
Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – Collaboration 
with ATSB Safety Campaign “Don’t push it, Don’t go – know your limits before 
flight”.  
 
Question: 
Page 30 - Hansard Proof 
 
CHAIR: Just on that, ATSB has produced a document. Given that that is the No. 1 cause of 
accidents, did you take any steps to distribute that document to your pilots?  
 

Mr Monahan: Sorry, which document are you talking about—the mishap report or the VFR 
information?  
 

CHAIR: No, the new brochure that they just tabled. We're just going to get you a copy now.  
 

Mr Monahan: I wouldn't know. I'll have to check with our stakeholder engagement to see if we 
did. But, if not, it's something that we can certainly make a link to.  
 

Mr Crawford: We do provide a lot of guidance material around human factors. We did 
something like 220 aviation safety seminars last year. That's where we go to remote locations—
in fact, we're doing one in Rockhampton next week—and we get local pilots to come and we try 
to educate them on the risks. If you go to our website, we've got a number of tools, like 'Safety 
behaviours: human factors'. We have a lot of material actually available to the pilot community 
that they can utilise to their advantage.  
 

Mr Monahan: I see this ATSB document was updated last month, so I can check with our 
stakeholder engagement. We'll certainly try to get it out. As you mentioned earlier, we have 
access to pilots, through our database, to be able to inform them to go to the website and look 
for things.  
 

Mr Crawford: We may even be able to put an electronic version onto our website as well.  
 

Mr Monahan: We can look at that. 
 
Answer: 
 
CASA promoted the ATSB’s safety campaign message by: 
• publishing an article “For safety’s sake don’t push it: ATSB” on the Flight Safety Australia 

(FSA) website.  There are approximately 2,900 subscribers to FSA who receive an email 
alerting them to a new article being published.  

• promoting the campaign on all our social media channels – approximately 80,000 followers 
across all the various platforms  

• promoting the campaign at AvSafety seminars (8,699 people attended Av safety seminars 
last financial year) 

• producing a more detailed article on “Visual Flight Rules into Instrument Meteorological 
Conditions” for the FSA summer edition (due for distribution in December 2019). 

 



Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – ‘Initial 
thoughts’ on CASA’s approach to the application of the proposed amendment to 
section 9A of the Civil Aviation Act 
 
Question: 
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Senator PATRICK: . . . . When the new bill [Civil Aviation Amendment Bill 2019] comes 
through, how do you intend to change the approach of CASA? Maybe that's for Mr Crawford.  
 

Dr Aleck: May I take that on notice? The analysis of what sorts of things you take into 
account and how you weigh them up is not, strictly speaking, a legal issue.  
 

Senator PATRICK: Sure.  
 

Dr Aleck: What we're looking at now is: what would our obligation be if those provisions 
become law? Bear in mind that they are prefaced by: 'subject to the safety requirements'—  
 

Senator PATRICK: Of course. Safety is paramount.  
 

Dr Aleck: Right.  
 

Senator PATRICK: But now there's a new consideration for you.  
 

Mr Crawford: Yes, and we're well aware of that.  
 

Senator PATRICK: I think the committee would be interested in your initial thoughts on that, 
even though the legislation hasn't gone through the lower house. 
 
Answer: 
 
CASA is carefully considering the most appropriate approach to take in relation to the 
requirements set out in the proposed amendment to section 9A of the Civil Aviation Act.  We 
are doing so with a view to giving meaningful and fair effect to those provisions, if and when 
they should become part of the law.  In developing this approach, CASA has regard to: 
 

(a) the scope of the proposed amendment, which focuses on the development and 
promulgation of aviation safety standards under paragraph 9(1)(c) of the Civil 
Aviation Act, noting that ‘aviation safety standards’ is a defined term in the Civil 
Aviation Act; 
 

(b) the object of the proposed amendment, which is recognised in the Explanatory 
Memorandum accompanying the bill as reflecting existing regulatory practice; 
 

(c) the explicit provisions of the proposed amendment, which specify the matters CASA 
is expected to consider (namely, the economic and cost impact of the standards 
being developed and promulgated), and the risks CASA is expected to take into 
account when developing or promulgating aviation safety standards (namely, the 
risks associated with the relevant industry sector(s), which the proposed standards 
are meant to address); and 
 

(d) CASA’s obligation to ensure that, in all cases, the safety of air navigation remains the 
most important consideration. 

 
If the amendment as it currently appears in the bill is adopted, these ‘initial thoughts’ are 
expected to inform and govern the way in which CASA proceeds when determining the 
nature, scope and depth of the particular approach we will take in any given case to identify 
and evaluate the facts and circumstances relevant to the development and promulgation of 
aviation safety standards in that case. 



Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – Active Medical 
Certificates 
 
Question: 
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Senator PATRICK: So rather than telling us the number of pilots, is it possible to tell us the 
number of active medical certificates—and perhaps over the last three or four years? 
 
Answer: 
 
As at 4 September 2019, there were 46,352 active medical certificates.  They are broken 
down by class in the following table: 
 

Certificate Class Number 
Class 1* 20,718 
Class 2 24,298 
Basic Class 2 1,138 
RAMPC 198 
Total 46,352 

 
* note:  Class 1 medicals are automatically issued a Class 2 medical.  The Class 1 figure has 
not been included in the Class 2 figure in the above table to accurately represent Class 2 
only medical certificates. 
 
A comparison of the actual number of active medical certificates by class by year is not 
achievable as not all the classes of certificates are renewed on the same day and some 
have differing validity periods.  The number of initial and renewed medical certificates for the 
previous 5 years is available on page 164 of CASA’s 2017-18 Annual 
Report https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/casa-annual-report-2017-18.pdf 
 
 



Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – AV Safety Seminar 
Statistics. 
 
Question: 
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Senator PATRICK: Can I get you to perhaps provide some further statistics on who turns up to your training 
sessions? 
 
Answer: 
 

  2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
Onsite Visits conducted 761 813 797 
AvSafety Program Seminars * 178 212 221 
Attendees Addressed 6,988 7913 8,699 

* Seminar types include but not limited to Pilot seminars, engineering seminars,  
flight instructor workshops, organisation culture presentation  

and Gateway school presentations 
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Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – Maintenance  
 
Question: 
 
Senator PATRICK: You know that before the parliament—and it's a government bill; it has 
passed through the Senate, which means it will pass through the lower house—there is a 
general direction from the parliament saying safety is paramount but you have to consider the 
effect it has on business operations as well. I put it to you: neither of the ATSB reports goes to 
maintenance. Can you provide a safety analysis that got you to the point of imposing this 
particular new criterion? I know Dr Crees has pulled out of flying because of that particular 
requirement. Where's the analysis that got you to that point? Can you please table that analysis. 
You must have done some. How did you pick that?  
 

Mr Monahan: When you look at the average number of flight hours by private pilots in Australia, 
it's roughly 40 to 45.  
 

Senator PATRICK: So you have this laid out in a safety case?  
 

Mr Monahan: Yes. We'll provide that.  
 

Senator PATRICK: A very simple question: can you provide that to the committee?  
 

Mr Monahan: Yes. 
 
Answer: 
 
A risk was identified in the development of the instrument regarding the continuing airworthiness 
of aircraft used to transport community service flight (CSF) passengers. While the risk identified 
remained, the safety analysis and risk treatment evolved during the development of the 
instrument including changes in response to public consultation. The safety analysis considered 
the following: 
 
Maintenance 
Schedule 5 of the Civil Aviation Regulations 1988 provides that the time-in-service between 
periodic inspections is to be 100 hours’ time-in-service or 12 months, whichever is the earlier. 
However, for aeroplanes below 5700 kg engaged in private operations CASA has previously 
determined that this inspection may be performed annually irrespective of hours flown.  This 
different treatment was adopted in light of data showing that only 10% of aircraft operated 
exclusively in private operations would exceed 100 hours in a 12-month period1.   
 
While the number of “CSF” aircraft affected by the instrument was likely to be low, the 
consequence of a maintenance failure in a high use private aircraft could be significant.  On this 
basis, and in the interest of safety, CASA formed the view that setting a baseline standard for 
such flights would deliver a safety benefit for CSF passengers at minimal cost.  The instrument 
does not create a new maintenance obligation, it effectively brings forward what would 
otherwise be an existing maintenance obligation and expected cost. 
 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Requirements 
CASA also had regard to the United States (FAA) Policy Clarification on Charitable Medical 
Flights2, on the basis of which the FAA issued several exemptions to charitable medical flight 
organisations granting relief from the requirements of those provisions of the Federal Aviation 

                                                           
1 Data from Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics (BITRE).  
2 Federal Register, Vol. 78, No. 36 (22 February 2013), pp 12233-12234. 
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Regulations that would otherwise have prevented private pilots from conducting such flights.  In 
accordance with the FAA’s policy, conditions are placed on the exemptions that are ‘intended to 
raise the level of safety for these flights.’ One of these conditions imposes higher aircraft 
airworthiness requirements.  CASA considered the FAA’s policy for charitable flights in the 
development of the CSF instrument. 
 
Quantifying the Risk 
The likelihood of a mechanical related occurrence increases as parts and components wear. A 
pattern of increasing failure rates with accumulated use is observable with improvement at times 
of planned maintenance3. 
 
From 2008 to 2017 there was a total of 4,798 accidents, incidents and serious incidents 
classified as Technical in General Aviation out of total of 26,373 occurrences. Occurrences 
classified as Technical are the third most prevalent occurrence type with approximately one in 
every five occurrences attributed to a mechanical issue.   
 
ATSB Occurrence Database4  

 
ATSB Occurrence Taxonomy – Technical 5 
Airframe  
Doors / exits 
Furnishings and fittings 
Fuselage / wings / empennage 
Landing gear / indication 
Objects falling from aircraft 
Windows 
Other 
 

Power plant/propulsion  
Abnormal engine indications 
Auxiliary power unit 
Engine failure or malfunction 
Propeller / rotor malfunction 
Transmission and gearboxes 
Other 
 

Systems  
Air/pressurisation 
Anti-ice protection 
Avionics / flight instruments 
Datalink (RPA) 
Electrical 
Fire protection 
Flight controls 
Fuel 
Hydraulic 

 
Risk Mitigation  
CASA’s view is that the carriage of CSF passengers requires a higher level of risk mitigation 
than carriage of passengers on an ordinary private flight.  
 
The development of instrument CASA 09/19 identified a higher than acceptable continuing 
airworthiness risk where an aircraft used for a CSF could be flown for an indeterminate number 
of hours without a maintenance inspection. This risk was not considered acceptable when 
combined with other risk factors present in CSF such as, potentially low pilot experience, 

                                                           
3 MacLean L, Richman A, Hudak M. ‘Failure Rates for Ageing Aircraft’. Safety (February 2018) Vol 4, No 7. 
4 ATSB interactive tool.  See  https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNzEzMTk5ZTItMTQyMy00O 
DM4LTg1ODQtODJkZTQ2ODc2ZTg4IiwidCI6Ijk3MzFmOTg3LTg1MDEtNDk5Ni1iZDI3LTBhMGEyY2Y2YzhjYiJ9.   
5 Appendix B – ATSB Transport Safety Report Aviation Research AR-2018-030 Aviation Occurrence Statistics 2008 
to 2017.  
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minimal recurrent training in emergencies and the absence of system-based safety defences 
and operational controls. CASA considered that it was not acceptable to continue to expose 
CSF passengers to this elevated risk.  
 
CASA’s Proposed Safety Standard – Community Service Flight, dated December 2018 
In preparing the draft instrument, further consideration was given to the certification and 
maintenance requirements applicable to other Australian operations with similar levels of overall 
risk such as flight schools with a student pilot, parachuting aircraft carrying fare paying 
parachutists and scenic flights with fare paying passengers.  CASA compared the risk profile of 
these operations together with the applicable maintenance requirements in consideration of 
whether similar requirements should apply to CSFs.  CASA concluded the maintenance 
requirements applicable to parachuting operations would be an appropriate minimum baseline 
standard for CSF as they are both private operations where the passenger profile has 
commercial like elements.  These requirements were then amended in response to feedback 
received during consultation. 
 
Impact 
The impact of the maintenance provision in the CSF instrument will vary depending on what 
other types of operations the aircraft is used for in addition to CSF and how often the aircraft is 
used6.  If an aircraft exceeds 100 hours flight time before the annual inspection is due, and the 
owner wishes to continue to conduct CSF flights, the instrument would require that the annual 
inspection be brought forward.  
 
The impact of the provision for aircraft being used for CSF was assessed as outlined in the table 
below. 
 
Types of operation  Impact level 
Aerial work, charter or RPT operations + CSF Nil. 
Private operations (including CSF) < 100 hours per year.  Nil. 
Private operations (including CSF) > 100 hours per year. 
(applies to 10% or less of private aircraft) 
 

Approximately $250 per month 
for each month the 12 month 
inspection is brought forward 
(see example below) 

 
Example:  The 100 hourly inspection on a single engine aeroplane, that does not require 
remedial work or additional maintenance, is typically $3,000.  Therefore, if an aircraft needs 
an inspection every 11 months, rather than 12 months, it will in effect be incurring an 
additional cost equal to the $3,000 price divided by 12 (months) which equals $250. 

 
Safety risk analysis 
The safety benefits of these measures significantly outweigh the restrictions imposed. These 
actions are consistent with CASA’s regulatory philosophy where air safety is not compromised, 
and the proposal reflects a reasonable and proportionate risk-based approach. 

                                                           
6 Data from BITRE shows that the average number of flight hours by private pilots in Australia is around 40 to 45. 



Community Service Flights Senate Inquiry – Questions on Notice – Regulatory 
Impact Statement 
 
Question: 
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Senator PATRICK: Was there a regulatory impact statement for this instrument that has 
been tabled?  
 

Dr Aleck: No, there was an exemption for that.  
 

Senator PATRICK: Who granted the exemption and on what basis?  
 

Dr Aleck: I'm trying to remember what the acronym stands for. The office of—  
 

Mr Monahan: best practice regulation.  
 

Dr Aleck: The Office of Best Practice Regulation issued an exemption for that on the basis 
that the impact was considered to be minor.  
 

Senator PATRICK: Is it possible also for you to table any correspondence you've had in 
respect of that exemption—so, basically, the request for the exemption and indeed the 
response? That might be another area that the committee would be interested in. And I 
presume that, after we go through this change in legislation, there would be a requirement—
perhaps a more stringent requirement—for you to do a regulatory impact; those exemptions 
won't be quite as easy to get. 
 
Answer: 
 
Copies of documentation related to the request and response to the RIS is at Attachment A.  
In addition, in accordance with normal practice, there were also a number of phone calls 
between the Civil Aviation Safety Authority and the Office of Best Practice Regulation to 
discuss aspects of the Instrument, including the changes made following the consultation 
feedback, during the course of the request. 









                  

  

  

           

            

                  

                

                 

     
                    

                  

                 

 

                  

   

                 

                  

     






