advisory 
panel.54 

3.77 AFAP were also strongly critical of the absence of professional pilots on the 
Panel: 

A consultative panel in the medical sector for example, similar in purpose 
to that of the ASAP, would not exclude doctors. Yet in aviation, the voice of 
professional pilots is not welcomed by CASA in the ASAP.55 

3.78 AIPA argued the issues lie deeper in relation to advisory groups:  

The biggest problem from these advisory structures is the implied power 
and thus the endemic political pressure that comes with them. That political 
pressure is distinctly different from the politics of elected representatives, in 
that it is the politics of special interest groups. It would be more tolerable if 
all parts of the aviation industry had relevant input, but unfortunately each 
advisory structure is wholly or predominantly representative of vested 
commercial interests with minimal balance from those in the front line who 
are directly conducting the very aviation activities that we want to remain 
safe.56 

Committee views and recommendation 
3.79 The cost of aviation safety is high, but the committee recognises that the 

economic burden is becoming too much for many individuals and businesses 
involved in the GA industry. Many of the costs are not under the control of 
CASA but, for those that are, consideration should be given to capping the 
amount that CASA charges for their services for those undergoing financial 
hardship. Whether this occurs on a case-by-case basis or as a maximum amount 
per financial year for an individual or organisation would need to be 
determined. Nonetheless, the committee recommends that this area of 
expenditure needs to be reviewed by CASA. 

Recommendation 1 
3.80 The committee recommends that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) 

review their cost recovery process to ensure there are clear rules and 

 
54 Australian and International Pilots Association, Submission 28, p. 32.  

55 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 16. 
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transparency on how costs are determined.  CASA should further consider 
applying a cap on charges for its services to individuals and organisations 
experiencing financial hardship, in a financial year. 

Industry concerns over specific regulations  
3.81 The committee received a substantial number of submissions referring to issues 

about specific sections of legislation, the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998 
(CASRs), and other regulatory instruments. While this report does not attempt 
to canvass all the technical regulatory issues submitted throughout the inquiry, 
a number of the regulations did attract significant commentary. These are 
discussed below.     

3.82 The GAAN report stated that key elements of GA regulations which require 
reform include: 

 CASR Part 61 – pilot licencing and category rating:  
 ‘specialist training’ changes that are underway through the ASAP and TWG 

Part 61 reform; 
 flight examiner requirements; 
 inefficient and bureaucratic administrative practices; and  
 divergences from the practices of the Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) for Part 91 (non-commercial) operations.57 
 CASR Part 66 – maintenance licencing disincentives for new personnel 
 CASR Part 135 – air transport rules for smaller aeroplanes – limits on 

number of seats 
 CASR Part 137 and 138 – aerial work and application concerns 
 CASR Part 141 and 142 – training organisation requirements58 

3.83 According to Mr John McDermott of McDermott Aviation, the training and 
licensing regulations in the CASRs (Part 61, 66, 141/142, 147) are ‘an active 
impediment to the regeneration of GA industry skills—even the large RPT 
corporates are taking their training and maintenance work offshore—and 
without urgent action these alone will eventually stifle GA’.59 

3.84 AAAA also voiced its concerns with parts of the CASRs, saying that: 

CASR Parts 61 (pilot licencing), 141 (training organisations), 66 
(maintenance licencing) and others have created overly complex regulatory 
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overreach that has decimated industry training and is now belatedly under 
review because of this impact.60 

3.85 The Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association (ALAEA) also cited 
several regulations as problematic and noted issues with duplication: 

A decade after the making and introduction of the Maintenance Suite of 
Regulations (Civil Aviation Safety Regulations (CASR) Parts 42, 145, 147 and 
66) there still exists Civil Aviation Regulations (CAR) 30 and 42 relating to 
maintenance and licencing for a large sector of the aviation community 
particularly in the areas servicing rural and regional Australia. There are 
large sections of the General Aviation industry where the two sets of 
regulations overlap causing unnecessary confusion and uncertainly.61 

Size and complexity of CASR Part 61 – Pilot licence and category rating 
3.86 CASR Part 61 sets out the requirements and standards for the issue of flight crew 

licences, ratings and other authorisations. The rules cover what flight crew need 
to do to obtain and maintain licences, ratings and endorsement and the 
limitations that apply to exercising their privileges. All training for the grant of 
a Part 61 licence must be conducted by a holder of a Part 141 or Part 142 
certificate (discussed later in this chapter).62 

3.87 The Australian Air Transport Pilot Licence (Aeroplane) (ATPL(A)) 
examinations test items of the ATPL (A) Aeronautical Knowledge Standards as 
per CASR Part 61, Manual of Standards, Schedule 3.63 The CASA private pilot 
licence aeroplane (PPLA) and helicopter (PPLH) PPL exams are also listed in the 
Part 61 Manual of Standards, Schedule 3.64 

3.88 Several submitters had concerns over the size and complexity of CASR Part 61 
and were frustrated that CASA did not take on board recommendations from 
industry representatives in the drafting of the regulations. 

3.89 According to AFAP, not long after Part 61 was enacted CASA had to introduce 
many exemptions and ‘patches’, despite issues being raised by industry to 
CASA during consultation in the regulatory development period.65 
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Information Book, June 2020, p. 6 (accessed 28 March 2022).   

64 Federal Register of Legislation, Part 61 Manual of Standards Instrument 2014, 
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3.90 AAAA agreed that much of the confusion around Part 61 could have been 
avoided if CASA had taken account of the view of industry earlier in the process, 
saying the: 

… ‘new’ CASR 61, by comparison (to Part 40 of the CAOs [Civil Aviation 
Orders]), is about 700 pages of regulation, which also relies on a Manual of 
Standards of another 700 pages. It is regularly amended to address 
shortcomings that were pointed out by industry during drafting and 
implementation.66 

3.91 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters were of the view that:  
CASA was consistently warned by industry leading up to the release of the 
Part 61 Flight Crew Licencing regulations that they were wholly unsuitable, 
were going to impose completely unreasonable cost upon industry and that 
major changes were needed in order to let industry keep operating. They 
failed to listen, the new regulations were a disaster and have largely 
decimated the training industry and now we are over 4 years down the 
track, and they have not fixed any of the problems other than to issue 
temporary instruments to provide relief from unworkable rules.67 

3.92 The increased volume of regulation under Part 61 concerned a number of 
submitters. Mr John Armstrong referred to Part 61 as a ‘complicated mess of 
pages’, suggesting ‘it is too hard to get across’.68 Mr Douglas Heath commented 
that Part 61 is a ‘mountain of legislation’ and that the CASRs are:  

… a minefield of legislation, and it’s up to us to get it right. But there are 
thousands and thousands of pages that we’re supposed to interpret. We 
train people and we fly aeroplanes; we’re not lawyers.69 

3.93 Mr Clinton McKenzie commented that his ‘Part 61 licence has double the 
number of pages compared with the licence I was issued in 1986’.70 

3.94 One submitter stated that the only justification for Part 61 was harmonisation 
with ICAO, but the ‘result is a pilot licence document that comprises 16 pages 
… with no impact on safety’.71 

Cost implications of CASR Part 61 
3.95 Several submitters and witnesses drew attention to specific issues with the cost 

of implementing Part 61, and with  inadequacy with its requirements. For 
example, Captain Louise Pole commented on the Australian airline industry 
relying on GA to supply its future pilot pool, and how the change to the 
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licensing system for pilots under Part 61 affected GA. According to Captain 
Pole, due to Part 61: 

… the costs associated with getting airline transport licences make it nearly 
impossible, so that has stymied many people’s careers and possibly may 
commit them to not actually ever coming out of general aviation because 
they won’t be able to afford it or their employer won’t be able to afford them 
the time for them to be able take these skills on.72 

Access to flight examiners 
3.96 The South Australian Regional Airspace and Procedures Advisory Committee 

(RARAC) submitted that crew licencing regulations under Part 61 have resulted 
in additional hardship for regional and remote operators: 

Part 61 introduced a number of new flights tests to check pilots’ skills for 
things that used to be handled under a flight review, or similar. Since Part 61 
has been introduced, only flight examiners can conduct flight tests. 
Accessing the individual or organisation with the required qualifications to 
examine these skills is proving a costly exercise for the regional and remote 
operator. 

… The added complexity of training regulations has seen a number of flight 
schools close, or drastically alter their business model to remain viable. It 
would be hoped that this exercise would be seen as a warning for future 
regulatory amendment, but it appears not to be the case.73 

3.97 Mr Paul Blore, Director at Outback Helicopter Airwork Northern Territory, 
considered the yearly proficiency checks to be a ‘nightmare’:  

I constantly have to get people from other states to do my checks which are 
yearly... There are extra costs for airfares, accommodation, vehicles and stuff 
for them to come up. It costs me $5,500 for him to come up for the day and 
check a couple of us out for the aerial application side of things. I have 
friends in New South Wales and Queensland who can drive 20 minutes 
down the road and it costs them $400.74 

3.98 Mr Phillip Hurst, Chief Executive Officer, AAAA, provided input to a CASA 
TWG looking at CASR Part 61 for pilot licensing75 and reported that industry 
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has been trying to change CASR Part 61 since it was introduced in 2014. As a 
member of the TWG, Mr Hurst took the view that as of September 2021, the 
‘group has been sitting still doing nothing for two years’.76 

Response of CASA 
3.99 CASA acknowledged that the implementation of Part 61 has not been well 

explained or well received and, consequently, it had set up a taskforce to review 
the operation of Part 61 and to make changes in consultation with industry77. 
CASA further advised that there had been some minor changes in the last six 
months with ‘a very extensive working group trying to change Part 61’.78 

3.100 Ms Pip Spence, now Chief Executive Officer and Director of Aviation Safety, 
CASA, stated that CASA is working with the ASAP and the TWG to renew some 
of the Part 61 framework, to address issues that industry have highlighted and 
to simplify the Part 61 structure. Of particular focus will be the fly-in fly-out 
space by reducing the complexity of existing ratings, endorsements and 
approvals where appropriate. 

3.101 Ms Spence pointed out that CASA will also ‘examine the potential for 
harmonisation of the recreational and traditional Part 61 flight crew licensing 
schemes for possibilities for more flexibility, with a view to enabling flying 
training activities’ to meet the needs of the sector.79 

CASR Part 141 and 142 – Flight training organisations 
3.102 Training for a Part 61 licence must be conducted by a Part 141 or Part 142 flight 

training organisation.80 Approval by CASA can be in the form of a Part 141 
Certificate, a Part 142 B2 Certificate or an Air Operator’s Certificate (AOC) with 
a Part 142 authorisation, or a combination of these.81 

3.103 Part 141 applies to training activities for non-integrated, single pilot recreational 
pilot licence (RPL), private pilot licence (PPL) and commercial pilot licence 
(CPL), or single pilot ratings. A flight training organisation that only conducts 
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these activities does not need an AOC. However, the same principles and 
requirements relating to operation control that applied to activities conducted 
under an AOC are reflected in the threshold and ongoing operational control 
provisions set out in CASR 141.060.82 

3.104 Part 142 applies to flight training activities, contracted recurrent training and 
contracted checking for integrated PPL, CPL, Air Transport Pilot Licence 
(ATPL) and multi-pilot crew licences and ratings. If the training is conducted in 
a flight simulation training device, they are not required to apply for an AOC.83 

3.105 CASA pointed out that CASR Part 141 expressly provides that an applicant for, 
and the holder of, an approval to conduct flight training activities under that 
Part must satisfy CASA that: 

 flight training can and will be conducted safely and in accordance with the 
authorisations holder’s operations manual and the civil aviation legislation; 

 the organisation is suitable to ensure that the training can be conducted 
safely, having regard to the nature of the training; 

 the chain of command of the organisation is appropriate to ensure that the 
training can be conducted safely; 

 the facilities of the organisation are sufficient to enable the training to be 
conducted safely; 

 the organisation has suitable procedures and practices to control the 
organisation and ensure the training can be conducted safely; 

 each of the applicant’s/authorisation holder’s key personnel 

− is a fit and proper person to be appointed to the position; and 
− has the qualifications and experience required by CASA under the 

regulations.84 

3.106 However, the committee heard that training organisation requirements under 
CASR Parts 141 and 142 are causing many issues for regional flying schools.  

3.107 According to one submitter ‘the time, money and efforts required to comply 
with the staggering amount of new regulations is significant (and does not result 
in improved safety)’. This submitter’s flying school could no longer deliver any 
training and its five instructors had to find other work.85 

3.108 One of the submitters expressed their confusion at the approach taken by CASA, 
suggesting that the ‘establishment of two separate and different regulatory 

 
82 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46.1, p. 8. 

83 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Part 142 of CASR Integrated and multi-crew pilot flight training, 
contracted recurrent training and contracted checking, https://www.casa.gov.au/search-
centre/rules/part-142-casr-integrated-and-multi-crew-pilot-flight-training-contracted-recurrent-
training-and-contracted-checking (accessed 30 March 2022). 

84 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46.1, p. 6. 

85 Name withheld, Submission 9, p. 2. 

https://www.casa.gov.au/search-centre/rules/part-142-casr-integrated-and-multi-crew-pilot-flight-training-contracted-recurrent-training-and-contracted-checking
https://www.casa.gov.au/search-centre/rules/part-142-casr-integrated-and-multi-crew-pilot-flight-training-contracted-recurrent-training-and-contracted-checking
https://www.casa.gov.au/search-centre/rules/part-142-casr-integrated-and-multi-crew-pilot-flight-training-contracted-recurrent-training-and-contracted-checking


47 
 

 

flight training frameworks under Part 141 and Part 142’ was one of the ‘most 
perplexing’ of CASA’s processes. The submitter explained that: 

Despite the fact that the type of training required to obtain a commercial 
pilot licence under each regime is the same, the examinations are the same, 
and the qualifications are the same. Despite this, CASA has established a 
regulatory regime that imposes a different set of requirements on operators 
under each Part, and that unnecessarily increases recurrent training costs to 
both operators and students.86 

CASR Part 66 – Aircraft engineer licence and licence rating 
3.109 CASR Part 66 applies to all personnel seeking an aircraft engineer licence or 

licence rating and affects: 

 those seeking to become or who are licenced aircraft maintenance engineers 
(LAME) and others involved in aircraft maintenance; 

 aircraft owners and registered operators; 
 Air Operator’s Certificate holders; 
 Part 145 approved maintenance organisations; 
 those holding approval under regulation 30 of the 1988 CARs for aircraft 

maintenance; 
 personnel involved in design, certification and production of aircraft and 

aeronautical products.87 

3.110 Revisions currently underway include:  

 a post implementation review of CASR Part 66 – continuing airworthiness – 
aircraft engineer licences and ratings;  

− to provide a small aircraft licensing system that is more efficiently 
integrated into a progressive licensing system and to address complexity 
in the current legislation, the knowledge and competency standards 
specified in the MOS, the structure of licensing outcomes and training 
− under the Australian Qualifications Framework and a statement of 
privileges on a licence.  

 
 
 
 

 
86 Name withheld, Submission 20, p. 3. 

87 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, CASA Part 66- Continuing airworthiness – aircraft engineer licences and 
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licencing, (accessed 1 November 2021). 

http://www.casa.gov.au/regulations-and-policy/casr-part-66-maintenance-personnel-licencing
http://www.casa.gov.au/regulations-and-policy/casr-part-66-maintenance-personnel-licencing


48 
 

 

 reform of continuing airworthiness legislation under the regulatory reform 
program.88  

3.111 Prior to the current B1 and B2 CASR Part 66 licence categories, the Aircraft 
Maintenance Engineer Licence groups were classified under CAR 32 as 
Airframes, Engines, Instruments, Electrical and Radio. The mechanical trade 
streams Airframes and Engines were combined as B1 licences and the 
Instrument, Electrical and Radio trade streams were combined as B2 Avionic 
licences.89 

3.112 According to AMROBA, the basic maintenance personnel trade skills need to be 
transportable across the aviation industry. The European Union Aviation Safety 
Agency (EASA) has added a B3 licence for aircraft up to 2000 kg, and a basic 
avionics B2L licence which is appropriate for GA. EASA has also added group 
ratings to the B1 licence. CASA has not committed to harmonise with the latest 
amendment to EASR Part 66/147, the source document for CASR Parts 66/147.90 

3.113 AMROBA suggest adopting the latest revisions of EASA Parts 66/147 and that 
FAA Part 65 Inspection Authorisation be added to Module 10 of the CASR Part 
66 modular training program and that a direct-supervision model be followed.91 

3.114 The particular issues under Part 66 identified by Mr Reuben Bush, an 
experienced LAME contractor, included: 

 a division between turbine powered aircraft and piston powered aircraft 
(B1.2);  

 no provision for gaining of instrument and radio licence privileges to the 
holder of a B1 licence for VFR aircraft; 

 excessive requirement to have 6 months (550 hours, Part 66 AMC) of full 
time work every 2 years to remain current.92 

3.115 Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association (ALAEA) were also critical 
of being excluded from the consultation process reviewing Part 66, despite the 
vested interest of their members in the outcome.93 

Study pathways for licenced aircraft maintenance engineers 

 
88 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Project MS 16/05 – Post implementation review of CASR Part 66 – 

Continuing airworthiness – aircraft engineer licences and ratings, http://www.casa.gov.au/standard-
page/ms-1605-post-implementation-review-casr-part-66-continuing-airworthiness-aircraft, 
(accessed 1 November 2021). 
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3.116 CASA submitted that a self-study training pathway was being developed for 
CASR Part 66 (continuing airworthiness – aircraft engineer licences and ratings) 
to streamline aircraft engineer licensing.94 

3.117 According to one submitter, the downturn in LAMEs is not only due to people 
retiring but also to the devolution of training and conducting examinations. 
These activities are now outsourced to approved training organisations, most of 
which are located on the East Coast.  However, the submitter stated that: 

CASA has recently raised a project that may facilitate people being able to 
obtain their LAME licences through the provision scheme of self-study, 
CASA conducted examinations and a schedule of experience.95 

3.118 Mr Stephen Re, Technical Manager of ALAEA, also reflected on CASA’s 
decision to resume this role again with ‘their self-study and engineer logbook 
approach’, following an unsuccessful attempt to outsource it to the commercial 
sector.96 

3.119 ALAEA believed the previous system for CAR 31 had a more modular 
stepping-stone licensing structure which was easier for regional and rural 
engineers to obtain and better suited to GA than Part 66, with Mr Re also raising 
considerable concerns with the costs of the new system: 

It was recognised in the regulation impact statement that this requirement, 
this move to commercialise training, was going to cost the industry money 
at the lower end. The overall cost and the effect of that were greatly 
underestimated.97 

3.120 Mr Bush observed that Part 66 is intended to replace CAR 31, but that the 
replacement provisions are: 

… a confusing and poorly constructed regulation that is a bad fit for general 
aviation (GA) Aircraft Maintenance Engineer Licensing. I and many of my 
colleagues agree that CAR 31 licencing system was and is a good logical 
progressive licensing system.98 

CASR Part 67 – Medical approvals 
3.121 Aviation medical approvals are necessary under CASR Part 67. A designated 

aviation medical examiner (DAME) conducts the tests and reports findings for 
CASA to review and to issue certificates. However, for sport and recreational 

 
94 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 3. 

95 Name withheld, Submission 15, p. 3. 

96 Mr Stephen Re, Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association, Committee Hansard,  
7 September 2021, p. 7. 

97 Mr Stephen Re, Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association, Committee Hansard, 7 September 
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aviation, the current RAAus medical system has the same requirements as those 
for a car driver.99 

3.122 In response to Recommendation 35 of the The Aviation Safety Regulation Review 
Report in 2014, the Government agreed in principle that CASA devolve to 
DAMEs the ability to review aviation medical certificates (for Classes 1, 2, and 
3) where the applicant meets the required standard at the time of the medical 
examination. For more contentious medical conditions it was acknowledged 
that different specialists could reach different views, but CASA ‘must ensure 
that its decisions are as transparent to the applicant as possible’, and that it ‘must 
make its decision based on aviation safety grounds’.100 

3.123 The role of the DAME has been extended by Instrument Number CASA 26/18, 
Dated 3 April 2018, whereby the DAME has been delegated CASA’s powers and 
functions for Class 2 (non-commercial) medical applications under CASR 
67.165, 67.175, 67.180 and 67.195. If the DAME believes that a pilot is unfit, they 
need to forward the application to CASA.101 

3.124 CASA emphasised in their submission that they had introduced the Basic Class 
2 medical certificate in 2018, assessed by any general practitioner, ‘to encourage 
continued participation in flying by pilots’.102 

3.125 CASA reported that only 0.3 per cent (85 out of 25,841103) of medical certificate 
allocations over a twelve-month period were rejected, with Mr Carmody 
asserting that this was ‘hardly systematic abuse’.104 

3.126 Mr Angus Mitchell, Chief Commissioner and Chief Executive Officer, 
Australian Transport Safety Bureau (ATSB), stated that the ATSB had not had 
investigations that have ‘led to a safety finding or a safety issue that would 
suggest medical standards need to be amended, brought in line with others or 
downgraded’.105 

3.127 Nonetheless, CASA reported that it has commenced a major review of CASR 
Part 67, including those elements applicable to GA. CASA’s aviation medicine 
guidance material is also under review to ensure it is contemporary and reflects 

 
99 Recreational Aviation Australia, Fitness to Fly (accessed 22 March 2022). 

100 Australian Government, The Aviation Safety Regulation Review Report Government Response, December 
2014, p. 43 (accessed 2 November 2021). 

101 SAR Aviation Medicine, Submission 56, p. 7. 
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103 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 4. 

104 Mr Shane Carmody, Director of Aviation Safety and Chief Executive Officer, CASA, Committee 
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105 Mr Angus Mitchell, Chief Commissioner and Chief Executive Officer, Australian Transport Safety 
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modern treatment regimes.106 CASA submitted that it was delegating authority 
to DAMEs to ensure: 

… all have the option of assessing and issuing Class 2 medical certificates 
on the spot, [which are] generally valid for four years with applicants less 
than 40 years of age or two years for those aged over 40 years. CASA no 
longer reviews Class 2 medical applications unless a DAME elects to refer 
the application for review, or unless there are certain limited conditions.107 

3.128 However, concerns remain that CASA still exerts inappropriate control over 
medical examinations. The committee received a submission from an approved 
DAME, who is also a private pilot and aeroplane owner and has conducted 
medical assessments on more than 1,500 pilots and controllers. The submitter 
maintained that CASA reviewed his paperwork ‘and never having met the pilot, 
may overturn my recommendation, request the applicant provide more 
information or issue a medical clearance.’108 He argued that there is a lack of 
trust of DAMEs and has had instances of his decisions being altered without his 
consent. He was not aware of any area of medicine where a government 
regulator could review and overrule decisions of clinicians, and further 
explained: 

My issues with the Aviation Medicine section of CASA (AvMed) is the 
bureaucratic over-reach, with no consideration to cost, health risk and time 
of the applicant, for very little gain to the safety of air-navigation. Specialist 
opinion is disregarded by AvMed doctors underqualified in the relevant 
specialty, but “experts” in armchair bureaucracy.109 

3.129 Similarly, Fleet Helicopters and Commercial Helicopters did not believe that 
CASA understand the severe stress and financial burden placed on pilots and 
claimed that CASA had a pattern of not accepting specialist advice: 

Countless times I have personally seen pilots have a medical denied and be 
required to seek specialist medical advice for the resultant medical advice 
only to be refuted by the medical section causing the pilot (and his company) 
further extremely costly delays. 110 

3.130 Mr Clinton McKenzie commented that: 

CASA Avmed now demands tests and examinations, and imposes 
conditions and restrictions on medical certificates, many of which are not 
justified on objective evidence, risk and medical grounds. The assertion that 
CASA “approved 25,000 aviation medicals” provides no insight into the 
costs, stresses and risks borne by the applicants to get their medical 

 
106 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 4. 

107 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 4. 
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certificates, and no insight into the conditions and restrictions imposed on 
those certificates.111 

3.131 Mr McKenzie further pointed out that he has to pay CASA a new fee to issue a 
medical certificate in addition to the cost of the medical examination: 

I anticipate that the purported justification for the current approach to 
medical certification and colour vision deficient pilots in particular may be 
compliance with ICAO standards and recommended practices... It seems to 
me that the choice as to when Australia will strictly adhere to ICAO 
standards and recommended practices is not based purely, as it should be, 
on reliable safety-related data.112 

3.132 According to Mr Benjamin Morgan, CEO, Aircraft Owners and Pilots 
Association of Australia (AOPA), there are issues with the private pilot medical 
certification process with:  

… decades of medical discrimination and abuse of the aviation industry by 
AvMed applying medical standards that are akin to passing an astronaut’s 
medical test and have nothing to do with flying a private light aircraft.113 

3.133 Scott Montgomery reported having to need a fitness test as part of his aviation 
medical for his CPL(H) along with an ECG, glucose, blood and hearing test, 
which he considered a waste of time and money.114 This also occurred to another 
submitter, with CASA advising them that they needed to undertake a stress 
ECG, glucose, urine and blood test to retain Class 2. CASA no longer reviews 
Class 2 medical applications unless a DAME elects to refer the application for 
review which had not occurred in this instance.115 

3.134 Mrs Maude Telfer commented that before 1995, ‘they didn’t have to spend $480 
to do a medical at approved Doctors who were mainly in the cities and not in 
the country towns where the majority of GA pilots were located’.116 She 
suggested that general practitioners should be able to conduct an aviation 
medical and pointed out that the: 

… employees within CASA who review the outcomes of the approved 
aviation medical are not doctors, are not qualified and should not be allowed 
to make decisions regarding the medical fitness of a flight crew to undertake 
their duties.117 

 
111 Mr Clinton McKenzie, Submission 5.2, [p. 1]. 

112 Mr Clinton McKenzie, Submission 5.1, p 13. 

113 Mr Benjamin Morgan, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association of Australia, Committee Hansard, 
20 November 2020, p. 8. 

114 Mr Scott Montgomery, Submission 3, [p. 3.]. 

115 Name withheld, Submission 7, p. 3. 

116 Mrs Maude Telfer, Submission 13, p. 1. 

117 Mrs Maude Telfer, Submission 13, p. 4. 



53 
 

 

3.135 Another submitter recommended that CASA AvMed employ specialist 
independent consultant physicians or surgeons to assess and give opinions in 
instances where a pilot has issues that need to be assessed and a decision needs 
to be made as to fitness to fly.118 

3.136 According to the Australian Helicopter Industry Association (AHIA), there have 
been some recent improvements in the services provided by the medical 
division but pointed out that ‘advice to CASA from DAMEs or appropriately 
(qualified) medical specialists should not be second guessed by CASA staff’.119 

3.137 The Sports Aircraft Association of Australia (SAAA) recommended that pilot 
medical standards for all private pilots be consistent with the Recreational 
Aviation Australia manual.120 

3.138 CASA commented on SAAA’s perception of inequities for medical standards 
between recreational and private GA pilots, pointing out this difference is due 
to recreational pilots being limited to fly aircraft under 600kg, are only allowed 
to carry one passenger, may only fly in non-controlled airspace and are 
restricted to fewer airports.121 

3.139 Ms Pip Spence remarked that CASA is working with the Part 67 TWG to develop 
options for a revised Basic Class 2 medical as well as a new Class 5 self-declared 
medical with consultations beginning in 2022.122 

3.140 Country Airstrips Australia conducted a survey of pilots about the Class 2 
Medical in November and December 2021 with 776 responses overall. The main 
findings of the survey were that: 

 90.8 per cent thought the current Australian PPL medical requirements were 
excessive;  

 64.3 per cent had considered giving up flying due to the demands of the 
CASA medical certification process; 

 76.7 per cent believed that pilots were reluctant to seek medical care due to 
the fear of it impacting their CASA medical; 

 88.8 per cent thought that there was disparity between a PPL medical 
requirement and an RAAus driver’s license requirement; and  
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 54.9 per cent thought that Australia should adopt the RAAus medical 
requirements, 21.8 per cent the US FAA diving license medical and 13.8 per 
cent the New Zealand FAA DL9 system.123 

3.141 According to Dr Sean Runacres, Director, SAR Aviation Medicine, the 
self-certification process is appropriate for many pilots.  

The current self-certification is based on the commercial driver’s licence for 
a truck or a similar vehicle. There is a lot of merit in relying on that system. 
The problem with that system, at the moment, is that it required it to be 
unmodified. If I have a heart attack, and I am well afterwards, that’s a 
modification under the commercial licence, which I can continue to drive 
on, but the self-certification process we have at the moment won’t let you 
fly on that.124 

3.142 CASA is reviewing aviation medical standards for private operations, including 
the consideration of a potential ‘self-declared’ medical.125 

CASR Part 137 and 138 – Aerial agricultural operations 
3.143 CASR Part 137 regulates aerial agricultural operations other than rotorcraft 

operators, and includes aerial application procedures such as firefighting and 
application of dispersants. It prescribes the rules that relate to flying and 
operating aeroplanes in aerial application operations. Rotorcraft operations 
continue to be governed by the existing CARs. There is currently a project to 
amend the current Part 137 to include rotorcraft aerial applications.126 

3.144 AAAA supported the extension of Part 137 to include rotorcraft: 

[A]s a result of CASR Part 137 being for fixed wing aerial application 
operations only (regardless of industry advice), helicopters conducting 
identical operations are regulated under the CAOs. This introduces 
significant variations and complexity and is further compounded by 
similarly different approaches taken under new regulations – such as where 
Part 61 deals with helicopter Operator Proficiency Checks differently to the 
Part 137 OPC requirements. The CAOs must be repealed as the CASRs reach 
full implementation.127 

3.145 To alleviate confusion amongst its members, AAAA have developed a Standard 
Operations Manual in an attempt to simplify Part 137: 
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Once CASR Part 137 is reviewed to manage the co-dependent requirements 
of CASR Part 138 over the coming 12 months, the AAAA SOM will be 
rewritten and reapproved for another life – thus simplifying the 
implementation of the revised CASR Part 137 because of its widespread 
uptake by AAAA members.128 

Regulatory overreach 
3.146 CASR 138 affects aerial work operations and applies to external load, dispensing 

and task specialist aerial work operations except air ambulance operations. Prior 
to new rules commencing in December 2021, many on the TWG advised CASA 
that Part 138 was not fit for purpose because of overreach, complexity and 
length.129 Mr Hurst, a member of the TWG, reported that the MOS for Part 138, 
was rejected as it was ‘unworkable’ and stated that ‘even when CASA has 
consultative mechanisms in place, it still doesn’t listen’.130 

3.147 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters was concerned about the 
then-impending release of the new Part 138 Aerial Work regulations: 

CASA has advised by their own working group of highly experienced and 
knowledgeable industry figures that the regulation set was completely 
unready for release to industry, yet they went ahead and did so anyway.131 

3.148 NQ Aviation Services commented on the Manual of Standards (MOS) for Part 
138 Aerial Work Operations, observing that CASA: 

… deemed it appropriate to further burden industry in one of the most 
challenging business environments in recent times, with an ill-timed release 
and short consultation period. Regulatory reform transformed the MOS 
from 34 pages to one that exceeds 120 pages. This cannot be considered 
concise. There is insufficient evidence to support an assertion of a tangible 
benefit to safety outcomes with this increase in ‘content’, however the cost 
impacts on operators expected to comply are considerable.132 

3.149 Despite these concerns, new rules commenced on 2 December 2021. Operators 
and pilots need to comply with Part 91 – general operating and flight rules, 
noting that Part 138 may add to or turn off Part 91 requirements. Part 138 
replaces the Air Operator’s Certificate (AOC) with a Part 138 aerial work 
certificate.133 
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3.150 AAAA considered these changes an example of overreach and stated that they 
had been rejected by the ASAP Technical Working Group as ‘unfit for purpose’: 

CASA’s intention to persevere with the overly complex, costly and largely 
ineffective current approach is despite the advice of industry participants, 
various statements from the Minister and the Board supporting GA, and the 
complete lack of clear identification of actual safety risks being ‘managed’.134 

3.151 McDermott Aviation commented that despite being in development for fifteen 
years, Part 138 was still written in the ‘same obtuse way which generates a 
surfeit of explanatory materials, manuals of standards, AC’s as well as company 
documentation, [which] are required to try and make them useable’.135 

3.152 There was also confusion about where different regulations are now located. Mr 
John Armstrong of Agrimuster thought that the aerial work in Parts 137 and 138 
would now be in Part 199—although he was not sure:  

I’ll have a certificate for charter, which will also then cover the EMS 
[emergency medical service], as far as I understand it. Then I will have a part 
138 certificate for most of the other air work I do. I think eventually I end up 
with a part 137 certificate for the agricultural work. I may end up with 
another certificate to be able to conduct the mustering training as well. I’m 
not actually sure I’m going to be able to be chief pilot of all of these 
certificates.136 

3.153 Mr Armstrong was concerned about Part 138 and that the changes will stop him 
being able to do medical retrieval work.137 

Pre-flight planning issues 
3.154 Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters was concerned about the overly 

prescriptive limitations on landing sites, contained within the new Part 138 
Aerial Work regulations. The company said that:  

The performance class requirements are overly prescriptive and far too 
complex to be feasibly utilised out in the field when conducting many 
Part 138 operations. Much of the work we conduct is in an area we have 
never been to before, utilising landing sites we have never landed at and 
will probably never again visit. The detail and amount of pre-flight planning 
required simply is not possible to comply with as we do not have access to 
any of the information required by the regulations until we arrive on-site.138 

Other concerns 
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3.155 The committee received evidence on several other areas of CASA regulation, as 
discussed briefly below. 

Helicopter types 
3.156 According to ALAEA, the impact of over-regulation by CASA is evident in its 

regulation and classification of various helicopters that enter Australia, in small 
numbers and sometimes for a relatively short period:  

[T]he increased cost to individuals and businesses to be trained and licenced 
for the reclassified helicopters is in the range of tens of thousands to 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. Where previously an engineer’s basic 
licence ratings covered the certification of these helicopters CASA legislated 
to require CASA approved commercial training courses to be completed for 
each helicopter. And more importantly for the majority of those helicopters 
there is no approved training.139 

Access to licenced aviation maintenance engineers 
3.157 According to pilot Mr Mark Newton, CASA’s CASR Part 66 airworthiness 

regulation reform had resulted in it being difficult to find LAMEs to maintain 
aircraft. Mr Newton submitted that he needs to travel from Sydney to Adelaide 
every year for an annual inspection where there is an ‘appropriately qualified 
and experienced maintenance personnel who specialize’ in his type of aircraft.140 

Foreign licence conversion 
3.158 McDermott Aviation argued that the Part 66 ratings system is even more 

‘opaque’ than Part 61, with engineers licensed under the previous system 
struggling to add new ratings. He stated that ‘the process to convert foreign 
licenses is diabolical, the pathway via apprenticeship is tortured and lengthy, 
and is turning people away from the industry’.141 

3.159 ALAEA also pointed out the discrepancies in the treatment between those who 
hold foreign and Australian licences: 

CASR Part 66 contains provisions to allow CASA to assess the licences and 
aircraft ratings of both holders of current foreign licences and Australian 
Defence authorisations and those who no long hold those foreign licences or 
authorisations in order to determine whether or not they can be added to a 
new or current Australian Part 66 Licence. The CASR does not extend the 
same provisions for Australian’s who previously held a licence issued under 
CAR 31 who are seeking the issue of a Part 66 licence.142 

Pilot training in engineering 
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3.160 According to the South Australian RAPAC, regional and remote pilots can be 
trained by a LAME to perform a limited amount of maintenance on piston 
engine aircraft, such as changing a tyre, or changing oil or an oil filter and spark 
plugs. However, draft regulations will dictate that all maintenance must be 
carried out by a LAME. This will require aircraft to be removed from service, 
flown to the LAME for the 50 hourly service, then flown back to its base. 
Currently, aircraft must be re-located to a major regional centre or capital city 
for the scheduled maintenance every 100 hours of flight. The South Australian 
RAPAC recommended that pilot maintenance, as described in the 1988 CARs, 
be retained.143 

Production certification 
3.161 Mrs Susan Woods, Business Manager, Jabiru Aircraft Pty Ltd, reported that 

CASA documentation requirements to support production certificates took 
longer than the time to produce the aircraft and is not a saleable asset as it cannot 
be transferred without CASA’s approval. She thought that type certificates were 
worthless as they represent an outdated product and that it was ‘unthinkable to 
undertake certification of any new model aircrafts through CASA; it will only 
lead to financial ruin’.144 

Committee views and recommendations 
3.162 The committee accepts the view from many submitters that over the years there 

has been excessive regulation for the GA industry, resulting in complex and 
difficult regulations that have financial and legal implications.  

3.163 The committee also accepts that the process of continual review of regulations 
is an ongoing attempt by CASA to improve the regulatory burden on the sector. 
That said, the committee cannot ignore the substantial and extensive concerns 
submitted by stakeholders to this inquiry.  

3.164 As discussed in Chapter 4, the perception of the lack of meaningful engagement, 
communication and consultation between CASA and the GA sector has caused 
and continues to cause significant issues. The committee has recommended a 
cultural review of CASA, and would expect that a tangible and demonstrable 
outcome of a review would be for CASA to examine the specific issues around 
regulations raised by submitters in this inquiry.  

3.165 While the committee does not hold the expertise to recommend specific action 
on regulations, it draws CASA’s attention to the following issues highlighted by 

 
143 South Australian Regional Airspace and Procedures Advisory Committee (RAPAC), Submission 60, 
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144 Mrs Susan Woods, Business Manager, Jabiru Aircraft Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard,  
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submitters, and urges CASA to examine each one in detail and assess whether 
the criticisms have merit: 

 Of particular concern to the committee is CASR Part 61, which in the 
committee’s view requires review and simplification;  

 The committee is concerned about the training organisation requirements 
under CASR Part 141 and 142 and recognise that they are causing many 
issues for regional flying schools; 

 The committee would like CASA to explore whether CAR 31 is a better fit 
for aircraft engineer licence and licence rating processes than Part 66, due to 
the logical progressive and modular licensing system it provides;   

 The committee is concerned about CASA’s interference in the medical 
findings from DAMEs and acknowledges the difficulties for rural and 
remote pilots having access to DAMEs; 

 For helicopters there are several areas identified that are of concern to the 
committee, including the implications of helicopter operator proficiency 
checks given few people are deemed suitable to carry these out in Australia. 
The need for planned destination landing sites for helicopters under 
Part 133 is not possible for many activities and the committee is of the view 
that this be addressed.    

Recommendation 2 
3.166 The committee recommends the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA), 

through the Aviation Safety Advisory Panel and relevant Technical Working 
Groups, consider the following and report back to the committee with its 
findings:  

 Whether Civil Aviation Safety Regulation (CASR) Part 61 can be 
simplified;  

 Whether CASR Part 141 and 142 should be combined; 
 Compare CASR Part 66 and CAR 31 to determine the best option;  
 Consider the conduct of Aerial Application and Airwork Operations 

Proficiency Check and Training by a Chief Pilot from a third-party 
operator as an option;  

 How to best train regional and remote pilots in basic maintenance of 
aircraft and permit them to do so;  

 Examine the role of CASA officials when receiving findings of qualified 
medical practitioners under CASR Part 67 by general practitioners in 
regional and remote areas;  

 Review the requirement under CASR Part 138 aerial work and Part 133 for 
helicopter activities to have planned destination landing sites when this 
is not feasible; and 

 Review the Civil Aviation Order 48.1 Fatigue Management system for GA 
operators. 
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Recommendation 3 
3.167 The committee recommends that where possible, the Civil Aviation Safety 

Authority streamline its licencing requirements to avoid duplication and the 
need for pilots and engineers to acquire multiple licences.  

Alignment between international and Australian regulatory 
environments 
3.168 The evidence to the committee was clear that aviation regulation in comparable 

jurisdictions was far more accessible and less onerous than that imposed by 
CASA in Australia. There were repeated calls for Australia to align its approach 
to aviation regulation with other countries, and for Australian accreditation to 
be recognised internationally.  

International recognition  
3.169 The lack of international recognition for Australian aviation qualifications and 

certifications was considered a significant drawback to CASA’s regulatory 
approach.  

3.170 According to Ken Cannane, Executive Director, AMROBA, there are no 
government-to-government agreements to recognise and accept CASA 
approved organisations or the government aviation certificates by other training 
nations, outside the limit of CASA, including the Federal Aviation Association 
(FAA) in the US, and the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) of New Zealand. Mr 
Cannane explained that:  

Members holding multiple national aviation authority (NAA) approvals 
have put forward their support for adopting the FAA structures and 
systems to advance Australia’s general aviation operations, pilot training 
and engine-room fields of design, manufacturing, maintenance and 
technical training in our Asia-Pacific regions, mainly with the USA.145 

3.171 AMROBA highlighted that Australian aviation businesses must obtain 
approvals from every foreign nation and their regulator at high cost to 
individuals, as Australian and CASA approvals of the industry are not 
recognised internationally.146 

3.172 AMROBA further commented that Australia was ‘out of international 
engineering alignment’, drawing specific attention to the CASA form used to 
enable a manufactured products or components/items to be released into the 
aviation market. AMROBA observed that the form needs to be acceptable to 
other governments, but currently has an Australian logo which makes it 

 
145 Mr Ken Cannane, Executive Director, AMROBA, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 7.  

146 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10.1, p. 12. 
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unacceptable, and CASA had not negotiated with other governments so that 
they accept the form.147 

3.173 AAAA likewise stated that: 

Australian innovations struggle to achieve certification in a timely manner, 
Australian licences and certificates are not recognised by other jurisdictions, 
and the cost and complexity of achieving and maintaining Australian 
aviation licences and certificates of operation is an impediment to 
international competitiveness.148 

3.174 AAAA believed that CASA’s approach was having a detrimental impact of the 
perception of the Australian qualified workers, saying there was: 

… evidence of pilots and LAMEs travelling overseas to attain a qualification 
(including to the US and NZ) and then returning to Australia to have their 
qualifications recognised – as it is cheaper, more certain and provides better 
international recognition. Australian qualifications are not valued 
internationally and the Australian system is seen as significantly inferior to 
other jurisdictions including the US, Canada and NZ.149 

3.175 McDermott Aviation claimed that the European Union Aviation Safety Agency 
(EASA) does not recognise qualifications obtained in Australia, and further 
observed that CASA did not attend a meeting when FAA asked to meet with 
authorities in various countries to work on cross-recognition.150 In his 
submission Mr McDermott stated cross-recognition with other markets, such as 
the US and the EU, has not been a priority for CASA: 

Given pretty much all the aircraft used in Australia come from the US or 
Europe, it should be relatively straightforward to align fundamental 
industry functions – especially in engineering and maintenance with those 
jurisdictions. 

… 

Expanding these to the benefit of the industry…has unfortunately not been 
a CASA priority151 

3.176 McDermott Aviation’s position was supported by other submitters. According 
to AMROBA: 

Until foreign countries accept Australian aviation products and services in 
their own right without Australian businesses obtaining foreign countries 
approvals, we remain a third world aviation industry restricted to 
performing business within Australia.152 

 
147 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10.1, p. 3. 
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3.177 Mr Shane Carmody, then CEO of CASA, responded to some of the claims made 
by McDermott Aviation, saying that:  

Mr McDermott primarily operates foreign registered aircraft … and brings 
them into Australia. The oversight requirement for the foreign aircraft is by 
the foreign operator, so it’s kind of handy. He has a business model that 
operates globally with N registered aircraft, and it’s a good business model 
and it makes him a lot of money, but it’s very different to lots of other 
business models here. We have to jump through hoops to accommodate 
that, and we’ve done our best.153 

A better approach  
3.178 There was strong support in evidence for alignment between international and 

Australian regulatory environments—in particular, alignment with the FAA in 
the US, and the CAA in NZ. Submitters outlined the benefits of these 
international frameworks and how they could apply in Australia.   

3.179 According to AMROBA, the FAA framework is an example of a system that is 
flexible and responsive; the GA industry would therefore prefer to base 
Australia’s aviation regulatory requirements ‘on the USA aviation 
requirements, as has NZ, PNG [Papua New Guinea] and other Pacific Island 
states’.154 

3.180 According to Mr McDermott, PNG modified the NZ model, and both are 
straightforward, ‘extremely workable and extremely good’.155 Mr McDermott 
pointed to his preferred framework for aviation regulation in Australia:  

If we had a choice, the FAA system is still complex but it's workable. It's 
clear. It's concise. It's not as open to individual interpretation as our CASA 
regs are. In fact, many years ago we were asked as an industry what rules 
we thought would work for general aviation in Australia. The New Zealand 
model was put forward and we find the New Zealand model—although we 
don’t actually operate under it—to be a very straightforward operation.156 

3.181 Mr Mark Newton similarly suggested that for Australian operators it actually 
makes more sense to adhere to FAA, or other foreign regulators, than it does to 
liaise with CASA: 

Generally speaking, the FAA provides more informative and actionable 
safety guidance, and it’s more productive and satisfying for Australian 
pilots to pay attention to foreign regulators than it is to get involved in what 
CASA is doing here. If our ability to influence a foreign regulator is no worse 
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than our ability to influence CASA, on balance it’s better to pay attention to 
the agency that produces the least frustration.157 

3.182 Mr Newton continued with a specific example of how the FAA approach tends 
to be less bureaucratic than CASA: 

FAA regulations have, for many years, provided a system called 
“BasicMed” which enables private pilots to manage their own medical 
fitness in consultation with their GP without involving FAA administrators. 
While CASA has paid lip service to similar principles, its “Class 2 Basic” 
medical certification carries enough operational limitations to make it 
impractical to use, so the lion’s share of medical certification for Part 61 RPL 
and PPL holders requires mandatory oversight from a burgeoning (and, 
ofttimes, interfering) CASA AVMED [aviation medical] bureaucracy. 158 

3.183 Mr Robert Cassidy likewise provided an example of the difference in terms of 
regulatory burden between the FAA system and the Australian model: 

In Australia, the egregious costs under C.A.S.A., discourages a Pilot from 
earning an Instrument Rating, in the first instance, and then, once he gets an 
Instrument Rating … he would not be able to afford to renew his Instrument 
Rating. My previous employer, paid $9,000 to renew my Instrument Rating, 
for me to fly a two engine aeroplane, just to give you an idea of costs of a 
renewal. I have never once had to pay for an Instrument Rating renewal, 
anywhere else.  

…  

Under the F.A.A., I would not have to rent a much more expensive two 
engine Aeroplane and Helicopter, as I would according to C.A.S.A. 
Regulations. 159 

International engagement  
3.184 As part of the Australian Government’s Aviation Recovery Framework, Flying to 

Recovery report, a key feature of the roadmap is to ‘encourage innovation and 
exploring the barriers to export opportunities for Australian GA-related goods 
and services, including through the pursuit of potential mutual recognition 
arrangements’.160 

3.185 The evidence suggested support for this approach. For example, AMROBA 
recommended amending the main objects of the CA Act (at section 3A) to 
include fostering aviation development as well as safety—being the approach 
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taken in NZ. The Association suggested amending section 3A and section 9 of 
the CA Act to say: 

The main object of this Act is to establish a safe, efficient and sustainable 
regulatory framework with an emphasis on safety, by enhancing and 
maintaining the ability of individuals and businesses to participate both 
domestically and globally.161 

3.186 AMROBA also stated that cross-recognition must extend to those working in the 
sector:  

It is important that the regulator be staffed by personnel with equitable 
qualifications as their peers in industry as they are Australia’s front line 
representatives in obtaining international technical agreements so their 
approved manufacturing and maintenance organisation(s) can participate 
in the global aviation markets.162 

3.187 AMROBA highlighted how GA has ‘been the home of ideas, where knowledge, 
experience and innovation has helped drive the future of flying forward’ and 
pointed out that, in Europe, small airports are ‘used to develop new 
environmentally and economically efficient aviation technologies.’ AMROBA 
continued that:  

Industry’s ability to participate in global aviation markets depends on 
CASA agreements with foreign Civil Aviation Authorities (CAA) for 
technical acceptance of each other’s regulatory system.163 

Committee views and recommendations 
3.188 The committee is concerned that Australia seems not to be fully integrated into 

the global aviation network, at least on a regulatory basis. While the committee 
understands that each jurisdiction has its own distinct regulatory framework, 
with accompanying complexity, there appears to be specific areas where 
synergies with other jurisdictions could be explored. 

3.189 Evidence received throughout the inquiry on how CASA compares with other 
similar jurisdictions was informative, and at times disappointing. Aviation by 
its very nature is not limited to national borders. Those employed in the sector 
are increasingly mobile and depend on and expect portability in many aspects 
of their roles.  

3.190 Given the apparent positive perspective on how the FAA in the US, and CAA in 
NZ regulate all aspects of aviation, the committee would be keen for CASA to 
explore how its regulatory framework could align with those jurisdictions.   
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Recommendation 4 
3.191 The committee recommends that the Australian Government amend the Civil 

Aviation Act 1988 to include an obligation to support the Australian aviation 
sector to develop and compete nationally and internationally. 

Recommendation 5 
3.192 The committee recommends that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority audit its 

regulatory framework to ensure that where possible, it aligns and 
complements the regulatory framework of other jurisdictions, specifically the 
US Federal Aviation Administration and New Zealand’s Civil Aviation 
Authority.  

3.193 The committee is particularly interested in CASA exploring whether progress 
could be made on mutual recognition of licences and qualifications, especially 
where these pertain to specific aircraft types and technologies used both in 
Australia and overseas.   

Recommendation 6 
3.194 The committee recommends that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority explore 

opportunities for mutual recognition of Australian and overseas certification, 
licences and maintenance qualifications. 
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Chapter 4 
Cultural issues and CASA 

4.1 The committee received evidence regarding the importance of the general 
aviation (GA) industry. The committee heard that given the size of the country, 
and the vast distances Australians are required to travel, a robust, thriving and 
safe GA industry—one that supports rural and regional connectivity and 
liveability—is absolutely essential. 

4.2 The committee also received evidence from individuals and stakeholder groups 
noting that they have, over many years, been providing submissions and 
feedback to various reviews and inquiries regarding Australia’s aviation 
industry. The Aerial Application Association of Australia (AAAA), for example, 
argued that it has made ‘many relevant submissions over two decades on 
improving the management of aviation policy in Australia—with a focus on 
general aviation and aerial application in particular’.1 

4.3 In this context, the following chapter examines the culture within the Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). The chapter outlines some of the issues 
raised by GA industry stakeholders throughout the inquiry, which include 
systemic and structural problems within CASA, persistent inefficiencies, the 
glacial pace of regulatory reform, a lack of consistency in interpreting 
regulations, staff and skill shortages, inadequate resourcing and problematic 
relationships between industry stakeholders and CASA.2 

General stakeholder views regarding CASA 
4.4 The committee received evidence which acknowledged that the task of 

balancing the competing priorities of promoting safety, developing systems and 
procedures, administering regulations, conducting investigations, and 
generating income would be challenging for any organisation.3 

4.5 However, the committee also received a number of submissions which raised 
specific concerns about CASA, and pointed to the systemic, structural and 
process problems that exist within the organisation. The Australian Federation 
of Air Pilots (AFAP) noted, for example, that one of the criticisms aviation 
industry stakeholders most frequently made about CASA is that they are 

 
1 Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 2. 

2 See, for example: Mr Ian Murray, Submission 15; Gliding Australia, Submission 17; The Royal 
Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, Submission 18; NQ Aviation Services, Submission 21; 
Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44.  

3 Mr John Hoore, Submission 1, p. 5. 
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inconsistent.4 It was also argued that CASA fails to set clear and concise aviation 
safety standards, internal silos within CASA lead to inefficiencies, stakeholder 
feedback is ignored or disregarded, and efforts toward structural and cultural 
reform have stagnated.5 

4.6 In evidence, representatives from McDermott Aviation, a helicopter company 
based in Queensland, wanted it placed on record that they were not ‘CASA 
bashers’ and that they recognise that regulators are necessary. Mr John 
McDermott indicated that the company works within three different authorities 
around the world – the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), PNG Civil 
Aviation and the system in New Caledonia – and submitted that they ‘operate 
safely and fine within those regulations, as we do within CASA’.6 

4.7 Mr McDermott explained that the company’s problem with CASA is: 

… that we’ve been fed a set of regulations that, to be quite honest with you, 
are far too onerous to understand, are very brutal to comply with and defy 
the Civil Aviation Act 1988, where it says that economic consideration 
should be given to the impact of any regulation. We would like to see the 
outcome of this being CASA working with us as an industry and identifying 
that general aviation is a big part of the Australian aviation industry…7 

4.8 One stakeholder referred to the Aviation Safety Regulation Review (ASSR) 
Report, released in May 2014,8 and suggested that had the recommendations 
from the ASSR Report been implemented effectively ‘many of the problems that 
plague general aviation today would have been resolved’. Further, it was 
argued that ‘despite claims by CASA that it has acted on all of the 
recommendations, there is no evidence of a ‘trust and verify approach’ or 
‘collaborative relationships’ between CASA and general aviation’.9 

4.9 The AAAA also argued that while there have been some minor improvements, 
after many years, and a number of inquiries, ‘little has changed in terms of 
negative overall outcomes for general aviation’.10 Further, the AAAA submitted 
that: 

While there have been some advances in CASA’s approach to the regulation 
of GA, these advances are not systemic, not significant in the larger scheme 

 
4 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 4. 

5 See, for example: Name Withheld, Submission 6; Name Withheld, Submission 9; Mr Ian Murray, 
Submission 15, Gliding Australia, Submission 17; The Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, 
Submission 18; NQ Aviation Services, Submission 21; Australian Federation of Air Pilots, 
Submission 44.  

6 Mr John McDermott, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 1. 

7 Mr John McDermott, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 1. 

8 Some of the findings of the Aviation Safety Regulation Review are discussed later in this chapter. 

9 Name Withheld, Submission 6, [p. 1].  

10  Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 2. 
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of regulation, not particularly impactful – and are only given up grudgingly 
as a last resort.11 

4.10 A similar view was expressed by another submitter, who raised concerns about 
CASA’s Aviation Regulation Reform Program and stressed that the process has 
taken more than 30 years, and still remains incomplete.12 The submitter argued 
that: 

The time and public money that this program has consumed, frankly 
disgusts me. I understand that regulatory change may take substantial time 
and expenditure, and could possibly even accept that if the desired 
outcomes are achieved (greater net safety benefits to general aviation and 
the public). However, this ongoing regulatory reform has resulted in little 
or no aviation safety benefits. The public not only expects more than this 
from public entities, but is entitled to more.13 

4.11 In her submission, Ms Maude Telfer indicated that she has been involved in the 
GA industry for more than 40 years. Ms Telfer noted that she has seen various 
challenges and changes in the sector, many of which have had a bearing on 
aviation safety, success and sustainability and have also impacted negatively on 
the GA industry. Ms Telfer argued that these issues have all been caused by 
CASA—which she suggested has been acting as the legislator, judge, jury and 
executioner to the GA industry.14 

4.12 Further, it was posited by Ms Telfer that CASA is ‘trying to make all GA 
operators RPT (airline standard)’ which could ‘cripple the industry and force a 
large number of GA operators to close down forever’. This led to questions 
about how vital community services would be provided if there were fewer GA 
operators and prohibitive operational costs.15 

Stakeholder views regarding CASA employees 
4.13 While critical of CASA as an organisation, several submitters were less critical 

of those employed by CASA, indicating that their interactions with individual 
employees had been positive and professional. Some also argued that a large 
number of the officers employed by CASA are highly skilled, professional and 
competent.16 

 
11 Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 2. 

12 The committee notes public reporting that the Aviation Regulation Reform Program has since been 
completed, after 31 years. See: ‘CASA completes Aviation Regulation Reform Program’, Australian 
Flying, 16 December 2019, https://www.australianflying.com.au/latest/casa-completes-aviation-
regulation-reform-program (accessed 24 March 2022).  

13 Name Withheld, Submission 9, [p. 1]. 

14 Ms Maude Telfer, Submission 13, p. 1. 

15 Ms Maude Telfer, Submission 13, p. 2. 

16 Mr John Hoore, Submission 1, p. 5. 
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4.14 The Chief Executive Officer of Fleet Helicopters corporate group, 
Mr Mike Watson, for example, argued that while CASA was having a 
detrimental effect on Australia’s GA industry, he was supportive of front-line 
CASA staff. Mr Watson indicated that: 

I know this is not the case in all areas, but we have CASA staff that provide 
us with great service, and who have a positive and realistic attitude to 
aviation regulation and consistently achieve beneficial results for us in short 
timeframes due to our operational pressure. This, I would say, is despite the 
organisational culture of CASA, not because of it. In general, the staff we 
work with have an incredibly high workload and they are burdened with 
trying to find a way to achieve a positive outcome for us despite being given 
a poor legislative framework to operate within.17 

4.15 The AFAP also indicated that the Federation’s Safety and Technical team are 
regularly involved in industry standard matters, and that as a result have 
developed working relationships with CASA staff, with ‘a high level of trust 
and engagement to many of these interpersonal relationships.’18 

4.16 The AAAA likewise noted that there are ‘good people in CASA working 
towards a better aviation regulator’. At the same time however, it was argued 
that ‘they are regularly thwarted by an apparent indifference to good practice, 
standard business operating systems and a more cooperative regulatory 
posture’.19 

4.17 Mr Clinton McKenzie expressed the view that many of the individuals 
employed by CASA are intelligent, professional and competent people, and 
argued that: 

The problem is not the individuals – aside from those who impose their 
personal opinions on the aviation industry with a crusader’s zeal, in the 
mistaken belief that being in a position of power turns their opinion into an 
objective truth. The problem is structural. The aviation safety regulatory 
framework is analogous to making the police responsible for the road toll, 
and at the same time giving the police practically unfetered [sic] power and 
unquestioning political support to make whatever road rules they like, set 
the speed limits wherever they like and decide who can have a driver’s 
licence and on what conditions.20 

4.18 North Queensland Aviation Services described the company’s interaction with 
CASA representatives on the ground, and in the field offices, as exceptional. It 
argued that: 

The guys on the ground work very hard to support us as best they can, so 
we don’t have an issue with the people we are interacting with. … They 

 
17  Fleet Helicopter and Commercial Helicopters, Submission 40, [p. 1]. 

18 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 16. 

19 Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 2. 

20 Mr Clinton McKenzie, Submission 5, p. 3. 
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know the environment we’re all operating in and they understand the 
challenges we’re facing and the particular idiosyncrasies of each and every 
business.21 

Criticisms of CASA staff 
4.19 Despite these positive views, the committee received evidence from several 

submitters raising concerns about CASA employees, and pointed to situations 
where CASA staff did not have appropriate qualifications, were not given access 
to appropriate training, or simply lacked specific experience.22 

4.20 Ms Telfer submitted that CASA does not understand how the GA industry 
works and, as a consequence, CASA employees do not ‘have the required GA 
experience to make informed decisions about this sector of air services’.23 

4.21 One organisation which described its interactions and relationships with CASA 
staff as less than positive was the Australian Helicopter Association (AHA). The 
AHA argued that a lack of qualifications, training and experience among CASA 
staff has caused ongoing problems for the helicopter industry.24 

4.22 The AHA also submitted that: 

 CASA’s functions are not being applied or exercised uniformly across all 
regional offices;  

 oversight of regional offices (and poorly performing CASA staff within 
them) has not been strong; 

 CASA does not appear to have sufficient will to take action against, or re-
educate underperforming staff; and 

 there are some Flight Operations Inspectors (FOI) who are not appropriately 
qualified or experienced to oversee complex company flight operations 
(with many examples where the FOI is considerably less qualified than the 
aircrew being tested).25 

The CASA Code of Conduct  
4.23 These unfavourable comments about CASA’s staff should be considered 

alongside CASA’s 2019-20 Annual Report, which details the expectations of 
CASA staff and the Code of Conduct.  

4.24 CASA’s Code of Conduct outlines the standard of behaviour expected of its 
employees. It is promoted to new employees during their orientation, and 
covered in on-line training for all staff. During 2019-20, in consultation with 

 
21 Mrs Mary Brown, North Queensland Aviation Service, Committee Hansard,  
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staff, CASA revised its Values and Code of Conduct (and associated 
procedures). CASA’s Annual Report noted that during 2019-20, two Code of 
Conduct allegations were referred for further investigation. Both matters were 
finalised, and resulted in five employees being found in breach of the Code of 
Conduct and three employees receiving formal reprimands.26 

4.25 It was noted that CASA managers continue to resolve lower-level workplace 
issues through its Performance and Communication Scheme, (and alternative 
dispute resolution methods) or communication to raise awareness of 
appropriate behaviour in the workplace.27 

Resourcing, training and corporate knowledge of CASA staff  
4.26 Several of the submitters who were critical of CASA employees argued that a 

lack of resources and appropriate training for staff has seen a progressive 
deskilling of the organisation, further adding to CASA’s problems.  

4.27 Mr Ian Murray, a Licenced Aircraft Maintenance Engineer (LAME) and a former 
CASA employee, argued that with each change of Director/CEO, there has been 
a progressive deskilling of CASA’s inspectorate. Mr Murray submitted that the 
industry is a fast developing one, which is often required to deal with significant 
advances in technology. He noted, however, that: 

… little opportunity is provided to staff to upskill and/or maintain their 
tradecraft knowledge base. From a regulatory aspect most CASA based staff 
training courses are designed to be a tick and flick exercise to meet external 
audit expectations, these external audits (typically [International Civil 
Aviation Organization] and the FAA) do not delve sufficiently enough to 
look at course feedback and interview employees as to the 
worth/effectiveness or adequacy of the training.28 

4.28 Professionals Australia – the union which represents professionals working in 
both the aviation industry and the Australian Public Service – noted that civil 
aviation underpins Australia’s business and tourism sectors. It was submitted 
that given these sectors have an estimated annual revenue of approximately 
$43.54 billion, the safe and reliable functioning of commercial and general 
aviation is in the national interest. It was also argued, however, that this is 
currently not the case, and ‘despite their essential role in delivering CASA’s 
mission, the technical workforce is in crisis’.29 

4.29 Professionals Australia pointed to ‘understaffing, workload intensification, and 
a seemingly endless process of restructuring’ as some of the problems that are 
‘stretching the technical workforce to its limits’. Further, it was argued that 

 
26 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Annual Report 2019-20, p. 96. 
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retirements, resignations and redundancies, technical positions that remain 
unfilled, a reduction in corporate knowledge and decreased oversight are 
adding to CASA’s problems and putting Australia’s aviation safety record at 
risk. 30 The union noted that the decrease in the number of technical staff was 
having a number of impacts, such as: 

 without a plan to transfer knowledge from existing staff to new staff, CASA 
is losing corporate knowledge and becoming less informed and capable as a 
regulator; 

 there is a greater reliance on remaining staff to manage the workload with 
fewer staff resources; and 

 workloads are intensified as a shrinking pool of professionals need to 
become adept at performing a broader range of tasks.31 

4.30 Professionals Australia argued that a number of the problems which have arisen 
in CASA are the result of constant restructures and frequently changing 
workplace policies and procedures. It further submitted that these problems 
were exacerbated by senior management’s top-down approach to managing 
workplace change and its failure to adequately engage with the workforce.32 

4.31 The union argued that not explaining issues, or involving CASA staff in 
workplace change, has resulted in employees feeling isolated and ignored, and 
as though they are somehow separate to the changes being implemented. It 
recommended, therefore, that an ‘independent, systemic review of CASA’s 
organisational culture must be undertaken to address the serious issues in 
culture, confidence, and engagement of employees’.33 

4.32 The Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association (ALAEA) indicated that 
it has been involved in a number of CASA’s Technical Working Groups, and 
noted that: 

…what has become very clear is the lack of appropriate resourcing in 
CASA’s Aviation Standards group to acquit the work required to develop 
and promulgate the appropriate, clear and concise aviation safety standards 
in the manner required by the Act.34 

Case study – resources for training and maintenance  
4.33 In evidence, Mr Stephen Re, a Technical Manager with ALAEA indicated that 

the introduction in 2011 of European-style legislation for licensing was 
specifically designed for large aircraft operators. Mr Re submitted that, as a 

 
30 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, p. 2. 

31 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, p. 4. 

32 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, pp. 5-6. 

33 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, p. 11. 

34 The Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association, Submission 65, p. 3. 
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result, the new legislation had had an impact on helicopter training. A 
commercial training course is now required to fly particular types of helicopter, 
where once this had been covered under a pilot’s licence. 

4.34 Mr Re noted that he had been trying to have this change rectified for five years, 
and told the committee that: 

Recently, there’s been a little bit of movement, and they’ve recognised that 
that’s an issue, but it’s five years since the regulation took effect. CASA were 
aware that it was an issue. They simply said: ‘We don’t have the resources 
within the regulator to try to correct what we put in place.’ And that’s one 
of the biggest issues, too: that there’s a real lack of resourcing being put 
towards aircraft maintenance and licensing and engineering. I feel for the 
people who work there, because they’re struggling under the load, or 
struggling with: ‘We want to put in in a regulation, but we don’t have any 
drafting capacity,’ and they have to wait for what they call the sixpack, or 
the flight-ops regs, to be done first, and it’s been like that for 10 years, and 
I’m not seeing much progress go forward.35 

Lack of consistency in regulatory interpretation 
4.35 As noted earlier in this chapter, one of the issues frequently raised by those 

critical of CASA is a lack of consistency—particularly in relation to the 
interpretation of regulations and policy. This lack of consistency and poor 
interpretation of the legislative framework is arguably related to the evidence 
regarding a lack of adequate resourcing and retention of corporate knowledge 
amongst CASA staff.  

4.36 The AAAA drew attention to the findings and recommendations of previous 
reviews into aviation safety regulation,36 which found that ‘individual officers 
within CASA continue to make interpretations that are not bound by regulatory 
heads of power, consistency, experience, sector knowledge or specific safety 
risks’.37 The AAAA described it as a case of ‘opinion parading as policy – and 
frequently ill-informed opinion’, and argued that: 

CASA continues to lack a coherent, centralised policy interpretation and 
expertise centre to standardise regulation. Different offices have different 
interpretations, and generally CASA is not troubled by using subject matter 
experts that it may have on staff – as there is no centralised policy 
development system.  

In a modern regulator that had this pointed out to them in an independent 
review (the [Aviation Safety Regulation Review]), serious questions must be 
raised about why this situation is perpetuated by senior management.38 

 
35 Mr Stephen Re, Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association, Committee Hansard, 7 September 

2021, p. 7. 

36 Specifically, the Aviation Safety Regulation Review, discussed later in this chapter.  

37 Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 17. 

38 Aerial Application Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 17. 
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4.37 In evidence, Mr John McDermott told the committee that: ‘Factually, the only 
thing consistent within CASA is the inconsistency’.39 McDermott Aviation 
submitted that it was not unusual for multiple CASA staff to disagree on 
outcomes and possible pathways – and frequently these staff are within the 
same office. A situation was described where there were different 
interpretations (around helicopter types used for firefighting) between CASA 
staff. It was submitted that a conclusion regarding an appropriate action had 
been reached with two CASA inspectors (in August 2019), however then: 

… their management got hold of it and it went around and around in circles. 
We got an exemption in January of this year to actually do what those two 
flying operations inspectors had suggested that we were going to do in 
August last year but were overridden.40 

4.38 Mr Tim Vercoe, McDermott Aviation’s Quality and Safety Manager, also told 
the committee that: 

Sometimes it’s not about the adverse finding or the adverse interpretation 
that’s the problem: it’s the interminable discussion about it, or the 
differences of opinion that just make things just go longer and longer. It’s 
death by attrition, rather than by an act, in some of those findings, and those 
time frames can be killers for smaller organisations.41 

4.39 CASA’s submission indicated that, to ‘ensure consistency in the interpretation 
and application of the [Civil Aviation Safety Regulations]’ the organisation is 
currently ‘managing an organisational transition from a decentralised model to 
a functional model for regulatory oversight; the hallmark of which will be a 
consistent and centralised solution’. It was noted that the new Regulatory 
Oversight Division would consist of four functions: national oversight strategy 
and planning, guidance delivery, regulatory services and regulatory 
surveillance.42 

4.40 When responding to the committee’s questions regarding the issue of 
consistency, CASA’s then CEO, Mr Shane Carmody indicated that CASA was 
restructuring the organisation to create a central guidance function. He told the 
committee that: 

What we are proposing in terms of guidance is that our local officers will 
always have one place to go – only one place – to seek guidance before they 
make a regulatory decision, so we will always be consistent across the 
country. We have trialled the arrangement already. We’ve said that we’ll 
put the same arrangement in place for review of fatigue rules, so the same 
people will look at all of the applications for relief-from-fatigue rules. So we 

 
39 Mr John McDermott, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 3 

40 McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Submission 39, [p. 3]. 

41 Mr Tim Vercoe, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 4. 

42 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Submission 46, p. 6. 
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are moving very much to that centralised function, and it’s taken a long time, 
but it is a fundamental structural change to the organisation.43 

4.41 Mr Carmody also noted that developing a new process, and a new approach to 
consistency had been quite challenging because:  

… consistency and outcomes based regulation don’t always work together, 
if I can put it that way. Consistency can be binary. We are trying to come up 
with consistent decisions to complex regulatory matters that can apply 
across the country and it is quite a challenge.44 

Lack of consultation with stakeholders 
4.42 The way in which CASA undertakes consultation was also raised by 

stakeholders as an issue of concern. In addition to evidence which suggested 
that CASA does not fully understand how the GA industry works, stakeholders 
pointed to changes which are made by CASA without consideration of their 
impact on GA. Ms Maude Telfer argued, for example, that: 

When CASA changes a rule, they do not check to see how much of an impact 
it will have on pilots, engineers, aircraft operators and nor do they think of 
the cost burden for the industry. When CASA put out a change of rule to 
industry for ‘feedback’, the decisions have already been made and therefore 
comments and feedback will have no influence on the rule change at all. 
CASA do it just to make them look good and to justify their existence.45 

4.43 Ms Telfer also noted that she had at one time been involved with the Regional 
Airspace Procedures Advisory Committee (RAPAC). CASA had set up the 
committee with a view to industry stakeholders being able to provide feedback 
on proposed rule changes. Involvement in the committee was voluntary, and 
members attended meetings at their own cost. Ms Telfer submitted that it had 
been her experience that member feedback and input was often ignored by 
CASA employees. She noted that CASA employees did not like to be challenged 
by RAPAC members who often had ‘far greater knowledge’ of the subject matter 
and the effects of proposed changes to the GA industry. Further, Ms Telfer 
argued that: 

CASA only want to be right and did not want more experienced and 
knowledgeable industry people putting forward sensible and sustainable 
proposals. This is another example of CASA’s unconscionable misconduct.46 

4.44 The Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, also submitted that, even 
though CASA has introduced mechanisms for both formal and informal 
consultation with the GA sector, the relationship remains sub-optimal. 

 
43 Mr Shane Carmody, Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 46. 

44 Mr Shane Carmody, Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 46. 

45 Ms Maude Telfer, Submission 13, p. 2. 

46 Ms Maude Telfer, Submission 13, pp. 2-3. 
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It is reasonable to speculate that CASA’s corporate culture is a poor fit for 
the task it has been given. Its mandate is an exclusive focus on only one 
aspect of aviation – safety – and it adopts a technocratic approach to 
regulating a highly technical industry… It leads to inflexibility, needless 
complexity (which drains internal resources and drives up external costs) 
and a lack of self-criticism and organisational renewal.47 

4.45 The Regional Aviation Association of Australia (RAAA) was, however, more 
positive about its involvement in CASA’s consultation forums. The RAAA 
argued that the ‘efficacy of CASA’s engagement with the aviation sector, 
including via public consultation, has never been better’.48 It submitted that: 

The formation of the Aviation Safety Advisory Panel and the applicable 
Technical Working Groups brings significant and relevant industry 
expertise directly to the tables of senior leaders in CASA. The resulting 
undiluted intelligence leaves CASA with the most up to date and relevant 
[information on the] state of the industry. This system needs to maintained 
and protected at all costs.49 

CASA’s accountability, governance and complaints processes 
4.46 As previously noted, the aviation industry has, over a period of many years, 

raised concerns about CASA’s governance, the cost of regulatory compliance, 
the progress of the regulatory reform process, the organisation’s interactions 
with the aviation industry, its level of accountability and the need for an 
effective, and impartial complaints process. 

Aviation Safety Regulation Review  
4.47 In response to these concerns, in November 2013 the Federal Government 

announced that it had commissioned an independent review of aviation safety 
regulation. The Aviation Safety Regulation Review (ASRR) was to be conducted 
and led by a Panel of three experienced members of the international aviation 
community. Mr David Forsyth, AM was appointed Panel Chair, while Mr Don 
Spruston and Mr Roger Whitefield acted as Panel Members.50 

4.48 In making the announcement, the Hon. Warren Truss MP, then Minister for 
Infrastructure and Regional Development, indicated that the ASRR Review 
would: 

 consider the structures, effectiveness and processes of all agencies involved 
in aviation safety, and the relationships and interactions of those agencies as 
they work together in one system; 

 
47 The Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia, Submission 18, p. 3. 

48 Regional Aviation Association of Australia, Submission 19, p. 3. 

49 Regional Aviation Association of Australia, Submission 19, p. 3. 

50 Statement by the then Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Infrastructure and Regional 
Development, the Hon. Warren Truss MP, The Australian Government’s Aviation Safety Regulation 
Review, 14 November 2013.  
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 consider the outcomes and direction of the regulatory reform process 
undertaken by CASA, and benchmark Australia’s safety regulations against 
other leading countries; and 

 take into account the issues raised in the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs 
and Transport References Committee’s Report on its Inquiry into Aviation 
Accident Investigations (which was tabled in May 2013).51 

Findings of Aviation Safety Regulation Review 
4.49 The ASSR report contained 37 recommendations and was presented to the 

Parliament in June 2014.52 

4.50 In setting the context for the Review’s findings, the Panel indicated that the 
relationship between industry and the regulator was cause for concern, noting 
that in ‘recent years, the regulator had adopted an across the board hard-line 
philosophy’. This situation was described as inappropriate for an advanced 
aviation nation such as Australia, particularly because, as a result of this hard-
line attitude, relationships between the industry and CASA had ‘in many cases, 
become adversarial’.53 

4.51 The Panel also noted that despite Australia’s good standing in relation to 
aviation safety, ‘the aviation industry is highly self-critical and regularly has a 
‘take no prisoners’ approach to public discourse’. It was argued that while this 
type of critical introspection may contribute to its good record ‘it can at times be 
counter-productive to promoting rational public debate on aviation safety and 
to building a positive and collaborate national aviation safety culture’.54 

Regulatory oversight and the appeals process 
4.52 As a result of its findings, the Review made a number of recommendations for 

necessary changes around regulatory oversight. Recommendation 14, for 
example, recommended that: 

The Civil Aviation Safety Authority changes its regulatory philosophy and, 
together with industry, builds an effective collaborative relationship on a 
foundation of mutual understanding and respect.55 

4.53 It was also recommended that: 

 the regulatory audit program should reflect international auditing 
standards by fully disclosing findings during audits and at exit briefings; 

 
51 Statement by the then Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, the Hon. Warren Truss MP, The Australian Government’s Aviation Safety Regulation 
Review, 14 November 2013.  

52 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, May 2014, pp. 3-5.  

53 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, Executive Summary, May 2014, p. 1. 

54 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, Executive Summary, May 2014, p. 1. 

55 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, Executive Summary, May 2014, p. 2. 
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 findings should be graded on a scale of seriousness; and 
 CASA should make use of third party commercial audits as a means of 

supplementing its surveillance program.56 

Industry Complaints Commissioner 
4.54 According to CASA, the Industry Complaints Commissioner (ICC) provides 

members of the industry, the wider aviation community and the public with an 
easy, accessible and effective way to make a complaint about: 

 the decisions, administrative actions or services provided by CASA staff, 
delegates or authorised persons to determine if they are wrong, unjust, 
discriminatory or unfair; or 

 the behaviour of CASA staff.57 

4.55 The Commissioner is appointed by the Director of Aviation Safety (DAS), 
following consultation with the Board.58 

4.56 The website also notes that the office of the ICC reports directly to the CASA 
Board, and to ensure impartiality, it does not sit within CASA’s organisational 
structure.59 

4.57 However, where the ICC is the subject of a complaint, the ‘complaint should be 
referred to the Board, who will attempt to resolve the issue fairly or decide on 
appropriate action to do so.’60 In addition, if the subject of the complaint is the 
DAS, the following process is followed:  

Where the DAS is the subject of a complaint, the complaint should be 
referred in the first instance to the Chair of the Board. The Chair of the Board 
will attempt to resolve the issue fairly or decide on appropriate action to do 
so. If the matter remains unresolved, the Chair will raise the matter at the 
next Board meeting following notification to other Board members. The 
Board will determine the appropriate action to resolve the issue fairly or 
decide on appropriate action to do so.61 

4.58 Under its Governance Arrangements, the ICC is unable to consider certain 
matters, including (but not limited to):  

 
56 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, Executive Summary, May 2014, p. 1. 

57 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner, https://www.casa.gov.au/about-
us/who-we-work/industry-complaints-commissioner, (accessed 17 March 2022). 

58 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner Governance Arrangements, August 
2021, p. 6. 

59 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner, https://www.casa.gov.au/about-
us/who-we-work/industry-complaints-commissioner, (accessed 17 March 2022). 

60 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner Governance Arrangements, August 
2021, p. 9. 

61 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner Governance Arrangements, August 
2021, p. 9. 
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 complaints made by a CASA employee about other staff, delegates or 
authorised persons; 

 complaints about or concerning the conduct of a member of the Board; or 
 any matter the ICC is satisfied the complainant does not have a legitimate or 

sufficient interest; or 
 complaints that are frivolous or vexatious, or the complainant is not 

pursuing it in a reasonable way.62 

4.59 CASA’s 2020-21 Annual Report recorded that the ICC resolved a total of 
103 complaints in 2020-21 (including cases on hand at 1 July 2020). These 
included: 

 43 simple complaints, which were clearly outside the ICC’s jurisdiction or 
not related to CASA (with 100 per cent resolved within the target of five 
days); 

 40 standard complaints (with 91 per cent resolved within the target of 30 
days); and 

 20 complex complaints, which required expert advice related to novel issues 
or which presented a wide range of questions (with 100 per cent resolved 
within the target of 90 days).63 

4.60 Of the resolved complaints, the majority concerned matters involving the 
Stakeholder Engagement Division, which includes areas such as aviation 
medicine, general aviation, aircraft registration and the client services centre.64 

4.61 The Annual Report references complaint prevention strategies, and indicated 
that the ICC ‘has the power to make recommendations to CASA about 
individual cases and systemic issues’. Noting that ICC recommendations are 
made ‘with the aim of reducing future complaints and ensuring best practice’, 
it was reported that:  

In 2020–21, the ICC made nine recommendations, all of which were accepted 
by CASA. They included recommendations that CASA should issue 
endorsements on a flight crew licence, reconsider exam results, provide 
partial refunds for regulatory service tasks, and reconsider the results of 
medical tests that had been excluded by CASA in error.65 

Previous reviews into the ICC 

 
62 Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Industry Complaints Commissioner Governance Arrangements, August 
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4.62 As part of its review, the ASSR Panel noted that the appeals processes had a 
sound basis, however there was room for improvement. Recommendation 37 of 
the Panel was for CASA to amend the Terms of Reference of the ICC so that: 

(a) the ICC reports directly to the CASA Board; 
(b) no CASA staff are excluded from the ICC’s jurisdiction; 
(c) the ICC will receive complaints that relate to both the merits and the 

process of matters; 
(d) on merits matters, including aviation medical matters, the ICC is 

empowered to convene an appropriately constituted review panel, chaired 
by a CASA non-executive director, to review the decision; and 

(e) while all ICC findings are non-binding recommendations, the original 
decision-maker is required to give reasons to the CASA Board if a 
recommendation is not followed.66 

4.63 The Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport, 
also noted in its 2008 report into the Administration of the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority and Related Matters, that it had received a number of submissions 
which advocated for the establishment of a more independent complaints 
mechanism. Some stakeholders also suggested that the ICC be established as a 
separate statutory office with powers to investigate and report to the CASA 
Board. Other submitters to the inquiry suggested that the establishment of a 
transport or aviation ombudsman – independent of CASA and responsible to 
the Parliament – would be more appropriate. 

4.64 At the time, the committee indicated that: 

Given recent legislation passed in the United States in response to concern 
over similar problems in the FAA, which some witnesses have compared to 
the performance of CASA, the committee is of the view that the suggestion 
that Australia create such a statutorily independent office has some merit.67 

Concerns with the complaints and accountability processes 
4.65 Accountability issues—particularly the need for an independent complaints 

process, and the independence of the ICC—have been raised by industry 
stakeholders a number of times over the years.  

4.66 The committee received a number of submissions in which stakeholders raised 
the issue of CASA’s governance and accountability. Evidence to the inquiry 
pointed to serious concerns with the operations and outcomes of the ICC and 
commented on potential conflicts of interest and other issues in the appeals 
process.  

 
66 Australian Government, Aviation Safety Regulation Review, Executive Summary, May 2014, p. 5. 

67 Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport, Administration of the Civil 
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4.67 For example, in its submission, the AFAP argued that one of the ‘key means for 
aviation stakeholders to successfully appeal against CASA actions’ (and 
possibly establish a path toward restitution) is actually ‘undermined by the 
organisational structure within which the CASA office of [ICC] sits’.68 

4.68 AFAP acknowledged the information provided about the ICC on CASA’s 
website, but at the same time argued that while the ICC’s stated aim makes sense 
in theory, the ‘organisational structure that is meant “to ensure independence 
and impartiality” actually has flaws within it that allow for a conflict of interest 
to occur’. AFAP contended that these flaws bring ‘into question the legitimacy 
of any such assurance’.69 

4.69 Further, AFAP argued that the possibility for a conflict of interest is most acute 
when the CASA Board (or a member of the Board) are involved in, or are the 
subject of, a complaint. Noting that the ICC does not consider ‘complaints about 
or concerning the conduct of a member of the Board’, it was asserted by AFAP 
that ‘the aims of the ICC are finite and are limited to only part of CASA’s 
conduct and decisions’.70 

4.70 AFAP also made the following points: 

 The ultimate decision-making responsibility within CASA sits with the 
office of the Chief Executive Officer/DAS. Given the Chief Executive 
Officer/DAS is currently both a staff member and a Board Member, the 
position enjoys immunity from ICC review and has the ability to influence 
the Board’s acceptance—or otherwise—of ICC review outcomes. 

 Given the ICC reports to the Board (in which CASA’s most senior staff 
member sits) this undermines a process that is meant to ensure 
independence and impartiality. 

 The current organisational structure for the office of ICC may preclude the 
office from engaging in certain reviews where senior CASA staff are 
involved. In some circumstances, organisational structure may also prevent 
potential complainants from having a simple, accessible and effective way 
to make a complaint. 

 CASA’s current structure means that the DAS is ultimately responsible for 
the decisions which can become the subject of ICC review as well as a 
responsible party for where the complaints review is subsequently reported 
to. 71 

4.71 AFAP concluded its argument by recommending that: 

 
68 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 13. 
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… the ICC should be established as a separate statutory office to CASA with 
powers to investigate and report to an authority, independent of CASA and 
responsible to the Parliament.72 

4.72 Similar views were expressed by another submitter, who noted that the ICC 
reports to the CASA Board, and argued ‘this arrangement is akin to being the 
judge and the jury’.73 

4.73 The AAAA stressed the need to establish an effective, independent complaints 
system, arguing that this should: 

… include an appeal mechanism for all medical decisions [made] by CASA. 
This should include the role not reporting to the DAS as it currently does, 
but reporting to the Minister and publishing regular reports available to 
industry. The Complaints Commissioner (howsoever called under a 
reformed system) should be given the power to order certain remedial 
actions from CASA which CASA must comply with in a reasonable 
timeframe.74 

4.74 In its 2020 paper, A New Strategy for the Australian General Aviation Sector, the 
General Aviation Advisory Network argued that CASA should urgently 
establish key management systems. The organisation should also embed 
continuous improvement and quality management across all aspects of its 
interactions with GA, ‘and include an enhanced complaint handling and 
appeals mechanism’.75 

CASA’s response 
4.75 In evidence, the previous CASA CEO and DAS, Mr Shane Carmody noted that 

‘the Industry Complaints Commissioner is one person with a staff of one’.76 The 
committee was also told that the Commissioner is not supported by the CASA 
legal team:  

He is a lawyer by training. He conducts his investigations completely 
impartially and reports to the board. … I accept the fact that people might 
have difficulties with regulation and may have difficulties with the CASA 
legal team, but the industry complaints commissioner is a very clear process 
put in place around 2006-2007. He deals with about 130 complaints a year 
and as far as I know deals with them quickly and efficiently, but sometimes 
people don’t get what they want.77 
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Committee views and recommendations  
4.76 Historically, Australia’s geographic isolation and its sheer size have presented 

significant challenges. The vast distances between communities, vital 
infrastructure and isolated industry sectors means that a robust, well-regulated, 
safe and sustainable GA industry, is both essential and in the national interest. 

4.77 The GA industry has been key to providing solutions to many of the problems 
—economic, social and environmental—that have arisen due to geographic 
isolation and distance. The sector provides essential services to rural, regional 
and remote communities. It also underpins Australia’s freight, tourism and 
agricultural industries, and provides significant social and environmental 
benefits: including bushfire mitigation, the delivery of emergency services, 
transportation of goods and recreational activity. 

4.78 The committee acknowledges the frustration of those individuals and 
stakeholder groups who have, over several decades, taken the time to 
participate in consultation processes, provide submissions and feedback to a 
range of discussions, reviews and inquiries about Australia’s aviation industry, 
including the GA sector. 

4.79 During the inquiry, one of the most frequently raised issues was CASA’s lack of 
consistency. The committee agrees that this lack of consistency—particularly in 
relation to the interpretation of regulations and policy—is completely 
unacceptable, particularly when it negatively impacts aviation safety and the 
economic sustainability of small businesses.  

4.80 Over many years, GA industry stakeholders have identified, commented on and 
suggested solutions to some of the systemic and structural problems that 
continue to plague CASA. These have included the organisation’s inefficiencies, 
the slow pace of regulatory reform, the lack of consistency in the interpretation 
of regulations, and the difficult relationships which exist between CASA and the 
GA industry. 

4.81 The committee is of the view that CASA’s lack of consistency and poor 
interpretation of legislative policies and frameworks is, at least in part, due to a 
lack of adequate resourcing and an inadequate level of priority placed on the 
retention of staff and of corporate knowledge within the organisation.  

4.82 It is also clear that despite the positive views put forward about individual 
CASA staff, the culture at the organisation as a whole needs to be addressed. As 
noted by Professional Australia, a full, independent and systemic review of 
CASA’s organisational culture is needed.  

4.83 The committee fully supports an immediate root-and-branch review of CASA’s 
organisational culture. This review should be conducted by an independent 
party and engage not only with current and previous CASA employees, but 
with key GA stakeholder groups. 
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4.84 The findings of such a review could help address those issues around staff 
retention, corporate knowledge and consistency in decision-making. It would 
also provide CASA with the opportunity to present a more coherent and 
consistent message to its stakeholders, while placing aviation safety at the 
forefront of its administrative approach in the most cost-effective way possible.   

Recommendation 7 
4.85 The committee recommends that the Minister for Infrastructure, Transport 

and Regional Development instigate an immediate independent review into 
the organisational culture at the Civil Aviation Safety Authority. The review 
should be completed no later than 31 December 2022, with the findings 
publicly reported.  

Industry Complaints Commissioner 
4.86 In addition to CASA’s lack of regulatory consistency, another of the key 

concerns raised by stakeholders has been the issue of CASA’s accountability. 
The need for an appropriate complaints process, and concerns about the 
independence of the ICC, has been raised by stakeholders for a number of years.  

4.87 The committee acknowledges that a number of inquiries have been undertaken 
over recent years, several of which have examined issues around CASA’s 
accountability and the need for an independent complaints process. Inquiries—
including the one undertaken by the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and 
Regional Affairs and Transport Committee in 2008—have identified serious 
concerns in relation to the operations and outcomes of the ICC. 

4.88 During this inquiry, stakeholders have again called for an independent, effective 
and impartial complaints process. 

4.89 The committee was informed by CASA that its current ICC is one person with a 
staff of one, who currently deals with around 130 complaints per year. While the 
committee acknowledges the timeliness within which the Commissioner 
resolves complaints, it is concerned that this lack of adequate resourcing is 
prohibiting the ICC consider matters about CASA more broadly.  

4.90 In addition, the ICC’s Governance Arrangements place considerable limitations 
on the scope of complaints which can be lodged with the ICC, including about 
CASA employees or Board members. The ICC can also determine complaints to 
be ‘frivolous or vexatious’, or that a complainant has insufficient interest in a 
matter—a considerably broad and subjective approach, especially in light of the 
ICC consisting of one person.  

4.91 The committee is further seriously concerned that, along with the Board, the ICC 
is appointed by the DAS—who is also the CASA CEO—but the ICC reports to 
the DAS and the Board and could be asked to consider a complaint made about 
a decision of the DAS. There is a clear conflict of interest here.  
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4.92 The committee echoes the calls of the Aviation Safety Regulation Review for the 
remit of the ICC to be expanded and be made clearly independent, including by 
allowing any CASA staff to access the complaints process, and for the ICC to 
consider complaints both on merits and process. 

4.93 The committee further agrees with those stakeholders who argued that an 
independent complaints mechanism has become a matter of urgency. The 
committee is of the view that a statutory office should be established as soon as 
is practicable, which is independent of CASA and has powers to investigate all 
aspects of CASA’s operation, including the actions, performance and decisions 
of the DAS and the Board.  

4.94 The independent complaints office should be provided with sufficient funding 
to ensure it is adequately staffed and can meet its statutory requirements. 
Further, it is important that any independent complaints commissioner reports 
not only to the CASA Board, but publicly to the Parliament on any of its 
findings. 

 

Recommendation 8 
4.95 The committee recommends that a new aviation Industry Complaints 

Commission be established as a statutory authority. The Commission should 
sit outside the organisational structure of and be independent from the Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). In addition to the existing complaints 
mechanisms available under the current Industry Complaints Commissioner, 
the new Commission should have the power to investigate and respond to 
complaints concerning CASA employees, the Director of Aviation Safety and 
the CASA Board. 

4.96 The statutory authority should be supported by adequate financial and 
staffing resources and be required to table its findings and reports directly to 
the Parliament.   
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Chapter 5 
Aviation education and training 

5.1 This chapter details the concerns held by general aviation (GA) stakeholders 
about skills shortages in the industry, and issues with the training and education 
pathways available to pilots, engineers, instructors and others involved in the 
GA sector.  

5.2 This chapter considers stakeholders’ concerns about the training pathways 
available to GA participants, primarily through the Australian Skills Quality 
Authority (ASQA) and the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). Key issues 
discussed include: 

 the duplication of training pathways; 
 the need for independent trainers and mentors; and 
 high training costs and the need for financial assistance. 

5.3 Finally, this chapter considers proposals put forward to address the issues faced 
by the GA sector, regarding its capacity to educate and train its future 
workforce. 

Systemic education and training issues across the aviation sector 
5.4 In recent years, various studies have focussed on key issues faced by the aviation 

sector. These studies have identified a range of issues relating to the education 
and training of aviation sector workers across both the commercial aviation and 
GA sectors. Skills shortages and an aging workforce have been identified as 
primary concerns.   

Skills shortages 
5.5 In 2018 an expert panel on aviation skills and training in Australia (expert panel) 

released its high-level examination of strategies aimed at addressing shortages 
of pilots and maintenance engineers across the aviation sector. A key issue 
identified was the skills shortages across the aviation sector. The expert panel 
emphasised that the skills shortage of aviation personnel was not a future 
problem. Rather it was a ‘significant present challenge’ requiring urgent action 
to avoid major disruptions to the aviation sector. This included ‘immediate 
mitigations supported by a longer-term sustainable strategy’.1 

5.6 Whilst consideration of the GA sector was outside of the scope of the expert 
panel’s review, it nonetheless outlined the traditional role of the GA sector and 
GA’s ongoing decline. The report recognised that GA was part of the aviation 

 
1 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 

July 2018, p. 1. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf


88 
 

 

ecosystem, by providing the commercial sector with skilled workers—but the 
decline of GA was noted to be one of the reasons for airlines establishing their 
own pilot training programs.2 

5.7 In 2021, on behalf of the Aviation Industry Reference Committee (IRC), the 
Australian Industry Standards (AIS) produced an Aviation Industry Outlook 
(the outlook). The outlook provided an overview of aviation industry trends and 
the sector’s new and emerging skills and training needs.3 The outlook 
incorporated findings from the IRC’s aviation skills forecast, which was released 
by the AIS in April 2019 (a pre-COVID survey).4 

5.8 The 2019 skills forecast completed by AIS identified an increasing need for more 
pilots, flight instructors and maintenance engineers, particularly in regional 
aviation. It also noted that Australian regulations on aviation engineering and 
maintenance ‘lack harmonisation which negatively impacts on training 
organisations’.5 

5.9 The AIS surveyed industry stakeholders between September 2018 and January 
2019 about skills shortages, with 83 per cent of respondents experiencing a skills 
shortage in the previous 12 months. The occupations identified as experiencing 
these shortages include:  

 educators, trainers and assessors; 
 engineers and technicians; 
 managers; 
 pilots; and  
 safety personnel.6 

5.10 The survey found the most frequently cited reason for these shortages was the 
cost and time requirements to achieve a qualification. Other reasons provided 
included: 

 competition from other organisations; 
 ageing workforce and retirements of staff; 
 wages and salaries considered too low; and 
 the geographic location of a vacancy.7  

 
2 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report on the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 

July 2018, pp. 6–7. 

3 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation industry outlook, June 2021. 

4 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Industry Reference Committee, Aviation Skills Forecast 
2019, 2019. 

5 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills Forecast 2019, 2019, p. 21.   

6 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills forecast 2019, 2019, p. 24. 

7 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills forecast 2019, 2019, p. 24. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
http://australianindustrystandards.org.au/skills-forecast/aviation-industry-outlook/
http://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
http://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
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5.11 The additional impact of COVID-19 has seen skilled workers potentially leaving 
the industry to be redeployed elsewhere or retiring early. The sector has also 
seen a reduction in the numbers of students, compounded by the extended 
closure of flight schools with deferred enrolments, education and training.8 

5.12 Various stakeholders to this inquiry referenced the longstanding issue of skills 
shortages across the aviation industry. Queensland Aerospace College, 
McDermott Aviation, and the City of Kingston all spoke of the systemic skills 
shortage faced by the aviation sector, with dire consequences should it not be 
addressed.9 

An ageing workforce 
5.13 Along with the skills shortages, the aviation sector has an ageing workforce, 

which is directly impacting on the viability of GA, and the training pathways 
into the industry. According to the AIS 2019 skills forecast report, the average 
age of the aviation workforce is 41.6 years old. This figure is 10 months older 
than the national average for a typical worker, with the workforce aging at 
1.4 times the national rate.10 

5.14 A June 2020 paper by Anjum Naweed and Kyriakos Kourousis considered key 
issues faced by the GA industry. This report noted that the ‘intergenerational 
loss of knowledge and skills from an ageing workforce’ is ‘a major industry 
affliction, where the acquisition of the knowledge required to identify problems 
was being lost’.11 

5.15 Various witnesses spoke of the aging workforce in the GA sector and the lack of 
younger workers to replace them. Mr Tim Vercoe of McDermott Aviation, 
observed the ‘age class of all skills in the business are getting older and older, 
and the pathways to replace those skills are getting more and more tortuous’.12 
This view was shared by Mr Harold McDougall of Queensland Aerospace 
College, who commented that older people are leaving the aviation industry 

 
8 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework: Flying to recovery, December 2021, p. 22. 

9 Mr Harold McDougall, Chief Executive Officer, Queensland Aerospace College, Committee Hansard, 
28 January 2021, p. 2; Mr John McDermott, Owner and Chief Pilot, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, 
Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 2; Cr Steve Staikos, Mayor, City of Kingston, Committee 
Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 18. 

10 Australian Industry Standards, Skills forecast 2019: Aviation, 2019, p. 11. 

11 Anjum Naweed and Kyriakos I. Kourousis, 'Article Winging It: Key Issues and Perceptions around 
Regulation and Practice of Aircraft Maintenance in Australian General Aviation', Aerospace, 26 June 
2020, p. 16 (accessed 28 March 2022). 

12 Mr Tim Vercoe, Quality and Safety Manager, McDermott Aviation Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 
20 November 2020, p. 4. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final.pdf
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
https://www.mdpi.com/2226-4310/7/6/84/htm
https://www.mdpi.com/2226-4310/7/6/84/htm
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through natural attrition, but are ‘not being replaced by [younger] people 
coming forward’.13 

5.16 Reflecting upon the combined impact of COVID-19 and an ageing workforce on 
the aviation sector, Mr Douglas Heath of Aircraft Australia commented that 
pilots aged 50 or over may not fly again. He argued that airlines would likely 
consider the cost of retraining pilots, and ultimately prioritise younger pilots.14 

Education and training in general aviation  
5.17 To address the skills shortage and aging workforce issues, it is imperative that 

education and training pathways are designed to ensure new generations of 
aviation workers are entering the profession. Despite its importance, various 
reviews—including this inquiry—have found there to be major shortcomings in 
the education and training pathways into the aviation sector.  

5.18 A 2018 Deloitte report, entitled Connecting Australia: the economic and social 
contribution of Australia’s airports, found that Australia had a ‘comparative 
advantage in the global aviation and training market’. The report suggested that 
the ‘vast landscape’ of Australia had allowed for the expansion of training 
facilities across major regional airports.15 

5.19 Despite these findings about the possibilities for aviation training in Australia, 
in 2018 the expert panel on aviation skills and training contended that ‘the whole 
system of industry training by various State and Federal government 
stakeholders needs complete reform’. The expert panel made short and medium 
to long-term recommendations that included: 

 improved career pathways from early career to transitioning to major 
airlines; 

 improved gender diversity across the sector;  
 reforms to Australia’s aviation training system; 
 compliance between training certifications and CASA regulations; 
 alignment between ASQA auditing charter, CASA regulations and 

international standards; and 
 improved vocational education and training (VET) programs, including the 

establishment of a VET scheme for maintenance engineers.16 

 
13 Mr Harold McDougall, Chief Executive Officer, Queensland Aerospace College, Committee Hansard, 

28 January 2021, p. 2. 

14 Mr Douglas Heath, Managing Director, Aircraft Australia, Committee Hansard,  
28 January 2021, p. 10. 

15 Deloitte Access Economics, Connecting Australia: the economic and social contribution of Australia’s 
airports, 2018, p. 45.  

16 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 
July 2018, pp. 22–24. 

https://airports.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Connecting-Australia-The-economic-and-social-contribution-of-Australian-airports.pdf
https://airports.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Connecting-Australia-The-economic-and-social-contribution-of-Australian-airports.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
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5.20 The panel also recommended that Federal and state agencies coordinate a forum 
aimed at establishing a small number of centres of excellence for education and 
training purposes, along with ongoing monitoring of national and international 
developments in respect of pilot and engineer shortages.17 

5.21 The expert panel’s findings were reinforced by the General Aviation Advisory 
Network (GAAN). In its December 2020 report, GAAN found there to be many 
adverse outcomes for GA training pathways over the last thirty years, including 
‘significantly increased cost, complexity and duplication for no safety 
outcomes’.18 Education and training issues identified by GAAN included: 

 access to student loans;  
 duplication of processes between CASA and ASQA;  
 competition between competencies and licence outcomes; and  
 significant impacts for both pilot licencing and maintenance licencing 

regulations.19 

Training pathways and providers  
5.22 There are over 100 aviation training organisations and flight schools in 

Australia.20 Pilot training pathways include attending flight schools, 
aviation-related colleges with degrees, airline cadet pilot programs, or via the 
Royal Australian Air Force.21 

5.23 Education and training policies and programs aimed at the aviation sector 
incorporate a broad range of government agencies across the Commonwealth. 
Each of these agencies play a unique role in establishing education and training 
standards, education support packages, oversight and registration. The agencies 
involved in aviation education are detailed in the table below. 

Table 5.1 Government agencies involved in aviation education and 
training 

Agency22 Responsibility 

 
17 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 

July 2018, p. 24. 

18 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, v1-01, 
December 2020, p. 27 (accessed 28 March 2022). 

19 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 27. 

20 Aviationfly, How to become a pilot in Australia 2021 (accessed 1 November 2021, since updated). 

21 Aviationfly, How to become a pilot in Australia 2021. 

22  Other agencies not included in this table are the Department of Home Affairs and Austrade. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
http://www.aviationfly.com/how-to-become-a-pilot-in-australia/
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Department of Education, Skills and 
Employment 

National education and training 
policies and programs, including 
higher education. 

VET Student Loans 
Australian Skills Quality Authority National regulator for Australia’s 

vocational education and training 
sector by ensuring training providers 
meet training standards. 

Registered Training 
Organisations. 

Australian Industry and Skills 
Committee 

Advises Commonwealth and state 
Industry and Skills ministers on the 
implementation of vocational 
education and training policies. 

Aviation Industry Reference 
Committee 

Responsible for the AVI Aviation 
Training Package that provides 
nationally recognised VET 
qualifications. Supported by 
Australian Industry Standards. 

Aerospace Industry Reference 
Committee  

Oversees development of industry 
competency skills standards and 
qualification in the aerospace sector. 
Responsible for the MEA Aeroskills 
Training Package. Supported by the 
Innovation & Business Skills 
Australia.  

Civil Aviation Safety Authority Regulates Australia’s aviation safety, 
including the issuing of licences to 
aviation professionals and 
organisations. These regulations 
include: 

CASR Part 61—Pilot licence and 
category rating; and 

CASR parts 141 and 142—Flight 
training organisations. 

Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport, Regional Development 
and Communications  

Develops transport policies, 
including aviation and regulation of 
federally leased airports. Supported 
by the Bureau of Infrastructure, 
Transport and Regional Economics. 

Source: Expert Panel on Aviation Skills & Training in Australia, p. 29 
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Vocational education and training and Registered Training Organisations 
5.24 VET programs are available for many roles in aviation, including: aerodrome 

operations; airport safety; ground operations; cargo services; customer services; 
aviation transport and protection; aviation search and rescue; management and 
supervision; air traffic control; flight operations (pilots—aeroplane, helicopter, 
commercial, military, remote and pilot in command); aircraft engineers; and 
flight instruction.23 

5.25 ASQA, as the regulator for Australia’s VET sector, provides the competency 
training criteria and the auditing of Registered Training Organisations (RTOs) 
in Australia.24 RTOs play a vital role in providing the training of both new 
entrants and existing workers in the aviation industry, through the AVI—
Aviation Training Package.25 

Aviation Training Package 
5.26 Nationally-recognised training for the aviation sector is delivered under the 

AVI—Aviation Training Package.26 The IRC oversees nationally endorsed 
qualifications which are included in the Aviation Training Package. This provides 
the only nationally recognised VET qualification for occupations involved in 
domestic commercial aviation, international commercial aviation, GA, air-
freight transport and aviation support infrastructure. It includes 
19 qualifications, 37 skillsets, and 242 units of competency and associated 
assessment requirements.27 

5.27 The skills forecast for 2019 reported that, at the national level, qualification 
enrolments in the Aviation Training Package had grown by 120 per cent in the 
four years to 2019.28 

 

 

 

 
23 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills forecast 2019, 2019, p. 13. 

24 Australian Skills Quality Authority, Home, https://www.asqa.gov.au/ (accessed 22 March 2022). 

25 Australian Industry Standards, Registered Training Organisations, 
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/registered-training-organisations-rtos/  
(accessed 24 March 2022). 

26 Australian Government Training, AVI—Aviation Training Package (Release 8.1)  
(accessed 18 October 2021). 

27 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation industry outlook, p. 5.  

28 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills forecast 2019, 2019, p. 15.   

https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
https://www.asqa.gov.au/
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/registered-training-organisations-rtos/
http://training.gov.au/Training/Details/AVI
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/skills-forecast/aviation-industry-outlook/
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/AVI-SF-FULL-2019.pdf
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Issues with training pathways  
5.28 GA has traditionally played a vital role in providing training to the aviation 

industry more broadly.29 The Australian Federation of Air Pilots, advised the 
committee that GA ‘often provides the initial step on the career path ladder for 
many aviation careers’:  

… the AFAP is aware that this step is not only important but also 
significantly valued. From time to time, many airline pilots can be caught 
reminiscing about their GA flying days as some of the best flying of their 
aviation careers, providing them with key foundational professional 
experience. Many pilots choose to remain in GA because they find it 
uniquely rewarding.30 

5.29 However, despite the benefits of the GA training environment, training 
pathways have become increasingly complex and costly, directly impacting on 
the viability of GA and the industry more broadly.   

5.30 For example, GAAN reported that there have been many adverse outcomes for 
aviation training pathways over the last thirty years, including ‘significantly 
increased cost, complexity and duplication for no safety outcomes’.31  

5.31 Issues across the aviation training sector have resulted in some aviation workers 
identifying shortcomings with the skills of recent graduates. For example, Mr 
John Armstrong, Director and Chief Pilot for Agrimuster, expressed concern 
about flight training standards, and in particular the skills and capabilities of 
recently graduated student pilots. Mr Armstrong warned that these new pilots 
were:  

… completely unable to operate the maintenance release of the aircraft, 
know how to read it or know how to fuel an engine—basic things—and also 
they can’t fly…In this day and age, we’ve got 105 hours of training, but it 
takes an extra 40 hours to teach people how to fly.32 

5.32 Similarly, Mr Scott Hallandal stated that he was ‘still alarmed to this day at how 
many pilots, quite frankly, do not know how to fly aeroplanes (or [know] how 
aeroplanes fly)’.33 

 

 

 
29 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 

July 2018, p. 6. 

30 Australian Federation of Air Pilots, Submission 44, p. 4.  

31 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 27. 

32 Mr John Armstrong, Director/Chief Pilot, Agrimuster, Committee Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 14. 

33 Mr Scott Hallandal, Submission 51, [p. 7]. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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5.33 Mr John Hoore was concerned that Australia has a climate which is ‘conducive 
for training pilots’, and yet the country is often forced to look overseas to ‘recruit 
pilots and instructors to meet a shortfall in our ability to train men and women 
to meet the demands of the industry’.34 

5.34 Additionally, the committee heard concerns that training structures—whether 
they be for pilots or engineers—have prioritised the needs of commercial 
airlines at the cost of GA.35 

5.35 Ms Maddy Johnson, Chair of the Australian Flight Training Industry 
Association (AFTIA), warned of the critical situation facing Australia’s aviation 
ecosystem should the training issues not be addressed. Ms Johnson spoke of the 
challenges faced by the GA sector prior to COVID-19, and the vacuum that has 
been caused by increased competition for qualified pilots in the commercial 
airline sector:  

Both our aviation ecosystem and sovereign training capabilities have been 
diminished to the point where they are critically at risk if action is not taken 
immediately. Currently, we do not have sufficient resources for a 
sustainable future for this ecosystem. Pre-COVID, flight training was under 
pressure from the lack of instructors and trainers overall, but especially from 
the lack of experienced heads of operation, senior instructors, flight 
examiners and airline check and training captains…This was mainly due to 
the vacuum effect created by the expansion of air travel globally that led to 
major and international airlines recruiting pilots with fewer and fewer hours 
of experience. This has a waterfall effect, all the way down to the foundation 
of flight schools training brand new pilots.36 

5.36 Ms Johnson called for ‘all levels of the industry [to] come together with 
regulatory and funding reform to bridge the huge gap that now exists between 
our ability to supply trained aviation professionals and the urgent demand for 
skilled workers to cover and grow this industry’.37 

Duplicated training pathways 
5.37 GAAN,38 along with other submitters and witnesses, pointed out issues with 

duplication in the various aviation training pathways—whether they be for 

 
34 Mr John Hoore, Submission 1, p. 5. 

35 Mr Harold McDougall, Chief Executive Officer, Queensland Aerospace College, Committee Hansard, 
28 January 2021, p. 5; Mr Kenneth Cannane, Executive Director, Aviation Maintenance Repair and 
Overhaul Business Association, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 10. 

36 Ms Maddy Johnson, Chair, Australian Flight Training Industry Association, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 7. 

37 Ms Maddy Johnson, Australian Flight Training Industry Association, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 8. 

38 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 27. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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training pilots or maintenance engineers. The committee heard that the primary 
issue was the duplication of training requirements between ASQA and CASA.  

5.38 The Aerial Application Association of Australia (AAAA) submitted that existing 
regulations that govern aviation training ‘have created overly complex 
regulatory overreach that has decimated industry training’. It called for a 
removal of the duplicated system in which both ASQA and CASA apply 
different regulatory and training requirements. Instead, the AAAA called for 
CASA and the Department of Infrastructure to have ‘[f]ull control of aviation 
training—including access to funding’.39 

5.39 A similar view was shared by the Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul 
Business Association (AMROBA). It questioned the duplication in the oversight 
of competency training between ASQA and CASA, asking why those two bodies 
‘have not agreed on a consensus approach to training to reduce duplication’ and 
training costs. AMROBA was also concerned with the duplication of oversight 
of RTOs—specifically, the requirement for CASA to approve RTOs already 
approved by the Department of Education.40 

5.40 According to Mr Mike Higgins, from the Regional Aviation Association of 
Australia (RAAA), there is ‘an appalling disconnect’ between CASA and ASQA, 
resulting in an misalignment between training requirements. The RAAA noted 
that CASA had ‘tried to engage with ASQA to agree on a [Memorandum of 
Understanding] to coordinate courses’, but according to RAAA no agreement 
was achieved. By way of example, Mr Higgins noted that a Licenced Aviation 
Maintenance Engineers (LAME) apprentice can complete the ASQA approved 
course for a qualification under the VET student loan scheme, and yet still not 
fulfil the requirements for a CASA licence.41 

5.41 Mr Stephen Re from the Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association 
(ALAEA), also commented that the aviation regulations set by CASA and the 
training standard set by ASQA were incompatible. In his role on the training 
board for the IRC, Mr Re had witnessed no progress for maintenance 
engineering training, and that training processes had become ‘almost paralysed 
by bureaucracy’.42 

5.42 An example of the duplication caused by the current system was provided by 
Aircraft Australia. Mr Heath spoke of the training offered through 
CQUniversity—an RTO that runs its own exam in parallel to CASA’s 
commercial pilot licence exam. Mr Heath questioned the necessity of students 

 
39 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd., Submission 12, pp. 2 and 7. 

40 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10, pp. 9-10. 

41 Regional Aviation Association of Australia, Submission 19, p. 2. 

42 Mr Stephen Re, Technical Manager, Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association, Committee 
Hansard, 7 September 2021, p. 6.  
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sitting and paying for two exams, especially when it is the CASA exam that 
‘holds the weight because they have to have that for the licensing outcome’.43 

5.43 In its submission, ALAEA contended that engineering training in Australia had 
been ‘crippled by the failure of Federal Government departments to work 
closely with CASA and relevant industry representatives to recognise and 
address the requirements of the [aviation] industry’. ALAEA clarified that it was 
not critical of CASA in this respect, rather it was a broader inter-governmental 
issue. It argued that training bodies lacked an understanding of the training 
requirements set out under the Civil Aviation Act 1988:   

Funding for nationally standardised CASA approved training is dictated by 
the States and varies significantly. It is apparent that none of these bodies 
understand the obligations under the Civil Aviation Act and there is no 
appetite for all to sit on the one room (or Zoom meeting) with CASA and 
peak Industry bodies to discuss solutions. It appears there is no single 
government minister that has the power to ensure the Civil Aviation Act is 
complied with in respect of training.44 

5.44 Addressing training issues is of utmost importance due to Australia’s aviation 
industry facing a critical shortage of LAMEs. Professionals Australia 
commented that GA aircraft have greater care and attention needs as they age, 
but the LAME workforce ‘is diminishing at an increasing rate due to widespread 
retirements and a lack of new entrants’.45 

5.45 The GAAN report noted duplication between CASA and ASQA to be a major 
issue for the sector. The report also found there to be ‘[r]egulatory 
inconsistencies between CASA-regulated and training organisations that 
operate under’ Aviation Self Administering Organisations, ‘as well as within the 
CASA-regulated system’. The report concluded that these regulatory 
inconsistencies could ‘undermine the standards of aviation training and the 
sector’s long term viability’. The report added that these issues had resulted in 
confusion and additional costs for people wanting to enter the aviation industry. 
GAAN called for a ‘more pragmatic approach’ to attract ‘new pilot entrants’.46 

5.46 The GAAN report also identified qualifications for LAMEs to be ‘very 
restrictive’. It noted that the ‘tertiary education sector, particularly TAFE, has 
been unable to sustain LAME courses that cover piston and turbine engines, as 
well as airframe, electrical, instrument and avionics subjects to the standards 
required by the regulators’. A consequence of these training issues is that newly 

 
43 Mr Douglas Heath, Managing Director, Aircraft Australia, Committee Hansard,  

28 January 2021, p. 12. 

44 Australian Licenced Aircraft Engineers Association, Submission 65, p. 6. 

45 Professionals Australia, Submission 34, p. 4.  

46 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector,  
December 2020, pp. 27–28. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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trained LAMEs have had to extend their training ‘longer than necessary’. To 
address this issue, GAAN called for training ‘pathways that make LAME 
qualifications more transferable to the outside world and vice versa’, saying this 
‘would attract candidates with the ability to develop both general trades and 
specialised skills’.47 

Independent trainers and mentors 
5.47 The committee heard that one of the reasons for the decline in GA pilot training 

was the absence of independent trainers, which had traditionally played a key 
role in training.48 This point was raised by Mr Benjamin Morgan of the Aircraft 
Owners and Pilots Association of Australia, who placed blame for this decline 
on changes made by CASA many decades ago: 

… right across Australia, we have a wholesale decline in access to flight 
training. Right across the general aviation industry, in virtually all corners 
of Australia, general aviation flight training has been in decline. The reason 
general aviation flight training has been in decline is that CASA changed its 
regulations a number of years ago and made a change to the process for an 
individual who is a certified, licensed flight instructor to participate in their 
local community by teaching people how to fly. That one fundamental 
change, which removed the independent flight instructor out of regional 
communities right across this nation, 25 or 30 years later has resulted in the 
largest declines in general aviation[.]49 

5.48 Similarly, Mr Mark Newton was critical of CASA’s decision to ban independent 
flight instructors, arguing the regulator had ‘ignored industry’s attempts to get 
them back’. Mr Newton described a vibrant GA sector prior to the ban, where 
‘local aero clubs all over the nation had arrangements with one or two local 
instructors who could train their members’. However, since the ban in the 1990s, 
GA activities in rural and regional areas have been eroded due to the lack of 
access to travelling instructors operating as sole traders. Mr Newton called for 
CASA to permit independent flight instructors under the CASR as a means to 
revitalising GA and the training sector.50 

5.49 The importance of mentoring within the GA sector was also raised with the 
committee. Agri-muster/Katherine Helicopters highlighted the importance of 
pairing more experienced pilots with junior pilots. However, it submitted that 

 
47 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 

December 2020, p. 28. 

48 Mr Sandy Reith, Submission 2, p. 1. 

49 Mr Benjamin Walker, Chief Executive Officer, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association of Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 20 November 2020, p. 7. 

50 Mr Mark Newton, Submission 66, p. 17. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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mentoring practices had become ‘very difficult’ because of CASA’s 
regulations.51 

5.50 Mr John Armstrong also pointed out the importance of mentoring. He argued 
that prior to the ban, a core number of pilots would be endorsed by CASA to 
mentor new pilots. According to Mr Armstrong, this system’s success was 
demonstrated by the significant reduction in the crash rate. He added that, once 
‘the new regulations came in … all the mentoring fell over because it wasn’t 
allowed to be done’.52 

Training costs and financial assistance 
5.51 The significant costs associated with aviation training were highlighted 

throughout the inquiry, reportedly impacting on people’s ability to enter and 
train in the GA sector. This concern had been emphasised by the expert panel in 
2018, which noted the cost of training was a ‘significant barrier to entry into the 
aviation industry’.53 

5.52 Then, in 2019, the AIS reiterated that the cost of aviation training was a key 
challenge for the sector. The AIS noted the views of training providers that while 
training in Australia was considered high-quality against other countries:  

Achieving quality training outcomes has an associated high financial cost. 
Aviation training organisations have raised significant concerns regarding 
the dual costs of maintaining separate RTO and Flying Training 
Organisation accreditation with national VET and aviation safety regulatory 
authorities. Many organisations question the cost/benefit ratio of 
maintaining duplicated training compliance requirements. High regulatory 
compliance costs drive student training costs, with the subsequent financial 
effects flowing into the wider aviation industry.54 

5.53 The cost of training was also raised by various stakeholders during the inquiry. 
Mr Hallandal reported that cost is a large deterrent in pilot training. He outlined 
some the costs imposed on students, such as exam fees, with ‘just the Private 
Pilot theory exam for fixed wing aircraft costing in excess of $100 per attempt, 
[along with] theory and text books, CASA materials (such as books containing 
up to date air law information), and flight testing fees’. 55 

5.54 To address the issue of cost, Ms Johnson from AFTIA, called for flight training 
funding options to be expanded by ‘building a sustainable model that rewards 
outcomes for both students and industry’. Ms Johnson suggested that funding 

 
51 Agri-muster/Katherine Helicopters, Submission 63, [p. 2]. 

52 Mr John Armstrong, Committee Hansard, 7 September 2021, p.19. 

53 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 
July 2018, p. 10. 

54 Australian Industry Standards, Aviation Skills forecast 2019, 2019, p. 28. 

55 Mr Scott Hallandal, Submission 51, [p. 2]. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.australianindustrystandards.org.au/skills-forecast/aviation-industry-outlook/
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should be attached to a student in modules, ‘gated by practical and theoretical 
achievements to unlock the next tranche of money’. More broadly, Ms Johnson 
stressed that regional and rural areas were disadvantaged under the current 
system and called for improved financial and training support for students from 
those areas.56 

VET Student Loans 
5.55 VET students may be eligible for VET Student Loans, which, according to the 

expert panel, have played a key role encouraging more applicants to take up 
aviation related training. The expert panel acknowledged this financial support 
was helpful but considered the then maximum loan of $75 000 was insufficient 
because graduates are required ‘to spend at least $100,000 to gain the minimum 
qualification for the industry’. The expert panel called for the loan amount to be 
increased to $150 000, ‘as the present limit does not support a student 
undertaking the full suite of courses needed to progress through the basic 
Commercial Pilot with Instrument Rating and certainly not to instructor level’.57 

5.56 The panel also noted two other drawbacks of the current arrangements, being 
the RTO level cap and the exclusion of maintenance training in the financial 
support system. The panel recommended that a loan scheme be established for 
maintenance training, similar to the pilot VET program.58 

5.57 As of March 2022, the maximum amount that can be borrowed as a VET Student 
Loan is $81 111. The compulsory repayment threshold for the 2019–20 income 
year was $45 881.59 

Higher Education Loan Programme  
5.58 Domestic students training in the aviation sector at a higher education 

institution may be eligible to deferred payment arrangements through the 
Higher Education Loan Programme (HELP). Under this program, students may 
get access to either FEE-HELP or HECS-HELP.  

5.59 Similar to VET Student Loans, the expert panel in 2018 called for the FEE-HELP 
loan limit to increase from $102 392 to $150 000. The panel noted that this 
increase would ‘permit more students to be able to complete the Flight 
Instructure Rating as well as either the agricultural rating for student wanting 

 
56 Ms Maddy Johnson, Chair, Australian Flight Training Industry Association, Committee Hansard, 

7 December 2021, p. 7.   

57 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 
July 2018, p. 10. 

58 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 
July 2018, pp. 11–12. 

59 National Careers Institute, Diploma of Aviation (Commercial Pilot Licence–Aeroplane)  
(accessed 22 March 2022). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.myskills.gov.au/courses/details?Code=AVI50219
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to stay in [GA] or the Multi Crew Cooperation course for those wanting to 
continue to the airlines’.60 

5.60 As at March 2022, the combined HELP loan limit for eligible aviation courses 
was $156 847.61 The aviation courses subject to the higher help loan limit are 
listed under Fee-Help Guidelines 2017.62 

Holistic training review—recommendations of the GAAN report 
5.61 In its report, GAAN proposed that CASA should engage with GAAN to 

‘establish a holistic training review’. This review would seek to ‘remedy the 
significant negative impacts currently being experienced in GA through the 
relevant’ CASR. The GAAN report specified that the ultimate goal for such a 
review was to ‘attract and maintain a qualified and professional workforce to 
support GA and broader aviation industry needs’, and to recognise that the GA 
sector ‘is the entry point for commercial aviation personnel’.63 

5.62 According to GAAN, identified objectives for this review should include: 

 the creation and promotion of careers in aviation, not just the issuing of 
licences; 

 the development of a ‘resilient workforce by ensuring transferability of 
skills and recognition of qualifications’; 

 to support the sector with corresponding regulatory measures, along with 
cost effective entry, ab initio training and ongoing skills and knowledge 
requirements; 

 to ensure training requirements are consistent between skillsets and 
licensing; and  

 provide for internationally recognised and transferrable qualifications.64 

5.63 Specific actions called for by GAAN in its report included: 

 the allocation of funding and recognition for CASA-authorised technical 
training schools; 

 to resolve the competition in the ASQA and CASA relationship; 
 to holistically review CASR regulations (specifically parts 61, 141 and 142 

competencies), ‘along with the requirement for general GA training and 
specialised GA training’; and  

 
60 Expert Panel on Aviation Skills and Training, Report of the expert panel on aviation skills & training, 

July 2018, p. 11. 

61 Study Assist, Combined HELP Loan Limit (accessed 22 March 2022). 

62 Fee-Help Guidelines 2017 (accessed 22 March 2022). 

63 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 28. 

64 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 29. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/publications/files/Final_Report_of_the_Expert_Panel_on_Aviation_Skills_and_Training.pdf
https://www.studyassist.gov.au/help-loans/combined-help-loan-limit
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2020C00400
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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 to holistically ‘review CASR parts 42, 66 and the future Part 43 for 
opportunities to streamline LAME training and licensing and support 
timely and efficient course completion’.65 

Government measures to address skills shortages in aviation sector 
5.64 One of the key strategies of the Aviation Recovery Framework was the 

development of a sustainable pipeline of workforce skills. The framework 
recognised that workforce pressures would remain as the aviation sector 
recovered from COVID-19, with many of the workforce issues faced by the 
aviation sector being exacerbated by the pandemic. In recognition of this 
ongoing problem, the Australian Government announced it ‘will work with 
industry to align regulatory frameworks and promote the sector to build a 
reliable supply for fit for purpose workforce skills’.66 

5.65 Whilst the Australian Government has implemented short-term measures to 
address skills shortages, the Aviation Recovery Framework recognised long-term 
challenges remain. It reiterated the Australian Government’s support for the 
findings of a 2018 report developed by the expert panel. Specifically, the Aviation 
Recovery Framework stated the following: 

… recommendations relating to the need to review, streamline and align 
regulatory pathways and frameworks. These frameworks relate to, among 
other things, licencing pathways and the relationship between CASA 
regulations and the Vocational Education and Training framework under 
Australian Skills Quality Authority (ASQA), and flight examiner upgrade 
pathways and examiner/instructor qualifications.  

The Government will work with industry to determine how best to address 
these issues and promote the sector to build a reliable supply of fit-for-
purpose workforce skills. Our approach will recognise Australian aviation 
skills will be the engine that drives industry growth in Australia and 
abroad.67 

5.66 One of the key measures identified by the panel was ongoing support for 
women to enter the industry. The Aviation Recovery Framework noted that 
‘[a]ttracting and training more female aviation professionals will be key to 
meeting future skills demand’. The Australian Government’s Women in 
Aviation Initiative received an additional $4 million to fund programs that 
address barriers to female participation in the aviation sector.68 

 
65 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 

December 2020, p. 29. 

66 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework: Flying to recovery,  
December 2021, pp. 9 and 22. 

67 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework: Flying to recovery, December 2021, p. 22. 

68 Australian Government, Aviation recovery framework: Flying to recovery, December 2021, p. 22. 
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5.67 The Department of Infrastructure, Regional Development and Communications 
advised the committee that it was still working through the recommendations 
made by the 2018 expert panel, which had been impacted COVID-19. First 
Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Ms Janet Quigley 
summarised the Department’s activities in response to the expert panel’s 
findings: 

The 2018 expert panel that looked at workforce and skills also came up with 
a number of recommendations, which we've been working through. The 
review of that has been impacted by COVID, but one of the other things they 
recommended was an increase to the loans scheme. That came into play in 
2020, which was when the loans to pilots were increased in line with other 
professionals, like doctors, so that they were getting the same kind of access 
to support. That came in in 2020. 

The discussions around workforce that we've been having with general 
aviation have been largely around the CASA and the VET programs, where 
there's some misalignment and there are some inconsistencies between the 
programs. Again, we're looking into that in more detail and talking to our 
Education colleagues around what we can do in terms of skills and national 
approaches to some of that work.69 

Pilot licensing  
5.68 For manned aircraft, there are a ‘sequence of licences and certificates that 

correspond to broad areas of aviation activity, reflecting the relative skill sets 
required’. The BITRE explained that the sequence of licences provides ‘a 
pathway for pilots’ progression to larger and more complex aircraft’.70 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Types of pilot licences 
5.69 There are several possible pilot licences and ratings in Australia, which follow 

the pathway as detailed by BITRE, as detailed below:  

Table 5.2 Licencing of Australian pilots  

 
69 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 

Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p 29. 

70 Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics, Statistical Report, Aviation: General 
aviation study, 2017, p. 12.  

https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
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Licence type Summary  

RPC—Recreational Pilot Certificate  Usually issued by RAAus and permit the holder to 
fly ultralight aircraft registered with RAAus 

RPL—Recreational Pilot Licence  Issued by CASA, and permit the holder to fly 
aircraft with a maximum take-off weight (MTOW) 
of 1500kg  

PPL—Private Pilot Licence  Issued by CASA, and permit the holder to fly a wide 
range of aircraft, subject to them holding the 
appropriate aircraft class or type rating (must not fly 
for hire or reward)  

CPL—Commercial Pilot Licence Issued by CASA, and permit the holder to fly a wide 
range of aircraft, subject to them holding the 
appropriate aircraft class or type rating (can fly in 
controlled airspace and are permitted to fly for hire 
or reward)  

ATPL—Air Transport Pilot Licence  Issued by CASA, and permit the holder to fly a wide 
range of aircraft, subject to them holding the 
appropriate aircraft class or type rating (permitted 
to fly passenger transport operations) 

Source: Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics, Statistical Report, Aviation: General aviation 
study, 2017, p. 13. 

5.70 Those starting out in GA can seek a recreational pilot certificate (RPC). These 
certificates are issued by RAAus, and as such, the person must be a member of 
RAAus and hold an RAAus Pilot Certificate to be permitted to fly an RAAus 
registered aircraft.71 

5.71 An RPC issued by RAAus is ‘considered roughly equivalent to a Recreational 
Pilot Licence (RPL) issued by CASA’. BITRE notes that ‘RPC holders seeking a 
RPL need only complete an application form and undertake a flight review to 
be granted an RPL’.72 

Committee view and recommendations 
5.72 The committee considers the education and training issues experienced by the 

GA sector, and the aviation sector more broadly, to be of significant concern. 
It is apparent the systemic skills shortage across all aviation occupations will 
continue to impact the GA sector if they are not addressed. An aging workforce, 

 
71 Australian EAA Chapter 1308 Inc., Submission 57, [p. 1]. 

72 Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics, Statistical Report, Aviation: General 
aviation study, 2017, p. 14. 
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and the impacts of COVID-19, have further compounded the skills shortages 
across the sector.  

5.73 The issues identified during this inquiry have been longstanding matters of 
concern. Numerous studies and papers released in recent years have aligned in 
their identification of these major issues, particularly those pertaining to 
training pathways for people wanting to enter the aviation sector. Primary 
amongst these concerns is the duplication of training pathways, particularly 
regarding ASQA and CASA training requirements. Despite this issue being a 
longstanding concern, it is not apparent to the committee that meaningful steps 
have been taken to address this issue. Whilst the committee can accept that the 
COVID-19 pandemic has had an impact on progressing matters of this kind, the 
need for urgent reform remains.  

5.74 It is critically important that consistent and streamlined training pathways are 
in place. The committee is concerned by reports of students having to undertake 
multiple examinations for different institutions and authorities—an indicator 
that the education system is not appropriately aligned between training and 
regulatory bodies. The committee agrees with the recommendation made by 
GAAN that a holistic training review is needed to remedy and revitalise the GA 
sector, in order to strengthen the aviation ecosystem as a whole. The committee 
anticipates the Australia Government’s Aviation Recovery Framework to play a 
key role in implementing this much needed reform.   

Recommendation 9 
5.75 The committee recommends the Australian Government, as part of its 

Aviation Recovery Framework, initiates a holistic training review of aviation 
training pathways. This review should be conducted in consultation with 
representatives from across the commercial and general aviation sectors, 
including the General Aviation Advisory Network, the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority and education representatives.  

5.76 The committee acknowledges other recent measures are in place to address 
skills shortages across the aviation sector. Increasing students’ access to loan 
amounts via HELP, in line with the expert panel’s recommendation, has 
drastically improved the appeal of undertaking training in aviation. Further, 
measures to attract women to commence aviation careers will increase student 
numbers and vastly improve female representation and participation across the 
aviation industry.  

5.77 Most important, the committee encourages the Australian Government to 
ensure the GA sector does not come secondary to commercial aviation activities. 
As demonstrated throughout this chapter, both sectors play a vital role in the 
entire aviation ecosystem. Incentives developed for commercial aviation 
activities should not come at a cost of GA; rather, it is imperative that GA is 
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viewed as a necessary platform for prospective aviation workers to commence 
a vibrant and rewarding aviation career.   

Recommendation 10 
5.78 The committee recommends the Australian Government ensures measures to 

promote careers in aviation are designed to support both the commercial and 
general aviation sectors, in recognition of the vital role general aviation plays 
in the broader aviation ecosystem.   
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Chapter 6 
The role of airports in GA viability  

6.1 Airports play a vital role in the economies and social structures of regional and 
remote areas, while providing the necessary infrastructure to service general 
aviation (GA) activities and local communities. These airports support the 
movement of passengers, business activities, tourism and trade.  Airports 
generate revenue through both aeronautical and non-aeronautical activities. 
Non-aeronautical revenue streams include parking, retail outlets, hotels, hangar 
and foreign terminal rentals, corporate business parks and factory outlets.1 

6.2 Specifically, regional and remote airports play a vital role in connecting people, 
supporting economic activities and critical services for remote communities. 
Regional and remote airports support key industries, such as mining and the 
Fly-in Fly-out (FIFO) workforce,2 as well as GA activities.  

6.3 This chapter explores the impact of the airport privatisation and divestment 
process on regional and rural airport operators, as well as emerging 
management and ownership issues for the airport sector and their impact on 
GA.  

The privatisation and divestment of airports 
6.4 Australia’s airport sector is varied, and classified into five categories: major; 

major regional; regional; remote; and federally leased secondary/metro airports. 
Seventy-five per cent of Australia’s airports are in regional and remote areas.3 
Throughout Australia, there are four major types of airport and aerodrome 
ownership:  

 ‘privatised airports’ or leased federal airports on Commonwealth land; 
 state, and more predominately, local government owned regional airports; 
 Defence-owned airports; and  
 privately-owned airports and airstrips.4  

 
1 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 

Australia’s airports, 2018, pp. 27-28. 

2 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, p. iv. 

3 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, pp. iv & 10. 

4 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, The operation, regulation and 
funding of air route service delivery to rural, regional and remote communities, 7 June 2019, p. 12, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs
_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report (accessed 17 March 2022). 

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
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6.5 This diverse mix of ownership structures is a result of the Australian 
Government’s privatisation and divestment agenda of the 1990s, which resulted 
in all major airports once owned and operated by the Commonwealth being 
leased to private companies under long-term leases.5 Commonwealth 
ownership of regional and remote airports were largely transferred to state and 
local governments.6 Both these matters are discussed in this chapter. 

Registration and regulation of regional and remote airports 
6.6 The certification and registration process of aerodromes7 is managed by CASA 

under Part 139 of the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations (CASR). While certain 
aerodromes must be certified (generally those with terminal instrument flight 
procedures), others can opt to be certified.8 

6.7 There are two classifications of aerodrome: 

 a CASA certified aerodrome, which is used by regular public transport 
(RPT) or charter aircraft with more than 30 passenger seats; and 

 a CASA registered aerodrome, which has been verified9 as a facility that is 
used at least once a week by RPT or charter aircraft, with more than nine 
but no more than 30 passenger seats.10  

6.8 Choosing to become a registered aerodrome allows the aerodromes to operate 
within CASA’s regulatory system and received associated benefits, such as 
regulatory surveillance.11 

6.9 An aerodrome with a CASA classification must have the following 
infrastructure: 

 runway construction, lengthening, widening or upgrading work; 
 taxiway and apron works; 

 
5 Richard Webb, Economics, Commerce and Industrial Relations Group, ‘The Commonwealth 

Government’s role in infrastructure Provisions’, Research Paper no. 8 2003–04, 1 March 2004, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/p
ubs/rp/rp0304/04rp08 (accessed 17 March 2022). 

6 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, The operation, regulation and 
funding of air route service delivery to rural, regional and remote communities, 7 June 2019, p. 12 (accessed 
17 March 2022). 

7 Defined by the Civil Aviation Act 1988 (s. 3) as ‘an area of land or water…the use of which as an 
aerodrome is authorised under the regulations, being such an area intended for use wholly or partly 
for the arrival, departure or movement of aircraft’. 

8 Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998, subpart 139.001.  

9 Verified by a qualified person approved by Civil Aviation Safety Authority.  

10 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 7].  

11 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, The operation, regulation and 
funding of air route service delivery to rural, regional and remote communities, 7 June 2019, p. 14 (accessed 
17 March 2022). 
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https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2022C00292/Html/Volume_4
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
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 terminal facilities; 
 navigational aids/instrument landing systems; 
 Air Traffic Control tower/data and communication links; 
 rescue and firefighting services and equipment; and  
 surveillance and security infrastructure (including perimeter fencing, 

screening facilities, secure areas, and biohazard testing).12  

6.10 Simple airstrips without CASA classification do not have the same 
infrastructure requirements. However, basic safety standards and ongoing 
maintenance is required, such as fencing, lighting and runway grading.13 

The divestment of regional airports 
6.11 In contrast to airports in urban areas, it has been found that regional and remote 

airports generally face lower levels of regulation, ‘as they are less likely to have 
any market power or have adverse impacts on surrounding residents or 
businesses’.14 

6.12 However, this is also a result of the divestment of regional and remote airports 
from the Aerodrome Local Ownership Plan (ALOP). Regional and remote 
airports, once owned and operated by the Australian Government, were 
divested under the ALOP between 1958 and 1993.15 

6.13 This divestment resulted in most regional airports being owned, funded and 
operated by local councils or state governments. However, some councils have 
opted to sell their airports to private operators.16 

6.14 The transfer of airport assets under the ALOP ‘imposed obligations on the 
councils to continue to operate and maintain the assets as an airport’. Further, 
the ALOP required local councils to ‘maintain [airport] standards to ensure 
Civil Aviation Authority17…certification or registration’ was maintained.18 

 
12 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 8]. 

13 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [pp. 8–9]. 

14 Deloitte Access Economics, Connecting Australia: the economic and social contribution of Australia’s 
airports, 2018, p. 26. 

15 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, The operation, regulation and 
funding of air route service delivery to rural, regional and remote communities, 7 June 2019, pp. 14–
15https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affa
irs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report (accessed 17 March 2022). 

16 Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee, The operation, regulation and 
funding of air route service delivery to rural, regional and remote communities, 7 June 2019, pp. 14–15 
(accessed 17 March 2022). 

17 Now the Civil Aviation Safety Authority.  

18 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 7]. 

https://airports.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Connecting-Australia-The-economic-and-social-contribution-of-Australian-airports.pdf
https://airports.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Connecting-Australia-The-economic-and-social-contribution-of-Australian-airports.pdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affairs_and_Transport/RegionalAirRoutes/Report
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6.15 The Commonwealth’s divestment of regional and remote airports was 
considered a major policy mistake by the General Aviation Advisory Network 
(GAAN), primarily because local governments lacked the ‘financial capacity to 
cover the recurrent costs of maintaining airports, and the ability to grow and 
promote aviation industries at the airports’.  GAAN emphasised that smaller 
regional airports needed to be recognised as critical national infrastructure, as a 
necessary first step before any meaningful reform to the sector could be 
achieved.19 

Financial viability of regional airports 
6.16 The costs associated with the operation and maintenance of regional and remote 

airports and aerodromes was a key concern raised with the committee and has 
been a longstanding issue for the GA sector. The impacts of privatisation and 
government divestment, and the shift of the cost imposts of aerodrome 
maintenance to local councils, continues to directly and negatively impact on 
the ongoing financial viability of regional airports.  

6.17 In 2016, the Australian Airports Association (AAA) commissioned ACIL Allen 
Consulting to conduct a Regional Airport Infrastructure Study. This study found 
that:  

 61 per cent of regional airports had budget deficits in 2014-15 with 
expenditure forecasts expected to rise by 38 per cent over the following 
decade (2024–25);20  

 almost 40 per cent of regional airports were expected to experience 
persistent budget deficits in the next decade;  

 with some 400 regional airports across Australia, this deficit suggested 
approximately 160 airports were ‘likely to experience a persistent budget 
deficit in the next decade’;  

 the average funding gap experienced by those 160 airports was anticipated 
to be approximately $109 000 per year, with a combined funding gap of 
approximately $17 million per year; and  

 over the decade from 2016, regional airports were estimated to experience a 
‘$170 million shortfall in essential infrastructure and maintenance 
funding’.21  

6.18 Another report commissioned by the AAA in 2017, carried out by Deloitte 
Access Economics and titled ‘Connecting Australia’, found a clear pattern 

 
19 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 

December 2020, p. 30. 

20 Regional Aviation Policy: Issues Paper, p. 17. 

21 ACIL Allen Consulting, Regional Airport Infrastructure Study, September 2016, pp. 24-26, 
https://treasury.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-03/360985-Australian-Airports-Association-
supporting-documents.pdf (accessed 23 February 2022). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
https://treasury.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-03/360985-Australian-Airports-Association-supporting-documents.pdf
https://treasury.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-03/360985-Australian-Airports-Association-supporting-documents.pdf


111 
 

 

between increased profitability and airport size. Major airports reported a profit 
level of approximately $700 million, whereas major regional airports and 
regional airports were found to break even or operate at a loss.22 

6.19 Of the key challenges identified by Australia’s airports as part of the Connecting 
Australia report, the most common concern raised was costs associated with 
complying with security arrangements, followed by the costs of regulatory 
compliance. Concerns about staffing and capital expenditure were exclusively 
raised by regional airports. Other concerns included: low consumer demand 
and increased competition; airline negotiations; and land use (primarily zoning 
and development of land surrounding airports).23 

Views of stakeholders 
6.20 Evidence to the inquiry drew attention to the financial burden of maintaining 

and operating regional and remote airports, and the cost primarily borne by 
local governments.  

6.21 For example, the Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ) 
submitted that fees generated from passenger, screening and landing fees ‘do 
not typically cover the ordinary operating costs for a regional [airport] hub’. 
Specific concerns were raised regarding security screening and procedural 
requirements that require ‘ongoing and continual monitoring and staffing’.  The 
LGAQ noted that whilst some of these costs can be passed onto airlines and 
passengers, this approach could become unsustainable, resulting in regional 
airlines reviewing their operations. The LGAQ posited that ultimately, it is local 
councils that ‘bear all of the costs and risk in maintaining regional aerodromes’ 
and warned that ‘regional councils cannot continually absorb the costs of 
legislative change’.24 

6.22 The committee also heard the lack of investment into regional aerodromes has 
had an accumulative impact on GA infrastructure at these facilities. 
Mr William Shrapnel from HeliMods considered the current GA infrastructure 
at airports to be ‘greatly overlooked’. He advised the committee that this 
infrastructure has ‘been left alone for a long time now’ and over that time, he 
had ‘noticed a significant decline in aerodromes’. Mr Shrapnel detailed the 
impact on investment of aerodromes being handed to shires and councils: 

The circumstance we have now is there has been an underinvestment in 
regional aerodromes. Historical investment used to be led federally. It's no 
longer a priority. Aerodromes have generally been handed back to the shires 

 
22 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 

Australia’s airports, 2018, p. 28. 

23 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, pp. 52-53. 

24 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 10]. 

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
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and councils. I guess they have the best of intentions but they don't really 
understand how to use that asset. They don't have a national view naturally. 
They're going to have a regional view.25 

6.23 The LGAQ recommended the following measures to assist local governments 
with the management of costs associated with airport operations: 

 a ‘cost/benefit analysis and a detailed costing of capital and ongoing staffing 
costs’ to be conducted for any regulatory changes enforced by CASA, with 
‘federal support for ongoing operational costs, and a plan as to how 
regional aerodromes can be supported through reasonable expectation of 
income’; and  

 the Australian Government to include GA representatives in any planned 
review of aviation and maritime transport and security regulatory settings.26 

6.24 LGAQ further recommended the establishment of a regional airport 
infrastructure fund. Such a fund could offer ongoing support for regional 
airports and airstrips to meet CASA regulations, noting ‘the continued need for 
this infrastructure for government services, health and safety and policing’.27 

Regulatory compliance costs 
6.25 As previously noted, a major concern identified by the AAA’s Connecting 

Australia report was the operational costs generated by regulatory compliance.28 
An additional cost faced by regional airports was the need to hire qualified 
experts to conduct airport assessments. These assessments are necessary for an 
airport to maintain a CASA certification under Part 139 of the CASR. 29 

6.26 LGAQ raised concern with the cost of meeting the requirements for aerodromes 
to be “CASA certified” or “CASA registered”. For this to occur, an airport is 
required to continually upgrade, maintain and renew its aviation assets. For 
regional communities, the costs associated with meeting these requirements 
were ‘significantly more expensive, as specialised planners, designers and 
workers need to be brought in from urban centres or regional hubs, as well as 
materials and equipment needed for construction or maintenance’.30 

6.27 The LGAQ submitted that the individuals with the necessary skills to conduct 
assessments required by CASA were not readily available in regional and 
remote areas and locating qualified experts can be costly and time consuming. 

 
25 Mr William Shrapnel, Company Director, HeliMods, Committee Hansard, 28 January 2021, p. 23. 

26 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 10]. 

27 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 4]. 

28 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, p. 52. 

29 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 4]. 

30 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 7]. 

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
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It was thus ‘markedly more expensive to engage a consultant that needs to travel 
into regional and remote Queensland to carry out certification on a regular 
basis’. Further costs were incurred through specialist training requirements for 
operational staff, with those with skills more unlikely to be based in regional 
areas. To support regional airports with these costs, the LGAQ recommended 
that ‘CASA facilitates a register of available experts for managers of regional 
aerodromes to access, in order to locate available skills for ongoing registration 
and accreditation’.31 

Government support 
6.28 Regional airports and local councils often struggle to finance ongoing 

maintenance airports. This results in airports seeking financial assistance 
through Commonwealth, state and territory governments, for example through 
operating grant schemes to finance upgrade works.32 

6.29 The Australian Government provides financial assistance to regional airports 
through a range of programs. The Building Better Regions Fund provided $50 
million to regional airports over 3 rounds of funding and $28.3 million for the 
Remote Airstrip Upgrade (RAU) Program.33 

6.30 The 2019–20 Budget provided $100 million over four years to establish a new 
Regional Airports Program to assist regional airports undertake access and 
safety work.34 

6.31 The Australian Government plans to run a third round of the Regional Airports 
Program in 2022 to support:  

 improvement to critical aviation infrastructure in Australia’s regions; and 

 
31 Local Government Association of Queensland, Submission 74, [p. 8]. 

32 See for example, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications, Regional Airports Program, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-
transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program  
(accessed 10 March 2022). 

33 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Building 
Better Regions Fund, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/territories-regions-cities/regional-
australia/regional-and-community-programs/building-better-regions-fund-bbrf  
(accessed 10 March 2022).  

34 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Regional 
Airports Program, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-
vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program (accessed 10 March 2022). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/territories-regions-cities/regional-australia/regional-and-community-programs/building-better-regions-fund-bbrf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/territories-regions-cities/regional-australia/regional-and-community-programs/building-better-regions-fund-bbrf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/regional-airports-program
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 capital investments, with funding to be allocated to eligible regional airports 
and aerodrome operators to invest in aviation safety and access 
infrastructure.35  

6.32 The Australian Government will also provide an additional $15 million to 
improve the safety and accessibility of airstrips in remote communities through 
a ninth round of the RAU Program. The Remote Air Services Subsidy (RASS) 
scheme has been issued a further $6.6 million on top of the $55 million already 
allocated over four years starting in 2021–22, which currently facilitates weekly 
flights to 269 remote communities, including 86 Indigenous communities where 
flights are not commercially viable.36 

6.33 Whilst recognising the Australian Government’s support of regional and remote 
airports, GAAN argued these support measures were ‘ad-hoc and not tied to a 
central plan or industry strategy’. It called for the Commonwealth to provide 
recurrent funding to sustain regional airport assets, which could be matched by 
private investment through subsidised long-term leases.37 

Impact of privatisation and master plans on GA 

Major airports and master plans 
6.34 Major urban airports are regulated under the Airports Act 1996 (Airports Act). 

The Airports Act sets out the regulatory arrangements for airports previously 
owned and operated by the Federal Airports Corporation (FAC).38 All major 
assets and liabilities of the FAC were transferred to airport-lessee companies, 
and by 1998 the FAC held no substantial assets. Airports privately leased under 
the Airports Act include: 

 Canberra, Sydney, Bankstown, Camden, Brisbane, Gold Coast, Townsville, 
Archerfield, Mounts Isa, Darwin, Alice Springs, Tennant Creek, Melbourne, 
Essendon, Moorabbin, Hobart, Launceston, Adelaide, Parafield, Perth and 
Jendakot.39  

 
35 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Remote Air 

Services Subsidy Scheme, http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-
vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy (accessed 10 January 2022). 

36 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Remote Air 
Services Subsidy Scheme, http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-
vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy (accessed 10 January 2022). 

37 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector,  
pp. 31–32. 

38  Dinkley Village Community Association, Submission 32, [p. 3]; City of Kingston, Submission 69, p. 3.  
  

39 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, p. 11. 

http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy
http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy
http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy
http://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/regional-remote-aviation/remote-air-services-subsidy
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
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6.35 Under the Airports Act, an airport-lessee company (the company) of a major 
airport has a statutory obligation to use the airport site as an airport.40 

6.36 Further, the company is required to submit to the Minister for approval, a 
preliminary draft master plan every five years.41 These draft master plans are a 
’20-year strategic vision for an airport site’ that must include details about 
‘future land use, types of permitted development, and noise and environmental 
impacts’.42 

6.37 In addition, this draft master plan must demonstrate that the company has had 
due regard to public comments received in preparation of the draft plan, 
through the establishment of Community Aviation Consultation Groups.43 If the 
draft master plan be approved by the Minister, it becomes the final master 
plan.44 

6.38 In essence, master plans provide a ‘blueprint for the future coordinated 
development’ of an airport, while establishing the ‘strategic vision for the 
economic and efficient use of the airport over the planning period’.45 This can 
include non-aviation activity, such as retail and commercial business precincts.  

Modernising regulations —Aviation Recovery Framework 
6.39 In December 2021, the Australian Government announced its intention to 

modernise the regulations under the Airports Act, which are due to sunset on 1 
April 2024.46 This modernisation process is part of the Australian Government’s 
Aviation Recovery Framework (the framework) to enhance regulation of major 
airports, through a collaborative approach between government, industry and 
the community. With regard to the assessment of draft master plans and 

 
40 For simplified outline of the Act, see: Airports Act 1996, s. 11. 

41 Major airports under the Act include: Sydney (Kingsford-Smith), Sydney West Airport, Melbourne 
(Tullamarine) Airport, Brisbane Airport or Perth Airport. 

42 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Airport 
planning and regulation, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-
vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation (accessed 21 March 2022). 

43 Content requirements of the draft or final master plan are specified under section 71 of the 
Airports Act 1996. See section 69 for simplified outline.  

 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Airport 
planning and regulation, https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-
vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation (accessed 21 March 2022). 

44 Airports Act 1996, s. 72; Airports Act 1996, s. 68.  

45 Department of Infrastructure and Transport, Master Plan Amendments – Guidelines,  
January 2012, p. 2. 

46 For further information about sunsetting of aviation legislation, see: Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Sunsetting of aviation legislation, 
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-legislation-
regulation-policy/sunsetting-aviation-legislation (accessed 23 February 2022). 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/airports/airport-planning-regulation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/aviation/airport/planning/files/Master_Plan_Amendment_Guidelines_2012.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-legislation-regulation-policy/sunsetting-aviation-legislation
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-legislation-regulation-policy/sunsetting-aviation-legislation
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ongoing monitoring of on-airport building activities, the Australian 
Government announced that it will: 

… place a stronger focus on ensuring proposed developments to support 
airport operations, including works to encourage General Aviation 
participation, are delivered within indicated timeframes and not 
de-prioritised in favour of non-aviation development.47 

Conduct at secondary airports 
6.40 The expansion of major airport developments into non-aviation areas, when 

combined with the privatisation and divestment of airports from government 
control, has had a direct impact on GA’s ongoing viability.   

6.41 A 2017 statistical report by the Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional 
Economics (BITRE) detailed the impact privatisation has had on the GA sector, 
operating a capital city secondary airports.  

6.42 The report noted that many GA operators had long-term leases at the time of 
privatisation; however, as those leases expired, GA tenants began to see ‘large 
increases in rents, including new rent on hangars and infrastructure that [GA 
operators had] built and paid for, but relinquished at the expiry of their lease’. 
The statistical report also found a reluctance among some airport operators to 
issue ‘GA aircraft operators with long term leases due to future airport 
development plans, including the creation of GA precincts’. This reluctance 
reportedly ‘made it difficult for some GA operators to justify investment in 
construction work to meet their business’ needs’.48 

6.43 These issues were considered by GAAN, which made observations in line with 
BITRE’s report. GAAN concluded that since privatisation, the GA sector has 
been ‘negatively affected at the capital city secondary airports’. It found some 
airport owners had sought to ‘discourage aviation usage at the airports…to 
favour non-aviation development and other markets, which may be more 
lucrative’.49 

6.44 Compounding this issue, in GAAN’s view, was small to medium enterprises not 
having the resources needed to ‘negotiate long-term leases that large non-
aviation companies, have been able to achieve’. The absence of long-term leases 
resulted in a lack of investment in infrastructure to support GA activities. 
GAAN warned that the ‘economic ramifications of this situation mean fewer 

 
47 Australian Government, Aviation Recovery Framework, December 2021, p. 17, 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-
final.pdf (accessed 23 February 2022). 

48 Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics, Statistical report: 2017, p. 23, 
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf (accessed 21 March 2022). 

49 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 30. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/aviation-recovery-framework-final.pdf
https://www.bitre.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-11/cr_001_0.pdf
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf


117 
 

 

jobs, and lack of investment in fleet renewal, upskilling and 
capability-building’.50 

6.45 To address this issue, GAAN called for the Australian Government to support 
an Australian Competition and Consumer Commission-led investigation into 
the conduct of large secondary airports. It also called for the Australian 
Government to ‘revise its policy towards the approval of leased secondary 
airport master plans to ensure[…]the interests of the GA sector are adequately 
protected’.51 

Concerns of stakeholders 
6.46 GAAN’s findings align with the evidence presented to this inquiry. For 

example, the committee heard concerns about the impact of airport privatisation 
on the GA sector’s activities at some major airports. Central to those concerns 
was non-aviation infrastructure supplanting GA operations in airport facilities. 
Further, various stakeholders criticised the draft master plan process. These 
concerns are further explored below, with specific focus on the operation of the 
Moorabbin Airport.    

6.47 The City of Kingston submitted that when the FAC privatised airports in 1996, 
it was ‘not the intent of the Federal Government to legitimise business plans 
gearing to maximise shareholder returns at the expense of the aviation industry’. 
The City of Kingston pointed out that the intended purpose was to bolster the 
aviation industry, which it argued has not occurred.52 

6.48 A similar concern was raised by Mr Clinton McKenzie, who argued that the 
granting of long-term leases of airports ‘to private interests have not been in the 
interest of general aviation’. Mr McKenzie was critical of what has transpired 
since the privatisation of Commonwealth-owned aerodromes, arguing that 
aerodromes were not intended to become ‘housing estates or warehouse 
complexes’.53 

6.49 Mr Peter Cromarty’s submission detailed the changes that have taken place at 
airports since privatisation. He argued a contributing factor in the prioritisation 
of non-aeronautical activities, such as retail spaces, is a result of airport owners 
wanting to make a return on their investment. Whereas GA activities ‘take time, 

 
50 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 

December 2020, p. 30. 

51 General Aviation Advisory Network, A new strategy for the Australian general aviation sector, 
December 2020, p. 30. 

52 City of Kingston, Submission 69, p. 3. 

53 Mr Clinton McKenzie, Submission 5, p. 5. 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gaan-ga-strategy-v1-01.pdf
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effort and money to accommodate and bring in little revenue compared to other 
income streams’.54 

6.50 The Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association 
(AMROBA) contended that ‘some airports develop extraordinary Master Plans 
and then expect non-commercial airport tenants to pay for it by increasing 
tenancy rates’.55 According to AMROBA, these increase costs have ‘crippled 
general aviation’.56 

6.51 To address these issues, AMROBA recommended that the Airports Act be 
reviewed and amended. Specifically, for the Airports Act to clarify the use of 
airports ‘be restricted to being used as an airport, not providing loopholes’ for 
‘shopping centres and other non-aviation uses’. AMROBA proceeded to explain 
the impact of privatisation on GA: 

… the privatisation of secondary airports has resulted in GA operators being 
exposed to commercial reality, not experienced under the previous system 
of government ownership, reflecting the fact that former FAC rents were 
effectively being subsidised by the government. This exposed 
vulnerabilities in the business models of many GA businesses that had not 
been evident previously.57 

6.52 A similar recommendation was made by the City of Kingston, with 
Cr Steve Staikos—on behalf of the Council—calling for a review of the 
management of federally leased airports: 

We believe such a review is required to critically examine the rapid 
depletion of aviation activity on federally leased airports and to consider the 
amount of non-aviation development occurring, as well as planned for, on 
federally leased airport land. Such an exercise must be sufficiently strategic 
to consider aviation needs in the medium to long term. In Victoria, this 
strategic oversight has been occurring for seaports and road and rail 
infrastructure, with a significant investment pipeline for new projects, but 
such thinking is lacking for aviation.58 

Airport case study—Moorabbin Airport  
6.53 Throughout the inquiry, the GA stakeholders expressed concern about the 

operations of various airports. As demonstrated above, some of these concerns 
related to the impact of privatisation of airports, with commercial businesses 

 
54 Mr Peter Cromarty, Submission 30, [pp. 2–3]. 

55 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10, p. 5. 

56 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10, p. 6. 

57 Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association, Submission 10.1, p. 18. 

58 Cr Steve Staikos, City of Kingston, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 18. 
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encroaching on airport land and runways,59 fuelled by the prioritisation and 
development of non-aviation enterprises.60 

6.54 One airport considered at length during the inquiry was Moorabbin Airport, a 
294-hectare site, located 21 kilometres south-east of Melbourne’s central 
business district. Moorabbin is the second busiest airport in Australia, averaging 
295 000 movements per year.61 As a major urban airport, it is subject to the 
requirements of the Airports Act.62 

6.55 Moorabbin Airport is one of Australia’s leading GA airports, home to several 
flying training schools for both fixed and rotary wing operations. Training 
accounts for two thirds of all out movements recorded at the airport. The airport 
also supports recreational flying and GA maintenance organisations that service 
local and visiting aircraft.63 

6.56 The Moorabbin Airport sits within the City of Kingston precinct, and for this 
reason the City has significant interest in the effectiveness of the airport’s 
operation.  

6.57 The Mayor of the City of Kingston, Cr Steve Staikos, expressed concern about 
the deregulation of Moorabbin Airport. He argued this deregulation has 
resulted in the airport developing a significant non-aviation commercial centre, 
potentially limiting future aviation expansion. He suggested that these non-
aviation commercial operations could be inconsistent with requirements under 
the Airport Act (and the relevant National Airports Safeguarding Framework64 
guidelines).65 

6.58 The committee was provided with several examples of this non-aviation focus. 
For example, SAR Aviation Medicine submitted that it had trouble leasing an 
appropriate space at Moorabbin Airport in which to conduct medical 

 
59 Raised in relation to Bankstown Airport. See: Rotorpower Holdings Pty Ltd, Submission 41, [p. 1]. 

60 Raised in relation to Evans Head Memorial Aerodrome. Evans Head Memorial Aerodrome 
Committee Inc., Submission 48, [p. 19]. 

61 Moorabbin Airport, About us, https://www.moorabbinairport.com.au/about-us/overview  
(accessed 23 February 2022). 

62 Australian Airports Association, Connecting Australia: The economic and social contribution of 
Australia’s airports, 2018, p. 11. 

63 Moorabbin Airports, Moorabbin Airport Aviation, 
https://www.moorabbinairport.com.au/aviation/overview (accessed 21 March 2022). 

64 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, National 
Airports Safeguarding Framework principles and guidelines, 
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-
safety/aviation-environmental-issues/national-airports-safeguarding-framework/national-airports-
safeguarding-framework-principles-and-guidelines (accessed 21 March 2022). 

65 City of Kingston, Submission 69, p. 1. 

https://www.moorabbinairport.com.au/about-us/overview
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-economics-contribution-australian-airport-industry-080318.pdf
https://www.moorabbinairport.com.au/aviation/overview
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-safety/aviation-environmental-issues/national-airports-safeguarding-framework/national-airports-safeguarding-framework-principles-and-guidelines
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-safety/aviation-environmental-issues/national-airports-safeguarding-framework/national-airports-safeguarding-framework-principles-and-guidelines
https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-safety/aviation-environmental-issues/national-airports-safeguarding-framework/national-airports-safeguarding-framework-principles-and-guidelines
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examinations, a necessary service for pilots and air traffic controllers.66 SAR was 
critical of the airport’s master plans, arguing that Moorabbin Airport 
Corporation (MAC) has made minimal investment in aviation, with ‘no serious 
effort to assist, promote or develop general aviation’ at the airport.67 

6.59 The Australian Flight Training Industry Association expressed concern about 
the lack of infrastructure for aviation training at Moorabbin Airport. It argued 
that the ‘aviation precinct on crown land is being squeezed out by non-aviation 
commercial development’. Its representative, Ms Maddy Johnson, pointed out 
that GA airports—such as Moorabbin Airport—play a vital role in the aviation 
sector’s ecosystem, through training schools. Ms Johnson emphasised that these 
training schools must be located near major urban centres because ‘students 
who want to learn to fly need access to jobs to pay for the ever-increasing 
[training] costs’.68 

6.60 A clear example of commercial activities being prioritised over aviation 
businesses was provided by the Moorabbin Airport Chamber of Commerce 
Incorporated (MACCI). It submitted that five aviation businesses at Moorabbin 
Airport had been given six months’ notice of eviction during Victoria’s COVID-
19 lockdown of 2020, with MAC planning to build three commercial warehouses 
at the airport. According to the MACCI, the construction of the commercial 
warehouse was approved under the airport’s 2015 master plan, which had been 
signed off by the Minister.69 

6.61 To prevent situations such as these from occurring again, MACCI proposed that 
when considering draft master plans, the Minister must have regard to: 

[…] the extent to which carrying out the plan would meet present and future 
requirements of civil aviation users of the airport, and other uses of the 
airport, for services and facilities relating to the airport concerned.70 

6.62 Cr Staikos pointed out that the lease agreement between the Commonwealth 
and MAC states that Moorabbin Airport is permitted to use the airport for other 
lawful purposes but must not be ‘inconsistent with its use as an airport’, and 
called for a more focused investigation into the management of federally leased 
airports to consider aviation needs in the medium to long term.71 

 
66 Dr Sean Runacres, SAR Aviation Medicine, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 1-2; 

SAR Aviation Medicine, Submission 56, [p. 2]. 

67 SAR Aviation Medicine, Submission 56, [pp. 2-5]. 

68 Ms Maddy Johnson, Chair, Australian Flight Training Industry Association, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 7. 

69 Moorabbin Airport Chamber of Commerce, Submission 59, p. 3. 

70 Moorabbin Airport Chamber of Commerce, Submission 59, p. 3. 

71 Cr Steve Staikos, Mayor, City of Kingston, Committee Hansard, 7 December 2021, p. 18.  
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Department’s response  
6.63 The committee asked the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 

Development and Communications (the Department) about its review of the 
Moorabbin Airport’s current draft master plan. In response, the Department 
stated that an extension of time had been granted to ensure ‘there is sufficient 
time to engage with…stakeholders’. Further, the master-plan proposal, which 
was due in February 2022 would ‘have to outline all of the discussions or the 
proposals that they’ve received and what they’ve done to address those’. The 
Department would then use that information for its analysis to determine 
recommendations or to provide the plan to the Minister for final approval.72 

6.64 More broadly, the Department of Infrastructure sought to reassure the 
committee that it works with airports to ensure all regulatory requirements are 
met under the Airports Act, including development activities. The Department’s 
First Assistant Secretary, Ms Janet Quigley, emphasised the importance of 
ensuring airports operate as an airport, which includes GA operations: 

Our covering lease with all of the federal airports requires them to maintain 
the airport as a functioning airport. That's our first point of clarity in terms 
of their ability and their focus in terms of operating the airport as an airport. 
The master-plan process, as we say, outlines all of the arrangements that 
they need to follow, which we then use to inform that decision-making 
process.73 

6.65 When asked how the Department defines whether an airport primarily 
functions as an airport, Ms Quigley responded that ‘each airport is different and 
its operational base will be different’, therefore making it ‘impossible for [the 
Department] to have a single definition’. The Department therefore ‘works with 
each of the airports on an individual basis around their plan and what they’re 
intending to do’. The Department made clear that consultation with the GA 
sector forms part of this process, with GA operations playing a critical part in 
the determination of airport operations under master plans. Ms Quigley 
proceeded to detail key aspects of this consultation process: 

… we take into account the stakeholders who are on as tenants and other 
interested parties through the consultation process. We have a look at what 
their issues are, and we make sure that the airports are addressing their 
concerns through that development process. Outlining or defining how the 

 
72 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 

Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 27. 

73 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 27. 
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airport functions as an airport is on a case-by-case basis, depending on what 
its individual arrangements are.74 

6.66 When considering master plans, Ms Quigley also clarified that the Department 
consults with CASA on ‘safety aspects, dealing with air services and the 
operationalisation of [master] plans’.75 

6.67 Concerning the non-aeronautical business sector of an airport, Ms Quigley 
stated that the department appreciated its role in the ‘sustainability of an 
airport’. However, the non-aeronautical sector needs to be ‘balanced up with 
their intent to operate as an airport and to ensure that they have got that 
diversity of aviation business on their airport land’.76 

Committee views and recommendations 

Regional and remote airports 
6.68 For rural and regional communities, airports are vital infrastructure that connect 

local communities to the wider Australian community and economy. Further, 
regional and remote aerodrome infrastructure provides the necessary 
foundations and ongoing support for GA, which in turn contributes to the 
broader aviation ecosystem.  

6.69 There are clear issues around the ongoing financial viability and adequacy of 
airport infrastructure in rural and regional communities, with significant 
financial pressure being placed on local councils. It is alarming that most 
airports outside of major urban centres often operate at loss or, at best, break 
even. The lack of financial viability of these airports impacts on airport 
infrastructure, which in turn impacts on aviation operations, including GA.  

6.70 The Department must work with local governments to determine how best to 
support and ensure the ongoing operations of airports in rural and regional 
communities.  

 

 

Financial support 

 
74 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 

Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 28. 

75 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, pp. 27-28. 

76 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform, Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication, Committee Hansard, 
7 December 2021, p. 28.  
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6.71 Regional airports and local councils often struggle to finance ongoing 
maintenance—and the associated personnel—at aerodromes. This results in 
airports seeking financial assistance through various Commonwealth, state and 
territory government grant schemes.  

6.72 It is imperative that the Australian Government continue to provide local 
governments with access to financial support that ensures airports in rural and 
regional communities remain operational, and that airport infrastructure meets 
CASA and air safety requirements. As proposed by the LGAQ, potential 
pathways forward include the establishment of a regional airport infrastructure 
fund and measures to support access to qualified experts to conduct airport 
assessments.   

6.73 The Australian Government’s Building Better Regions Fund, the Regional 
Airports Program, and the RAU Program provide essential financial support. 
However, these programs are often only available for limited periods, or initial 
periods which are repeatedly extended—the RAU Program, for example, is up 
to its ninth round of funding. This provides no certainty to aerodrome operators 
that future infrastructure and maintenance needs can be financed—directly 
placing the ongoing viability of GA at risk.  

6.74 As GAAN pointed out, these measures are ‘ad hoc’, and not tied to long-term, 
industry-wide strategies. The committee is persuaded by the arguments from 
GAAN, the LGAQ and other submitters that recurrent funding is needed to 
sustain regional airport infrastructure, in the form of a regional aerodrome 
infrastructure fund. Such a fund could seek to consolidate the many and varied 
grants programs currently in place. The committee recommends that the fund 
be established as a matter of priority, including guidelines for access to the fund 
and a commitment to long-term, ongoing funding once established.  

Recommendation 11 
6.75 The committee recommends that the Australian Government, through the 

Department of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Development, 
establish a legislative framework and associated guidelines for a Regional 
Aerodrome Infrastructure Fund. The Fund should be accessible to operators 
of regional and remote aerodromes, and should be provided with ongoing 
and long-term funding.  

Major urban airports 
6.76 Australia’s major and secondary airports serve a multitude of interests, ranging 

from commercial and GA activities, flight training schools and non-aeronautical 
activities. As demonstrated in this chapter, the way in which each airport 
prioritises and manages these functions varies, depending on the unique 
characteristics of individual airport operations.  
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6.77 To remain profitable, these airports have sought to diversify their income 
streams, in some cases supporting the development of non-aeronautical 
facilities. It is apparent to the committee that in some cases, the development of 
non-aeronautical facilities has been prioritised over the requirements of the GA 
sector. Whilst consideration of the GA sector’s needs is required under the 
existing regulatory framework, GA representatives have strongly argued that 
such consideration is inadequate.   

6.78 Based on the evidence received, the circumstances at Moorabbin Airport appear 
to the committee to be a clear example of non-aviation commercial endeavours 
taking precedence over aviation activity at airports, to the ongoing and 
long-term detriment of GA viability. 

6.79 The committee considers it timely that the Australian Government has 
announced its intention to modernises the regulations that govern airport 
operations under the Airports Act as part of the Aviation Recovery Framework. 
The committee is particularly pleased the framework has specified that it will 
place stronger focus on ensuring proposed developments at airports support 
aviation activities, including the GA sector. Most importantly, the framework 
seeks to ensure aviation activities are ‘not de-prioritised in favour of 
non-aviation development’. It is imperative that Australia’s airports remain 
focused on servicing Australia’s aviation sector.  

6.80 The committee will continue to follow the Australian Government’s 
modernisation process with interest and seek ongoing updates from the 
Department. The committee is of the view that any activities aimed at 
modernising regulations under the Airports Act should include regular and 
ongoing consultation with representatives from across the GA sector.  

Recommendation 12 
6.81 The committee recommends the Australian Government ensures that 

representatives from the general aviation sector are regularly consulted as 
part of the modernisation of regulations under the Airports Act 1996. 

 
 
 
 
Senator Susan McDonald 
Chair 
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Labor members additional comments 

1.1 Labor Senators wish to note their disappointment that they were given a period 
of less than 24 hours during a busy parliamentary sitting week to read and 
respond to this report. It is requested that the experienced Chair acts more 
courteously and provides more time to consider reports in the future. 

 
 
Senator Glenn Sterle 
Deputy Chair 
 
 
 
Senator Tony Sheldon 
Substitute Member 
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 Attachment 1 

3 Mr Scott Montgomery 
4 Mr Jonathan Kelly 
5 Mr Clinton McKenzie 
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 Attachment 1 

6 Name Withheld 
7 Name Withheld 
8 Name Withheld 
9 Name Withheld 
10 Aviation Maintenance Repair Overhaul Business Association Inc (AMROBA) 

 10.1 Supplementary to submission 10 
 10.2 Supplementary to submission 10 
 Attachment 1 
 Attachment 2 
 Attachment 3 
 Attachment 4 
 Attachment 5 

11 Australian Helicopter Industry Association (AHIA) 
12 Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd 

 12.1 Supplementary to submission 12 

13 Mrs Maude Telfer 
14 Mr Reuben Bush 
15 Name Withheld 
16 Dr Anjum Naweed and Dr Kyriakos Kourousis 

 Attachment 1 

17 The Gliding Federation of Australia Inc 
 17.1 Supplementary to submission 17 

18 Royal Federation of Aero Clubs of Australia 
19 Regional Aviation Association of Australia 

 19.1 Supplementary to submission 19 

20 Name Withheld 
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21 North Queensland Aviation Services 
22 Mr Robert Cassidy 

 22.1 Supplementary to submission 22 
 Attachment 1 

23 Mr Dick Smith 
 23.1 Supplementary to submission 23 
 Attachment 2 

24 Confidential 
25 Australian Association for Unmanned Systems 
26 Sports Aircraft Association of Australia (SAAA) 
27 Confidential 
28 Australian & International Pilots Association 
29 Town of Port Hedland 
30 Mr Peter Cromarty 
31 Name Withheld 
32 Dingley Village Community Association 
33 Confidential 
34 Professionals Australia 
35 Mr Jerry Visick 
36 Mr Paul Ryan 
37 Community Aviation Alliance Australia 
38 Parafield Airport Noise Group 
39 McDermott Aviation 

 39.1 Supplementary to submission 39 

40 Fleet Helicopters and Commercial Helicopters 
41 John Cameron Aviation 
42 Confidential 
43 Save Kempsey Airport Action Group Inc 

 43.1 Supplementary to submission 43 

44 Australian Federation of Air Pilots 
 44.1 Supplementary to submission 44 

45 Flight Path Forum Inc 
46 Civil Aviation Safety Authority 

 46.1 Supplementary to submission 46 
 46.2 Supplementary to submission 46 

47 BRM Aero/Edge Aviation 
 47.1 Supplementary to submission 47 

48 Evans Head Memorial Aerodrome Committee Incorporated 
49 Mr Bill Whitney 
50 Mr Richard Rudd 
51 Name Withheld 
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52 Sport Aircraft Flight Academy 
53 United Firefighters Union Australia 
54 Name Withheld 
55 Mr Rob Cumming 
56 SAR Aviation Medicine 
57 Australian Experimental Aircraft Association Chapter 1308 Inc 
58 Mr Owen Bartrop 
59 Moorabbin Airport Chamber of Commerce 
60 Regional Airspace and Procedures Advisory Committee (RAPAC) 
61 Outback Helicopter Airwork NT Pty Ltd 
62 Royal Flying Doctor Service of Australia 
63 Agri-muster/Katherine Helicopters 
64 LiveAir Australia 
65 Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Assocation 
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 Additional Information 2 
 Additional Information 3 

66 Mr Mark Newton 
67 Name Withheld 
68 Australian Livestock Exporters Council 
69 City of Kingston 
70 Mr Jim McDowell 
71 Angel Flight 

 Attachment 1 

72 Mr Kurt Pudniks 
73 Confidential 
74 Local Government Association of Queensland 
75 Airlines of Tasmania Pty Ltd  

Answer to Question on Notice 
1 Answers to questions taken on notice by the Aerial Application Association of 

Australia at a public hearing in Canberra on 20 November 2020 (received on 20 
November 2020). 

2 Answers to questions taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority at a 
public hearing in Canberra on 20 November 2020 (received 24 December 2020). 

3 Answers to questions taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
relating to the Guiding Principles for the Development and Application of 
Risk-based and Cost-effective Aviation Safety Regulations, 7 December 2020 
(received 24 December 2020). 

4 Answers to written questions on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
taken on 11 January 2021 from Senator Sterle (received on 27 January 2021). 

5 Answers to questions taken on notice by Outback Helicopter Airwork NT Pty 
Ltd at a public hearing on 7 September 2021 (received on 21 September 2021)  
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6 Answer to question taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority at a 
public hearing on 7 December 2021 (received 7 January 2022) 

7 Answer to question taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority at a 
public hearing on 7 December 2021 (received 7 January 2022) 

8 Answer to question taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority at a 
public hearing on 7 December 2021 (received 7 January 2022) 

9 Answer to question taken on notice by Civil Aviation Safety Authority at a 
public hearing on 7 December 2021 (received 7 January 2022) 

Correspondence 
1 Correspondence dated 2 and 5 November 2020 between Mr Shane Carmody, 

Chief Executive Officer and Director of Aviation Safety, Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority, and Senator Susan McDonald, RRAT Legislation Committee Chair. 

2 Correspondence from Mr Shane Carmody, Chief Executive Officer and 
Director of Aviation Safety, Civil Aviation Safety Authority dated 14 December 
2020. 

3 Correspondence dated 24 November 2020 and 11 December 2020 between Mr 
Shane Carmody, Chief Executive Officer and Director of Aviation Safety, Civil 
Aviation Safety Authority, and the RRAT Committee Secretariat. 
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1 Opening statement provided by Ms Pip Spence, CEO/Director of Aviation 

Safety, Civil Aviation Safety Authority, at a public hearing on 7 December 2021 
(received 9 December 2021) 

Tabled Documents 
1 Document tabled by Senator McDonald at a public hearing in Canberra on 7 
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Parliament House 
Canberra 

McDermott Aviation Ltd 
 Mr John McDermott, Owner and Chief Pilot 
 Mr Tim Vercoe, Quality and Safety Manager 

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
 Mr Benjamin Morgan, Chief Executive Officer 

North Queensland Aviation Services 
 Mrs Mary Brown, Joint Owner 

Aerial Application Association of Australia  
 Mr Phil Hurst, Chief Executive Officer 

Regional Aviation Association of Australia  
 Mr Malcolm Sharp, Chairman 

Recreational Aviation Australia Ltd 
 Mr Michael Linke, Chief Executive Officer 
 Mr Michael Monck, Chair, Board of Directors 

Private capacity 
 Mr Glen Buckley 
 Mr Robert Cassidy 

Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
 Dr Jonathan Aleck, Executive Manager, Legal, International and Regulatory 

Affairs  
 Mr Shane Carmody, Director of Aviation Safety and Chief Executive Officer 
 Mr Graeme Crawford, Group Executive Manager, Aviation 
 Ms Philippa Crome, Group Executive Manager, Corporate Services 
 Mr Rob Walker, Group Executive Manager, Stakeholder Engagement 

Thursday, 28 January 2021 
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Brisbane 

Queensland Aerospace College 
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 Mr Harold McDougall, Chief Executive Officer 

Queensland Recreational Aircraft Association/Warwick Aero Club 
 Dr Philip Goyne, President 

Aircraft Australia 
 Mr Douglas Heath, Managing Director 

Gold Coast Sports Flying Training 
 Mr Errol Van Rensburg, Owner 

South East Queensland Flying Training Academy 
 Mr Wayne Jenkinson, Chief Flying Instructor 

HeliMods 
 Mr William Shrapnel, Company Director 

Jabiru Aircraft 
 Ms Sue Woods, Business Manager 

Australian Federation of Air Pilots 
 Mr Marcus Diamond, Safety and Technical Manager 
 Mr Lachlan Gray, Safety and Technical Officer 
 Captain Louise Pole, President 

 

Tuesday, 7 September 2021 
Northern Territory 

Royal Flying Doctor Service 
 Ms Lauren Gale, Director, Policy and Programs 
 Mr Frank Quinlan, Federation Executive Officer 

Australian Licensed Aircraft Engineers Association 
 Mr Stephen Re, Technical Manager 

Aerial Application Association of Australia Ltd 
 Mr Phillip Hurst, Chief Executive Officer 

AgriMuster 
 Mr John Colin Stuart Armstrong, Director/Chief Pilot 

Outback Helicopter Airwork Northern Territory 
 Mr Paul Blore, Director 

Arafura Helicopters 
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 Mr Warwick Curr, Managing Director 

Australian Helicopter Industry Association  
 Mr Paul Tyrrell, Chief Executive Officer 

Private capacity 
 Mr John Armstrong 

Tuesday, 7 December 2021 
Videoconference/Australian Parliament House, Canberra 

SAR Aviation Medicine 
 Dr Sean Runacres, Director 

City of Kingston 
 Ms Sarah Capenerhurst, Principal Strategic Planner 
 Mrs Tracey Davies, Councillor 
 Mr Jonathan Guttman, General Manager, Planning and Development,  
 Mr Steve Staikos, Mayor 

Angel Flight Australia 
 Dr Owen Crees, Chairman, Angel Flight Board 
 Mrs Marjorie Pagani, Chief Executive Officer 

Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communication 
 Mr Jason Dymowski, Assistant Secretary, Domestic Policy and Reform,  
 Ms Lucinda McTaggart, Director, VIC/TAS Airports and Economic 

Regulation, Airports Branch, Domestic Aviation and Reform,  
 Ms Naa Opoku, Assistant Secretary, Safety and Future Technology Branch, 

International Aviation, Technology and Services,  
 Ms Janet Quigley, First Assistant Secretary, Domestic Aviation and Reform 
 Dr Louise Rawlings, Assistant Secretary,  
 Mr Richard Wood, First Assistant Secretary, International Aviation, 

Technology and Services 

Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
 Dr Jonathan Aleck, Executive Manager, Legal, International and Regulatory 

Affairs,  
 Mr Andreas Marcelja, Acting Executive Manager, Stakeholder Engagement 
 Mr Chris Monahan, Executive Manager, National Operations and Standards 
 Ms Pip Spence,  Chief Executive Officer and Director of Aviation Safety 
 Mr Robert Walker, Executive Manager, Regulatory Oversight 

Airservices Australia  
 Ms Michelle Bennetts, Chief Service Delivery Officer 
 Mr Peter Curran, Chief Customer Experience and Strategy Officer,  



134 
 

 

Aviation Maintenance Repair and Overhaul Business Association  
 Mr Kenneth (Ken) Cannane, Executive Director,  

Australian Transport Safety Bureau 
 Dr Stuart Godley, Director Transport Safety,  
 Mr Patrick Hornby, Head Legal, Governance and International,  
 Mr Stuart MacLeod, Director Transport Safety,  
 Mr Angus Mitchell, Chief Commissioner and Chief Executive Officer,  

Australian Flight Training Industry Association 
 Ms Maddy Johnson, Chair 

Slater and Gordon Lawyers  
 Mr Michael Sayers, Legal Representative, United Firefighters Union of 

Australia; Principal Lawyer 
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