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1. The current aviation safety regulatory system for aircraft operators in
relation to the application of the cabin crew to passenger ratio including
current exemption provisions

Introduction

1. The Flight Attendants’ Association of Australia (FAAA) is the body that represents the
professional and industrial interests of Australian cabin crew. Cabin crew represent one of
the largest single groups within Australian aviation. Contrary to the general marketing
focus of airlines, the aviation role performed by cabin crew is best characterised as that of
an aviation safety and security professional. This mandated safety and security role is
made explicit within the Annexes to the Convention on International Civil Aviation.

2. Annex 6 of the ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organisation) Convention states that
cabin crew are 'required on board an aircraft to effect a safe and expeditious evacuation
of the aeroplane and to perform the necessary functions in an emergency or in a situation
requiring emergency evacuation” and;

The security functions and obligations of cabin crew require cabin crew to be trained to
‘minimise the consequences of acts of unlawful interference’ and to ‘contribute to the
prevention of acts of sabotage or other forms of unlawful interference’.

3. In 1999 the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) agreed during a Regulatory Review
process to retain the 1:36 cabin crew ratio. The advice of safety specialists in the industry
provided at that review remains as relevant today, as it was then (Annexure A) - the
Australian 1:36 crew ratio continues to provides a superior risk mitigation standard. No
new evidence based safety case has been advanced that determines that reducing
existing crew numbers will retain (or increase) existing safety and security outcomes.

4. In contrast, security incidents have occurred, which in fact, only support the retention (or
even increase) of the current cabin crew ratio. As a consequence, when considering the
cabin crew ratio it is equally as important to have regard to security as well as safety.

Previous Reviews
5. In 2003, airlines again challenged the higher Australian crewing standard. A second (more
detailed NPRM) review was conducted by CASA. Again, CASA was unable to identify
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shortcomings of the 1:36 rule. Following this, in circumstances outlined below, Parliament
chose to retain the existing law as the appropriate safety standard for Australia.

6. At that time, airlines were proposing that the 1:50 passenger ratio represented the best-
practice crew ratio standard and the Australian law was inappropriate. This contention
was not true then, and it remains untrue today; the 1:50 crew ratio is the global
minimum standard - the global best-practice standard is the Australian 1:36 passenger
ratio. The FAAA is of the view that if informed about the proposal to reduce the standard,
Australians would overwhelmingly support retention of the current 1:36 standard.

7. The FAAA highlights Australian people have always demonstrated a low level of aviation
risk tolerance and subsequently, demanded commensurate safety standards. This was the
basis of the Australian Parliament retaining the higher safety and security outcomes
provided by the longstanding 1:36 rule when it was challenged in 2003. The important
point is that Parliament recognised that the issue is not one of comparative or minimum
safety standards, but specific requirements of Australia — a world leader in Aviation safety
systems. If other nations choose to accept a higher level of aviation safety risk that is a
matter for their judgment; but it essentially says nothing about the safety standard most
appropriate for Australia.

8. Following a serious safety and security incident on board QantasLink 1737 in May 2003,
the critical actions of the cabin crew were credited as undoubtedly ensuring the safety of
the aircraft and applauded world-wide. This acknowledgement was reflected within the
broad cross-party support of Parliament, resulting in the Government refusing to allow
any reduction in crew numbers. Similarly, the public position of the Labor Party was that
the proposed reduction should never have been considered in the first place. (Annexure
B)

9. However, despite the clear Parliamentary consensus and the direct government decision
to maintain the current crew ratio, CASA, without any stakeholder consultation or public
notification, commenced granting exemptions (permissions) to the 1:36 rule in 2007.
Thirteen (13) such exemptions are current in 2011 and cover the airline aircraft types
widely used in regular public transport operations. This action has effectively undermined
the existing law. CASA apparently believes that it is able to bypass the Parliament’s laws
and regulate by exemption.
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10.Certainly, it would seem clear that having failed to convince Parliament to reduce the
number of crew required by law, CASA decided to do so anyway using administrative
[Select Legislative Instrument] procedures. Considering the clearly expressed and
bipartisan support of Parliament, this appears to the cabin crew community to be a direct
contravention of the spirit and intent of Parliament’s decision.

11.Professionally trained cabin crew are the last line of defence. Cutting the numbers of crew
on board an aircraft can only be viewed as a commercial cost saving measure. The
regulatory change is not the issue per se; change is indeed a constant feature of aviation.
However, change in safety regulation can only be predicated upon retaining or extending
existing safety and security outcomes. Change that reduces safety margins for purely
commercial reasons cannot be permitted.

12.CASA is proposing to implement a 1:50 cabin crew to passenger seat ratio for single-aisle
aircraft configurations of between 20 and 216 passengers with approval being conditional
upon an operator having in place ‘a CASA approved safety risk management plan’.
However, the ICAO 2008 Audit Findings Ops/11 stated: ‘There are no regulations in
Australia that require an air operator to implement a safety management system
acceptable to the State or to clearly define the direct accountability for safety on the part
of senior management.’

13.The FAAA raised objections to the process of exemptions granted due to the lack of
transparency and lack of consultation (Annexure C). The Association therefore reasonably
questions whether these exemptions were granted with appropriate Safety Management
Systems as a prerequisite? Further, the FAAA believes that the process utilised did not
meet CASA obligations as a regulator under the Legislative Instruments Act, which
requires stakeholder consultation.

14.The FAAA therefore respectfully requests that the Standing Committee requires CASA to
make public the results of the hazard identification, risk assessment and mitigation
strategies that were performed before granting [secret-behind closed doors] exemptions
to the current law. That CASA be compelled to do so is manifestly in the public interest as
safety assessment and regulation cannot be permitted to become a covert activity
conducted outside of public scrutiny. To do so risks tainting Australia’s preeminent safety
reputation with a perception of commercial conflict of interest.
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15. Australia has adopted a policy of alignment with ICAO (International Civil Aviation
Organisation) Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPS), under which formal
Safety Management System (SMS) assessments are required whenever an operational
change is proposed. The FAAA considers that to either disregard this long standing
requirement or to do so only in secret, is unacceptable regulatory action by CASA.

16.In addition, CASA should make public the qualifications of those tasked with conducting
and reviewing the risk analysis and mitigation process. As there are very few qualified
technical experts in this specific area of hazard identification in this country, in our
response to the NPRM, the FAAA raised the following questions:

*How has CASA assured itself that the processes applied to determine equivalent
levels of safety are adequate?

eWhat is the experience level within the management of Australian air operators in
conducting “risk assessments” and formulating “safety cases” to justify the
reduction in cabin crew ratios?

oIs the basis for these safety cases scientific and/or evidence based or subjective?

eWhat is the experience level and training being provided to personnel within CASA
who are responsible for assessing these “safety cases”?

17. Airlines are profit driven and management is assessed by Key Performance Indicators
linked directly to profitability and efficiency measures. Therefore, there is an inherent bias
toward these indicators. For this reason, the independent regulatory authority, rather
than the airlines, must be responsible for regulating aviation activity to ensure the
optimum level of safety for the travelling public. The apparent bias toward commercial
outcomes and the lack of transparent process demonstrated to date raises serious
concerns that CASA is not operating as an independent, arms-length regulator in
accordance with Section 9 of the Australian Civil Aviation Act.

18. While commercial interests are clearly the imperative behind the proposed cabin crew
ratio reduction, CASA requires the same vested interests [the airline operators] to
demonstrate that there are no safety-significant differences between the current regime
and their proposals, by providing their own Safety Risk Management Plan. Considering the
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complete lack of transparency in this process to date, this raises serious conflict of
interest concerns. The FAAA respectfully submits that the Standing Committee should
fully examine this commercial conflict of interest aspect in order to protect the legitimacy
of Australia’s aviation safety oversight reputation.

Aircraft Evacuation Certification

19.The aircraft certification process is often cited as a demonstration of evacuation efficiency

that can be used to determine “real world” evacuation efficiency and subsequent crew
numbers. This is a completely fallacious argument. The certification demonstration of a
particular aircraft is simply a benchmark comparison conducted under idealised conditions
for the purpose of standardised comparison.

20.Emergency evacuation trials are conducted in very controlled environments and do not

21

reflect an actual emergency evacuation as emergency conditions are not duplicated. The
crew are tutored, prepared and practiced prior to the demonstration. The ‘passengers’ are
fit, prepared, do not include children, the elderly, the frightened, injured, disabled or
panicked. Cabin crew incapacitation/redundancy is not factored into an evacuation trial.
There is no smoke or fire and the aircraft is upright and intact. If a failure occurs, there is
a re-run. There are no practice runs when the real emergency occurs.

.The world’s minimum cabin crew ratios are aligned with the aircraft manufacturer’s

minimum certification demonstration standard. However, this standard is not the
optimum level for safety. Rather, the manufacturer’s evacuation demonstrations are
required by the National Airworthiness Authority certifying the aircraft for the first time. It
requires the maximum passenger configuration to be capable of evacuating within 90
seconds under idealised conditions. It is more a test of air frame capability; being
fuselage, exit type and number. Certification demonstration does not represent the
multiplicity of conditions or hazards found in a real evacuation and cannot be the basis
upon which to determine the number of crew required under Australian law.

Passengers Acting as Crew Members

22.

CASA proposes that operators will satisfy the Authority that ‘operations can be carried out safely
using a cabin crew ratio of up to 1:50 passenger seats’. The Airbus 321 has a current exemption that
equates to a cabin crew ratio of 1:43. This means the forward right hand side primary exit
door has no cabin crew member primarily responsible for its operation in an emergency.
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23.The decision on whether an aircraft door is safe to be opened or not in an evacuation can
only be reliably made by those who are trained. In aviation safety terms, a decision NOT
to open a door can be even more critical than knowing how to open it. A passenger is not
trained to recognise the potentially fatal consequences of opening a door into fire or
water, debris or rescue vehicles. It is unlikely passengers would find the door operating
handle in dark and/or smoky conditions. If they did manage to open the door they do not
know how to assess the safety of an evacuation slide, or how to operate the backup
inflation method, should it fail to inflate. What does an untrained passenger know about
managing a ditching or the location or use of survival equipment provided with a life-raft?

24.During an evacuation, cabin crew controlling the evacuation ensure passengers exit via
their optimal exit and do so as quickly as possible. Research has clearly shown that
passengers travel further to exit and choose non-optimal exits when not guided by trained
sufficient crew members (Galea; University of Greenwich, 2001). The safety of an exit is
constantly assessed, if the conditions become unsafe, passengers will be re-directed to a
useable alternate exit. Only a trained crew member can reliably conduct such critical
functions within an emergency environment.

25.Lastly, crew members are now subjected to drug and alcohol testing. The Government
implemented alcohol and other drug testing regulations in order to address the safety risk
associated with human performance impairment from both legal and illicit substance use
within the safety sensitive aviation environment. However, passengers do not fall under
the program and, in fact, the consumption of alcohol onboard an aircraft is a very
common phenomenon. It is therefore contrary to the safety principles underpinning the
Australian aviation drug and alcohol risk program, that related [crew number] regulations
be reduced and thereby require unscreened, untrained passengers operate primary safety
exits, systems and equipment.

26.0n these grounds, all exemptions to the existing 1:36 regulations granted by CASA to
date are considered invalid by the FAAA and should lapse.
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The role of cabin crew in managing passenger safety as well as security
27.The role of cabin crew, as safety professionals, encompasses maintaining the safety and
security of the aircraft and its occupants at all times, onboard every flight, in-flight and on
the ground. The FAAA’s submission to the Review of Aviation Security in Australia in 2003
in 2005 (Annexure D) clearly articulated the mandated safety and security role of cabin
crew.

28.Australian law requires that each cabin crew member comply with Civil Aviation
Regulations (CAR’s) and Civil Aviation Orders (CAQ’s) and demonstrate practical and
theoretical knowledge of emergency procedures including, but not limited to:

o Emergency evacuations on land and in the water;

. Operation of emergency exits, evacuation slides and life rafts;

o Operation of emergency equipment including oxygen, fire extinguishers,
lifejackets;

. Fire fighting;

o Medical emergencies and First Aid;

o Passenger handling including disabled;

o Passenger control, both psychological and physical, including restraint;

o Handling deranged passengers;

o Threats to the safety of the aircraft;

o Handling events of a hijack or attempted hijack;

o Depressurisation;

o Survival on land and at sea.

29.With a proposal to adopt the lowest crew to passenger ratio in the world, there will be
less crew to assist passengers, less help for the disabled, the elderly, the frightened,
parents with infants, or children travelling unaccompanied - research has demonstrated
the high numbers of ‘socially bonded’ passengers who travel in aircraft. This has
important implications for evacuation efficiency as such groups must be managed by
trained crew members. Less crew to assist with turbulence related injuries and medical
emergencies, less crew to provide a life jacket for a child. Finally, and perhaps most
critically, less crew available to protect the flight deck.

30.Arguments have been advanced that improvements in aircraft design and safety systems
are somehow a reason to reduce the number of cabin crew onboard. Cabin crew, on the
other hand, understand that with a greater survival rate, there are actually more
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passengers to evacuate from an aircraft post impact sequence. Despite the enhancement
in crash impact survivability experienced over the last decade, post impact fire remains
the critical danger to survivors.

31.Evacuation rapidity therefore remains the critical issue; passengers need to exit the
aircraft wreckage before survivability is reduced by post impact fire - a window of
opportunity that is accepted in regulations as 90 seconds. Research by the Greenwich
University Fire Safety Research group has shown that trained crew members assist
passengers to select the optimal exit and speed passage through the exit. Alternatively,
this research confirms that without positive guidance passengers are much more likely to
travel further to exit (i.e. longer) and thereby reduce their survivability prospects.

32.Findings by the Transport Safety Board of Canada into the Air France flight 358, July 2005
incident, stated that the evacuation was successful due to the training and actions of the
crew, further, that the availability of supplementary cabin crew undoubtedly contributed
to the success of the evacuation. The mix of passengers included children, infants,
wheelchair passengers and the visually impaired.

33. CASA’s proposal for aircraft to be operated with a further reduction in cabin crew
numbers when operational need arise is simply unacceptable. Should such an important
regulation be permitted to operate only at the airline’s discretion then the precedent is
established for any other safety standard to be set aside when it does not suit a particular
commercial operation. Crew members have always sought to facilitate flexible and
adaptive responses to unforeseen circumstances. However, aviation has inherent risk and
there is a limit to what can be allowed under commercial expediency.

34.Allowing airlines to operate at 1:50 passengers in response to commercial pressure would
take Australian ratios from the world’s best to the world’s lowest regulated standard in
one foul swoop. This point must be understood clearly, 1:50 passenger ratio (as opposed
to our 1:36 passengers or the US/EU 1:50 passenger seats) will allow the worst crew
ratio in the world to be implemented at the sole discretion of the airline - the same
organisation that will benefit commercially from this implementation.

35.The FAAA highlights the fact that this extreme change to 1:50 passengers (not seats) is
requested by the airlines in order to provide operators with the flexibility of matching
crewing levels to variable passenger numbers. However, they are not keen to point out
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that the current Australian 1:36 passenger ratio already does exactly that. The operators
are arguing for a passenger based flexibility that the existing Australian regulations
already provide them with.

36.Lastly, it must be highlighted that CASA and the airlines are effectively requesting the
FAAA and other supporters of the longstanding 1:36 rule to demonstrate its’ merit and
appropriateness. However, the Association respectfully summits to the Committee that
this is not our role. In any case the ratio has demonstrated its appropriateness over 50
years of operational application and safety outcomes. Rather, it is the responsibility of
those proposing an alternative safety standard to demonstrate that their proposal
provides an equivalent (or higher) safety outcome. Quite simply, they must demonstrate
that less crew members are as safe as or safer than more crew members. The FAAA
contends that this is incorrect and has not been demonstrated.

It remains the case that less crew equals less safety

Security Aspects
37.CASA states it cannot rule on security matters. Cabin crew are trained safety and security
professionals, they are the last line of defence. Exemptions allowing cabin crew ratios of
up to 1:50 have been made without any consideration of security aspects of the cabin
crew role. This is unacceptable.

38.In December 2009, the National Aviation White Paper set out the Government'’s
commitment to continue Australia’s excellent aviation safety record and to strengthen
aviation security systems.

39.0n the other hand CASA proposes to hand the airlines the right to reduce the number of
safety professionals onboard at will. Cabin Crew are trained to monitor passengers in
respect to the security and safety of an aircraft and its occupants. The risks are
substantially increased when a smaller overall cabin crew complement is involved.

40.Since the attack on the World Trade Centres in New York (9/11), there has been a
heightened importance of security. Key incidents since include the ‘shoe bomber’ with
concealed explosives in the heels of his shoes, the attempt to blow up several aircraft
over the Atlantic through the use of liquid explosives and the ‘underpants bomber’ who
had explosive material sewn into his undergarments. The ramifications of the locked flight
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deck door post 9/11 cannot be over emphasised. The cabin crew are the last line of
defence, with pilots reliant on the cabin crew being their eyes and ears in the cabin.

Gone are the days the Captain puts his/her hat on and enters the cabin to speak to a
passenger who is not complying with a crew member’s instruction or acting in a manner
that threatens the safety or security of his/her aircraft. The cabin crew are now on their
own.

41.In a twelve month period (2008/9) the Australian Federal Police attended to 23,000
incidents at 11 major airports. The argument should, in fact, be for more cabin crew, not
less to deal with passenger behaviour and incidents.

42.1t is concerning that a major airline in this country has recently reduced the security
recurrent training for cabin crew from once annually to every two years. It is vital that
cabin crews’ skills are practised and maintained for their own security as well as the
passengers.

43.The safety and security risk levels associated with solo flight attendant operations in
particular, would increase with an increase in passenger numbers from 36 to 50. The
frequency of likely occurrence is a function of the increase in exposure to the hazard.

44 .1If the cabin crew ratio was changed to 1:50, consider the consequences of a Dash 8 300
series aircraft that currently has 50 passenger seats and 2 cabin crew. The safety and
security professionals, overseeing those 50 passengers could be halved. How could that
risk possibly be considered acceptable risk mitigation or maintaining current safety
standards? What risk assessment management plan could justify such a reduction? Add to
the security compromises, the fact these aircraft operate out of airports without security
screening of those 50 passengers. Onboard the aircraft you would have a solo cabin crew
member working in the galley at the rear of the aircraft, often with their back to the
cabin, and the furthest distance from the flight deck door that cabin crew must protect at
all cost.

45.Dealing with an incident is only one aspect, controlling 50 passengers single-handedly is
not feasible from either a security or safety perspective. Not to mention the risk of crash
impact incapacitation leaving 50 passengers without critical emergency evacuation
management oversight discussed above.

FAAA Domestic/Regional Division Page 12



Submission 010
Date received: 12/04/2011

e List of Cabin Crew Security Responsibilities

Security issues must be factored in when determining Cabin Crew Ratios. The security
responsibilities of cabin crew include, but are not limited to:

e Maintaining security awareness at all times in and around the vicinity of an aircraft;

e Challenging persons within secure areas if a current Aviation Security Identity is not
visible;

e Security checks of an aircraft for concealed weapons, suspicious articles or prohibited
items pre-flight;

e Boarding passengers, checking each has a valid boarding pass, ensuring no person enters
the aircraft without producing a pass. Assessing passengers’ behaviour and suitability to
board. Raising concerns of any suspicious behaviour. The newest technology at airports
allowing passengers to self check-in, actually removes another point of contact where
behaviour could previously be observed by ground staff;

e Maintaining security in the vicinity of the flight deck door, whilst entering and exiting the
flight deck, at all times throughout the flight;

e Continuous assessment and awareness of passenger movement and behaviour
throughout the flight;

e Recognising and dealing with a dangerous goods incident should a prohibited item be
discovered during flight;

e Restraining passengers in the event of disruptive behaviour;
e Managing in-flight violence incidents and alcohol and other drug related behaviour;
e Ensuring regulations pertaining to the carriage of persons in custody are adhered to;

e Safeguard the aircraft and passengers in the event of a threat of sabotage, bomb threat
or attempted hijacking;

e Retaining control of the aircraft cabin during a security incident.

Less crew equals less security
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2. The factors that determine the cabin crew to passenger ratio

46.Civil Aviation Order (CAO) 20.6.1 (b) requires the airline operator to carry at least 1 cabin
crew member per 36 passengers or part thereof (1:36) for aircraft carrying between 20
and 216 passengers.

47.1t should be noted that a further prescription (to 1:36) exists for aircraft carrying more
than 216 passengers with 2 aisles. There must be a cabin crew member for each floor
level exit (CAO - 20.6.1 (¢)

3. International practice in respect of cabin crew to passenger ratios

48.Australia has the world’s best practice and should not be ‘harmonised’ downward to the
global minimum standard (1:50). The Canadian ratio of 1:40 was not ‘harmonised’ with
the United States when it was challenged in 2006.

49.International practices do not mesh. There are differences in requirements, licensing,
even restrictions on the number of aircraft types a cabin crew member can operate on.
Minimum crew number regulations cannot be compared in isolation as many countries
that use a lower standard than Australia’s have other safety policies in place that may
provide a level of mitigation (for example, legislated duty hour limitations, rest times and
fatigue rules for cabin crew)

4. Measures to enhance aviation safety that may be considered in future
requirements on aircraft operators for a safety risk management plan covering
the cabin crew to passenger ratio

50.Flight and duty time limitations for Australian cabin crew are not legislated. This
significant safety threat has been specifically recognised by ICAO in the Final Report on
the Safety Oversight Audit of the Civil Aviation System of Australia (February 2009) -
Audit Finding OPS/04. CASA regulates fatigue risk management systems (FRMS) and
flight duty limitations for pilots, but not for cabin crew. This is also in contradiction to
Australia’s obligations under the Convention on International Civil Aviation. Annex 6, part
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1, Chapter 12 requires signatory states to have crew fatigue mitigation systems in place.
Australia is required to either comply with ICAO SARP or notify ICAO of a difference. The
FAAA understands Australia has done neither.

51.There should be appropriate standards to which all airlines operating in Australia must
comply. The ‘Modern Award’, Aircraft Cabin Crew Award 2010, incorporates increased
maximum planned flight duty, increased disrupted flight duty, a reduction in planned and
unplanned rest requirements. (Annexure E)

52.Any reduction in crew numbers must not be looked at without proper consideration of this
critical matter of flight and duty time limitations.

Operator-audited FRMS’s for cabin crew typically score sleep/wake hours, not an
aviation/altitude-related human factors model. Also not taken into account are the
physical demands, and the cumulative effects of multiple flight sectors.

Conclusion

Safety is not isolated to emergency evacuation, the measure being used to determine the
cabin crew ratio.

The regulatory authority, the Civil Aviation Act, allows CASA to only make determinations
on safety related matters.

Security matters must be considered by the Department of Infrastructure and
Communications.

The Australian Government is urged to make the determination that there be no change
to the Cabin Crew Ratio in this country, retain the current 1:36, and cancel existing
exemptions.

To even consider reducing the cabin crew ratio, in particular, removing a trained crew
member from a primary floor level exit door, not factoring in the absence of regulated
duty hour limitations and rest times and allowing individual airline operators to ‘self
manage’ safety management systems for cabin crew is an accident waiting to happen.

To assure the Australian public that their safety and security will not be compromised,
CASA should not revisit the matter until an evidence based argument can be presented
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that determines OVERALL safety and security standards are not reduced by reducing the
number of trained crew members on board aircraft in Australia.

Less Cabin Crew + Increased Duty Hours + Decreased Rest Times = Less Safety And
Security For The Travelling Public
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Annexure A

Version: 29/03

The Case for 1:36 Cabin Aftendant/Passenger Ratio
Introduction

The following document is in response to NPRM 9809RP which outlines a proposal
to adopt the European standard in relation to the number of cabin crew carried.
The intention being to discard the current Australian CAQ 20.16.3.6 which
requires ™ at least one cabin attendant for each unit of thirty-six passengers or
part thereof” and replace it with JAR-OPS Subpart O which requires one cabin
crew for every 50 passenger seats.

Regulatory Review Process

At the commencement of the regulatory review process CASA established
Technical Committees and Project Teams to allow consultation with individuals in
industry who have expertise or interest in a particular technical subject area.
Although the Cabin Safety/Carriage of Persons project team recommended
retention of the status quo in answer to the proposed 1:50 cabin crew/ passenger
ratio, the following response was given:

“this recommendation does not accord with the CASA Board policy of
implementing regulations which ensure the lowest possible cost while resulting in
proven levels of safety”

Considering the proposal for change has come from within CASA, where ig the
justification for the change and where is the evidence showing that it will not
impact on the level of safety currently maintained under the 1:36 requirement?
It is acknowledged that the requirement for harmonisation is listed as cne of the
regulatory criteria’s, but is this to be achieved at any cost?

It is also recognised that most regulatory authorities are working towards
harmonisation wherever possible, but it is also true that many differences still
exist. As a country with a reputable safety record, it is hecessary to ensure that
we do not fall into the trap of “harmenising for harmonisation sake”. Where a
valid argument for maintaining current Australian safety standards can be made,
taking into consideration the equivalent foreign regulations, the Australian
regulatory body has a duty to the travelling public to ensure that standard is
maintained. Australia and CASA should not rely on overseas regulatory bodies to
set the standard - we should be as proactive as any in the development of
standards to further enhance aviation safety.

Other regulatory criteria outlined by CASA for guidance in the Reguiatory Review
process clearly recognises the safety emphasis:

Regulations must be focused on safety:

The first Regulatory Criteria as stipulated by CASA states “"Regulations must be
focused on safety” and “"CASA's first priority is the protection of fare paying
passengers”. The propasal for the flight attendant/passenger ratio to be changed
to 1:50 does not satisfy the critericn.



Submission 010
Annexure B Date received: 12/04/2011

A AUSTRALIA &
PP

Federal Member for Batman
Shadow Minister for Regional Development,
Transport, Infrastructure and Tourism

MEDIA RELEASE

i l
2 June 2003

ANDERSON BACK ON TRACK ON CREW NUMBERS, BUT
STILL IN DENIAL ABOUT REGIONAL SECURITY

Labor welcomes the Minister for Transport belated agreement to rule out any
reduction in flight crew numbers, but he is still in dangerous denial on
security at our regional airports.

A reduction in the crew to passenger ratio should never have entertained in
the first place. The shocking events of last week and the important safety
and security role of the crew drove this point home.

While the Minister has answered our call on flight attendant numbers, he
roundly rejected Labor's call to spend the Ansett Ticket Levy surplus to
improve aviation security in regional Australia.

Senate Estimates revealed last week that the Government has collected at
least $240.2 million from the Ansett ticket levy. The Minister won't dump this
tax although not one more cent will go to Ansett workers entitlements.

Airports like Burnie, Albury, Port Macquarie, Gove, Tamworth and Devonport
still have no passenger screening, despite tens of thousands of travellers
passing through each of these airports each year.

Aviation security is an issue for all airline passengers, not just those who
travel between the capital cities.

Regional Australians deserve better freatment.

For further information:
Blythe Hamilton 02 6277 4753 or 0407 099 104
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Furcar Artenpants AssociaTion oF AUSTRALIA
m

Domestic/Regional Division
18/538 Gardeners Road, Alexandria NSW 2015 Ph: (02) 9669 5366, Fax: {02) 9609 5388
Email: info@faradomestic.org.an

28 August 2007

The Hon Mark Vaile MP

Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Transport and Regioncl Servicas
PO Box 6022

House of Representatives

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Dear Minister,

Re: CASA Disallowable instrument approvals 321/06, 172/07 and 222/07

I am writing to you regarding recent approvals given to Austraian operators by the Civil
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA), which permit a reduction of the number of cabin crew
members on board certain Australian aifine fransport category gircraft.

As the professiondl Association representing Australian cabin crew, the FAAA believes this
issue to be a matter of considerable importance that clearly has the potential to impact
upon the safety of the fare paying traveling public and their cenfidence in the
appropriate regulatory oversight. As a consequence, we wish to bring to your urgent
attention grave concems this Associaticn holds in relation 1o both the basis upon which
these approvals have been provided and the legislative process CASA has utilised in
granting them. :

Inregard to the first matter {the unsound technical basis of these approvals) you will
recall that the issue of crew numbers was fully examined in 2002 - 2003 as part of Notice
of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) 0211 OS. At ihat time the no safety case was provided
to support changing the current Australfian ratio of 1 {one} cabin crew member per each
36 passengers fo the lower international minimum standard of 1 {one) crew member per
each 50 passenger seats. This change from Australia's world's-best-practice to a globat
minimum standard was apparently being sought by some operators on the basis of
efficiency gains and commercial considerations.

NPRM 0211 OS recognised the importance of the cabin crew as members of an
integrated operational safety team and the subsequent reliance of flight crew upon
them to conduct numerous safety critical fasks. NPRM 0211 OS therefore proposed to
significantly increase many of the regulatory requirements of cabin crew emergency
fraining and associated operational requirements, and conducied a full safety analysis

Jo-Ann Davidsen, Divisional Secretary
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Comparative Table
Minimum Standards
Domestic Operations - Duty Hour Limitations, Rest Times

DA Flight Attendants (Domestic Airlines) Award 1999

Modern Award Aircraft Cabin Crew Award 2010

Daily Maximum Hours

DA Award Modern Award INCREASE
Planned 9 hours 12 hours* 33% Increase
Unplanned 12 hours 15 hours 25% Increase

* Daily maximum hours can increase to 14 hours (planned) and 16 hours (unplanned) in circumstances
where a Flight Attendant does a combination of non — flying duties and flying duties.

Monthly Maximum Hours

DA Award Modern Award INCREASE
Planned 120 hours 144 hours 20% Increase
Unplanned 140 hours* NO CAP** % Infinity Increase

* Under the Flight Attendants (Domestic Airlines) Award 1999 there a limited exceptions to this cap,
including voluntary swap of rostered duties.
** The Modern Award states ‘reasonable additional hours’

REST AFTER A DUTY OF 8 HOURS OR LESS - AT HOME

DA Award Modern Award
Planned 12 hours 12 hours
Unplanned 10 hours* 10 hours

* By agreement between the Cabin Crew member and employer only

REST AFTER A DUTY OF MORE THAN 8 HOURS BUT LESS THAN 14 HOURS- AT

HOME

DA Award Modern Award
Planned 15 hours 12 hours 20% decrease
Unplanned 12 hours 10 hours 16.4% decrease

REST AFTER A DUTY OF MORE THAN 8 HOURS BUT LESS THAN 14 HOURS - ON AN

OVERNIGHT
DA Award Modern Award
Planned — At a Flight
Attendant base 12 hours 12 hours
Planned — a port where
flight attendants are not
based 10 hours* 10 hours

* |f a Flight Attendant received less than 12 hours rest, then the following day will be limited to 6 hours
unless: a Flight Attendant is returning to permanent base or no replacement crew are available

REST AFTER A DUTY OF MORE THAN 14 HOURS 1 MINUTES BUT LESS THAN 24

HOURS

DA Award Modern Award
Planned N/A* Equal to duty hours
Unplanned N/A 12 hours

* Under the Flight Attendants (Domestic Airlines) Award 1999 a Flight Attendant can not work more
than 12 hours and therefore there is no provision for rest in these circumstances
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Review of Aviation Security in Australia

Comments by the Flight Attendants’ Association of Australia
on the Cabin Crew Perspective of Australian Aviation Security

introduction and Background

The Flight Attendants' Associalion of Australia [FAAA) Is The body representing the
targest single professional group within Australion air fronsport. Inrepresanting this
group the Assoclation believes iis role in relation to safety and security issuas is mos!

properly that of an independent quality control mechanism.

The FAAA contends ihal in contrast to the service orientoled focus of oirline
rmarkeling. the aviation rele performed by cabin crew is best characterised as thaot of
aviation sotely and securify professional. This mandated safety and security role is

made explicit within the Annexes to the Convention on Intemational Civil Aviation.

Annex 6 (chapier 12) states that cabin crew are “required on board an aircraft o
effect g safe and expeditious evacuation of the aeroplane and o perform the
necessary functions in an emergency or in a situalion requiring emergency
evacuation.” The security functions and obligations of cabin crew are further
detailed in Chapter 13 of Annex 4. which requires that they be trained 1o *minimise
the consequences of acts of unfawful interference” and to .. .contribufe io the

prevention of acts of sabotoge or ofther farms of unlawful inferference.”

In recognition of hesé obligotions ICAO Annex 2 specifically identifies cabin crew as
a 'safety-sensitive’ group. This primacy of safety ond securily is further reflected within
ICAQ's documentotion such as the Cabin Crew Safety Training Manudl, which sictes
that “cabin crew fraining is about safety ...their duties and responsibilities in air

fransport operation are safefy related and their iraining should cleary reflect fhis”.

Review of Aviation Security in Australia 2 2 September 2003
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Considering thal the number of flight deck crew has been reduced lo two memlbers
within the majority of the world's air fransport category arcraft, while the size and
capacity of ihe modern qircraft cabin has simulfangously continued lo grow — and
that the cockpit door is now permanenily locked — the cabin crew role has clearly
evolved o higher levels of individual responsibility for safety and securily oufcomes.
Within the modern avialion system cabin crew are now vital members of an

infegrated operational safety ond securily feam.

The primacy of the cabin crew safely and securily role has been confimed oy the
U.S. the House of Reprasentatives. A House Subcommitiee inquiry into Alrcrait Cabin

Safely Stafling Standards concluded that:

“Clearly, sofety is the one ond only reason flight aftendants are
necessary on passenger carying aircraft, not fo be wgiters and
wailresses. These service ospects of fight attendants’
responsibilities are simply o fecture odded by air carriers for the

convenience of passengers.”

The Assaciation is therefore firmly of the view that cobin crew are pnmary participants
who should be corsidered necessory and valuakle consultation partners in the
develocpment of aviation securily provisions, legislation and regulations. Although
incidents such as the GF 1737 alleged hijock oftempt on 29 May 2003 clearly
demonsirated the critical safety and securiiy cole of cabin crew. aidines and
Government have jor many years appeared reluctant ic explicitly declare the
prmacy of crew mermbers’ sofely and security obligafions over cuslomer service

dulies.

1. Aviation Security Consultation Issues

Aviation workers such as cobin crew are major siokeholders in their indusiry and their
lives are as much af risk as those of passengers in the evenl of accidents, incidents,
and uniawful intesference. Cabin crew members cary a heovy responsibility for the
performance of their safety and security duties and ine lives of passengers may lie
direcily within their hands. These responsibiliies must be matched to meaningful

consulfalicn  rights.
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Recognising the right of aviotion employees to be independently consulted ond to
comment upon security requirements would significantly enhance a systern of checks
and bafances. In this contexi cabin crew are port of an essential quality control
process and hove a direct and personal interest in the security of the air trarsport
induslry. Such checks and batances help ensure that safety and security concermns

remain af the centre of aviation decision-making.

The FAAA agrees with the inclusive sentiment expressed within the Joint Commiliee
Chairman’s comment that *... All componenis of the aviation indusiry have o part fo
play in aviaticn security, including check-in staff. screening sialf, boggage handiers,
the airlines, the airports, and the regulaiors ond security staff.” This senfiment is also
Clearly reflected within the Transpor! and Regional Services Minisler's second reading
speech to padicment for the Aviation Transport Securty Bill (2003) that “The ... 8il
recognises fhe responsibiliies of ofi aviation securty parlicipants, from fhe lorgest
airport operator down io the ordinary passenger. We must all be involved in aviation

security.”

The FAAA concurs complately with these views, howeaver despite such rhetoric we do
not fo vet see thelr spirit or intent actually reflecied in the consuliative orongements
of Govemment or industry in relation fo the development of aviation securily
provisions, tegislation or regulofions. For example, the Aviafion Transpar Security Bl
{2003} ond Consequential Amendments, was developed without any consuliation
with cabin crew, despite their specialist knowledge of the cabin operaling
environment and the inlimate invelvernant they will have in applying, and being

subject to, the legislation's secuiity requirements.

in regard to the consultation airlines believe is appropriate with the aviation warkers
whao will implement security provisions, the FAAA notes that the submission by Qanias
to the Joint Commitiee contains mulfiple references for the need for Government to
consult with industry. However, the only recognition the atrline provides on the role to
be played by cabin crew in developing Australia’s oviation security framework is the
obligation for unions and staff associations fo encourage full complicnce by their

members with oll aviation security regulations and recuirements.

The FAAA does indeed encourage its members to comply fully with aviglion security
regulalions and requiremenits; however as aviation professionals and the end users of
security provisions the proper role of cabin crew is far wider than this single dimension.

In the post September 11 environment aviation workers can no longer simply be
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directed 1o comply wilh secunily instuctions: they must now be accepted as key
siokeholders ond be actively encouraged io fully confribute. Meaningful

consullation is the only way to elicit the full contibbution of alt system participants.

2. Impact of Commercial Factors on Aviation Security Qutcomes

The FAAA believes thal within the current increasingly deregulated nationat and
intemafional aviation environment commercial factors are steadily gaining primacy
over operational safety and security, Inresponse to commercial pressure air carrers
are placing a higher priority than ever before on the need for differeniiation of the
ailine product. An organisational response io this need can be seen in the shift of
responsibility for the operational control of cabin crew within Qanias frony the Hlignt
operctions department o the marketing deportment. Considenng that cabin crew
are primary oviation personne! the FAAA's view is that the safety and security
consequences of such organisalional changes are not olways positive. Within the
airfing environment control of cabin operations should be relained as a core flight

operations department respansibilify.

The safety and security issues arising from high levels of competition within the i
fransport industry are especially acute for cobin operaiions as qirfines and aircraft
rmanufacturers now simultaneously seek fo introduce product innovation and new
features into the possenger calbin far more guickly than in any other areq of aviation.
The Association’s experience is that cabin design and cusiomer sarvice initiatives '

often have important impiications for aircroft safety and security.

In response. new secwily requirements often need to be deveioped as hazards which
may afise from preduct innovalions may not be odequalely addressed within the
existing aviation regulctory framework. However, the governmeni's lack of
recognition of the primary status of cabin crew has not to date fociitoted a
coorginated response to such potential security risks. For example, despite the
unguestioned relalionship between cabin operations and safety and security
outcomes there are still no cabin safety specialisis within the standards branch of the
Civil Aviation Safety Authority {CASA]. Within CASA cabin specialisis are confined 1o
the compliance divisicn. Additionally, the Aviation Sdfefy Forum {ASF), sef up by the
Government fo provide strategic advice to the CASA board, does not.have ¢

member with specialist cabin safety expertise.
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The FAAA suggests that o clear exampie of the impact of commercial foctors upon
operational safety, and of the results of this type of Govemment salety and security
policy vagueness, can be seen in the current Qanics propesal 1o install self service
bar units within their Longhaul aircraft fleet. The FAAA is sirongly of the view that the
aciive promotion of passenger self service of alcobol is inappropriote within ihe
securily sensifive aircraft environment and thot evidence before the Association
clearly suggests that access to cleohe! onbeard oircraft should, in fact, be reduced
rather than increased. The Qantas marketing department on the other hand., says
that the bar will provide a stylish environment where customers can choose 1o
socialise or where they can pour themselvaes an agicoholic diink, while an arlicle in the
Australion newspaper's tfravel seclion on 29 August reports that 'the business class
cobins will also have stand-up bars for guests wishing to induige in o liftle mite-high

networking.'

The Associclion believes that the security of the aircrafi, its passengers and crew
would be impacied shouid passengers be permilted, and indeed encouraged
through such promotionat activilies, to freely serve ond access clcohal on on aircroft
in flighi. The FAAA contends that in line with longsianding US and Canodian lows,
and proposed Australian Civil Aviation Safety Regulations {CASR). alcohol must orily
be comsumzd on an alrcraft if the beverage hos been direclly served by a cabin
crew membear, Only in this way can an aircraft's crew maintain direct and positive

control of ¢ cleorly identified security risk factor.

3. Security Screening Provisions

The FAAA believes that all persons accessing an arcrell and the airside areas must
be fully and posifively security screened. The Asscciation does nol believe that
current screening provisions applied to support staff such as cleaning ond catering
personnel are sufficien!. Screening requirements should apply equally to support
ground staff os they currently do to all cir crew members. Any person who has
access to an arcrait after it has been security checked by its cperating crew and

declared sterfle must be subjected to this leval of securily clearance.
The Association remains concermed that passengers are permitfed fo corry on fo
aircraft containers of liquid. such as bottles of mineral water. Should. for example, o

one litre bottle contain an accelerant rather woier we are advised that an gircraft

Review of Aviatien Security In Australia . 2 September 2003
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could be destroyed if this matenal was ignited as the subseguent fire would be
extremely difficult, if not impassibie io control. Security siaff should therefore remove

such items from passengers or confirm their cantents as o stondaord screening oction.

The Association s concerned that not all cirports, for example Mi. Hotham. bave
security screening facilities. In such regional locations passengers are screened when
they disembark at a major airport, however, because they are already oirside and

may have ongoing connections this represents a serous securnty concearm.

4, Biometric Technology

Qanlas Infermational cabin crew are currenily ulilising the biometic Smartgote syslem
for customs clearcnce of Sydney internctional ierminal. The FAAA's Intermnational
Division was consulted during the deveiopment and implementalion siages of the
program and was subsequently provided with an cpportunify 1o add value to the
system and to encaurage the Association’s cobin crew membership to pairficipate in
its tricl. As a direct consequence of their unien’s endorsement over 96% of cabin
crew have enrolled in tha projec] and are enfhusiastic and comicriable with the use

of this technology.

The FAAA's International Division therefore supports the implementation of biometric
technologies, however, ihe Asscciation's preference is for the facial recognition

methodology. Cabin crew find faciol recognition lass physically invasive, which is an
imporiani issue when considerng the repeated expasure of cobin crew 1o it and the

use of such devices in an environment such as the SARS crisis.

The Associclion notes the potential for serious privacy concerns in relation o the
ulilisation of biometric technelogy. In this respect the inclusion of g privacy
commissioner on the Cusioms Service slaff is a welcome response 1o such concerns.
The FAAA reitercies fhe strong need o continue 1o consuli with labour stakehalders

an issues such as privacy as biomebic systems are evolved.

Aviction workers are clearly prepared o play their part in the development of such
worlds best security systems such as Smartgate. However, the Associction highlighfs
ihat the evolution of such systems are an infrastructure issue {o which the
Commonwealth should contribute appropricie funding as they directly facilifate the

safety of air transporl and provide a vital additional layer of aviation security.
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5. Minimum Safety and Security Competency Standards

in response 10 the increased securty obligations ond responsibilities of cabin Crew on
1CA0 working group is currently rewriting the ICAO Cabin Crew Training Monual in
order io incorporate 1he wider security responsibilities contained within the ICAQ
nManuai on ihe Implementation of the Security Provisions of Annex & {Doc 9811 AN 746

Reshicted).

ICAO therefore clearly accepts the increased security role of cabin crew within the
post September 11 avialion environment. Additionally, as indicoted previously. ICAD
identifies cobin crew as a ‘sately sensitive' group. However, of the four groups
broadly deiined os safety sensilive [pilots. ATC, LAMEs and Cabin crew| the only
group noi required to demonstrate their sofely and security proficiency o an

intermnotionally agreed minimum siandard is cabin crew,

As a consequence of the crifical scfety ond security noture of the cabin crew role the
FAAA believes that evaluation of such minimum internalional competency standards
should be undertaken by ICAQ. The Association naies that the issue of cabin crew
licensing is ot an advanced stage internationally and is currently being currertly
before the US Congrass and House ol Representatives and being evoluated by the
European Jainl Aviglion Authority. The FAAA requesis that Austration Government
support ihe crection of an ICAQ working group 10 investigote the issues relating to
the development of an internationally standardised system of cabin crew licensing,

under ICAG oversight.

6. Unruly/Disruptive Passenger Behaviour

o) The FAAA finds that the service levels thot cirine markeling programs promoie
are increasingly difficult for cobin crew 1o actually deliver due to the
inferrelationship between expanded product levels, maximised passenger
configurations and the utilisation of minium crewing levels. Polential service
snortfall and misclignment between the expectations of customers and the
level of service cabin crew are able to consistently deliver may result in a level
of customer dissafisiaction thol increases the potential for unruly/disruptive

passenger behaviour,
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b] The frend fowards minimum crew complemenis has mpaoriant imghications Tor
aviolion safety and security. Due to minimum crew numbers and expanded
cabin service requirements all crew members may be farword of ihe wing
during bar and meal service resulting in significantly reduced safety andt
security oversight of passengers in the rear of sections of an aircraft (for
example. in the afi galley of aircraff such as the B767) at these limes. The
Association has received numerous securlity reports of crew returing o the
reqr galley 1o find passengers standing there smoking or dozens of discarded
mecl irays (over 40 in one instance) across the floor end wedged in every
ovailable space. On anothar reported occasion crew returned to find a

passenger unconscious on the floor of the rear galiey.

¢) The FAAA, through close consuliafion with the International Transpart Workers'
Federation (ITF), contributed 1o the ICAO working group's development of
guidance material on the fegal aspects of unruly/disruplive passenger
behaviour, which concerned national legislolion an cerain offences
commitied on board civil aircraft. The 33¢ 1ICAO General Assembly

unanimously adopted this model legisiation in Resoiution A33-4.

The FAAA fully supports KCAQ Resolution A33-4 and the ossocioted guidance
moterial, which facilitates its implementation. This Association notes ihai the
model legislaticn contained within the guidance materiol clearly defines o
nierarchy of certain offences commitied on board civil aireraft. which ploces
assault and other acts of interference agdainst a crew member as the mos!

serious offence.

The FAAA considers Australia to be a warld-leader in terms of domestic
legisiation and pelicy refating to unruly/disruptive behaviour. However, we
remain concerned with the jusisdictional issues which may arise in refalion 1o
offences commiited on board internationat aircraft within Australion aispoce

or anboord an Australion aircraft transiting/arriving in foreign Skates.
For these reasons the FAAA strongly urges the Australion Governmeni exomine

in detoll ihe Resolution's guidance material, to implement Resolution A33-4

and to influence other Stales to also do se.
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7. Funding of Aviation Security Infrastructure

The FAAA agreas with the points raised by the Qantas submission that the funding for
aviation security programs should reflect the division of responsibilities for the
implementation of aviation security and that this should guide the distribution of the

associated security costs.

The FAAA is strongly of the view that the provision of aviation security is an issue of
infrasiruciure provision that is primarily @ matter for funding by the Commonwealth. in
this respect the Association notes that the activilies of terrorisis are not generally
direcily associaied with service provision dissatisfoction, but rother ore directed

iowards air fransport assets in response 1o Govermnment policy.

8. ASO Program

The FAAA supports the ASO program. The Associotion's view is that ASOs provide o
valuabie additionat layer of security ond are an asset onboard Australian registered
circraft.  This view is reinforced by the current locked flight deck door policy which
may require cabin crew {o protect passengears with their lives. Within such extreme
circumstances the possible assistance of an ASO would be o ¢ritical actual benefit or

a potentialy potent deterreni.

The Association has had close consultative links with the ASO program and found this
to be a vaiuable opportunity to add value to the program's culcames. The FAAA
does howsver consider that an aircraft's opercting oircrew must clearly retain the
primary responsibility for the conduct of fight, the functions which faciliicte the
confrol passengers and of fhe factors contributing to safety on board an gircraft in
flight. These obiigotions are made explicit in the ICAG Annexes and rmust not be

diminished or assigned to other groups outside of the operating aircrew.

9. Chemical and Biological incident on Aircraft in Flight

The FAAA notes the concern of the CSIRO in relation fo the release of biological
agents on-board an aircraft that could contominate large number of travelers. The
Association drows the Committees attention to our concerns regarding the
adequacy of current mechanisms to address the discovery of Biological or chemicat

substances within on aircroft in flight. The Association does not believe it is
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appropdaie 1o discuss further operalional securily issuesin the public domain,
however we would be happy to discuss this portion of our evidence in-camera with

the Committee.

10. Civil Aviation Legisiation Amendment (Mutual Recognition
with New Zealand and Other Matters} Bill 2003.

The Civil Aviation Legisiafion Amendment (Mutual Recognifion with New Zeclond and
Other Matters} Bili 2003 has been presented to Padiament for consideration. A similar
Bill miraring the New Zeciond component of this agreerment is currently before the

New lealand Paicment.

The Bil provides for mutual recognifion of aviation related certification belween
Ausiratia and New Zecland [beginning with Air Operator Certificafion [A0CT) on
behalf of air ronspord carmiers operaling pursuant to Single Aviation Market [SAM)
arrangements. The principle underpinaing this Bill is Ihe Government coniention thal
ihe Austrafion and New Zealand aviation systems, while ulilising different processes,

offer equivelent total safety and securily outcomaes.

The Flight Altendant’s Association of Austrolia coes nol ogree with this view or with

the basis upon whichil has been determined.

The evidence before this Association cleady indicates that in key operational areas
the New lealand regulatory compliance framework provides for a lower level of
mandoted safety and security hazard mitigotion than does Austialicon law. For
exomple. New lealend registered aircrafi are permitted ta operate with less than |
crew member per fioor level exit and utiise a minimum crew/pax rathio that is not enty
inferior Ausiralion reguirements, but to US, EU and Canadian low as well. The FAAA
believes that the fundamental premise of equalised total safety ond security
oulcomes between ihe Australion ond New lealand aviation syslems is involid ond ¢

distortion of the concepl of safely equivalence.

The FAAA understands thal New Zealand law does not permit the carriage of armed
Air Security QOfficers (AS0s). The Government contends that the non-deployment
of ASOs by New Zealand does not lead to the conclusien that Air New Zealand
has an inadequate aviation security program for their operations in Australia,
however the FAAA does not accept 1his response.  The New Zealand Government
is not a high leve! karget as Prof, Clive Williams of ANU has publicly identified
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Qantas and Australia. The New Zealand Government has therefore not been
required to apply the same level of security planning and oversight to jts nationa!
aircraft. The Association believes the non carriage of ASOs on MNew Zealand
recistered aircraft operating within Australia would be reasonably expected to

represent a softer target for terrorist actions.

FAAA Recommendations

In relation to aviation security within the Australian air iransporf system the FAAA
makes the following recommendations to the Government and the Joint Committes

of Public Accounts and Audlii:

o The Govemment expliciity recognise Ihe crifical safely and security based
nalure of the calbin crew role and the evolving higher levels of safely ond

securly respansibility of cabin crew members;

o The Governmeni exphicilly recognise the stalus of cobin crew as primary
aviation parlicipanis and necessary consultalion partners in the development

of aviation security pravisions, legislation and regulaiions:

o The Govemnment recognise the impact of commercial factors on the ability of
cobin crew to effectively perform iheir mandaied safely and security
responsibilifies and provide legisiative and regulatory support for the conduct

of these critical duties,

o The Govemment ensure that alt persons with Geeess to an aircraft ond airside

areas be screened to the same siaondard as an aircraft’s operating crew;
o The Government commil to fund ihe continued development of biometric

technologies and o ensure the concerns of aviation labour stakeholders and

addressed within the development process of such fechnologies;
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¢ The Government suppoert the evaluciion by ICAC of internationally agreed
minimum standards of cabin crew safety and seculy competence through

the development of o cabin crew licensing regime;

o The Govemment octively suppart, ond encourage implementation where

neceassary, ICAO's Resolution A33-4:

s}

Govemment commit to fund aviction security infrastructure where the division
of security resporsibilities indicates thal the Commonwealih hos caricge of

his responsibiliiy;

c The Government not permit the impeortation of inferior foreign safely and
securily standards and require Ihat ol aircraft operating within Australia

comply wiin Austrolian safety and security standards.

—000—
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Review of Aviation Security in Australia

Updated Comments by the Flight Attendants® Association of
Australia on the Cabin Crew Perspective of Australian Aviation
Security

Background

The FAAA reintagrates the points raised previously within cur submission to the Joint
Statutory Committee of Public Accounts and Audit (2 September 2003) and again
highlights the vitdl safety and security basis of the cabin crew role,

The FAAA contends that white customer service duties form an important component of
the modern cabin crew role, its prifncry nature is best characterised as that of aviation
safely and security professional. The reduction of the airline flight deck crew to two
members onh the maijority of the worid’s air transport category aircraft, while the size and
capacity of the dircraft cabin continues to grow. has increcsed the vital role of cabin
crew as members of an integrated operational safety and secudty team.

The safety and security functions and obligations of cabin crew are clearly detailed
within the Conventicn on Infernational Civil Aviation!, which requires that cabin crew
members be trained to “minimise the conseguences of acts of vnlowfu interference™
and to “...contribute to the prevention of acfs of sabofage or other forms of unlawful
interference.” In recognition of these obligafions Annex 2 to the Convention specifically
idenfifies cabin crew as a ‘sofety-sensifive’ group?

This primacy of safety and securify is further reflected within the ICAQ Cabin Crew Safety
Training Manual, which states that "cabin crew training is aboui safety .. their dufies and
responsibilities in gir transport operofion are safety relaoted and their training should
clearly reflect this'.

nternational Civil Aviction Organisation, { 2001). Annex 6 to the Convention on International Civil
Aviation. International Standards and Recommended Practice - Operation of Aircraff, Part 1:
Internationa Commercial Alr Trarsport — Aeroplanes [eighth ecition). ICAQ, Montreal: Canada.

2 Intemational Civil Aviation Organisation, {1990}, Annex 2 to the Conventicn on intermational Civil
Aviation, Infernational Standards and Recommended Practice - Rules of the Air (ninth edition}.
ICAQ, Montreal: Canada.

1ntemational Civis Aviation Organisation, {1926). Cabin Aitendants Safety Training Manuck [second
edition). Doc 7192-AN/857 Part E1. ICAO, Montreal: Canada.

ICPAA Review of Aviation Security in Australic 20 July 2005
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1. With respect to Recommendation 5 of the Review of Aviation Security in Australia
(Report 400), the FAAA wholly concurs with the necessarily to create a robust
security culture that seeks to elicit the full participation of all aviation personnel.

2. The key to elicifing the inclusive senfiment required fo create a robust security
culture is, however, the full consultation and inclusion of dll stakeholders -
including cabin crew. The FAAA believes that the efficiency of this process is
hindered by the lack of a formal mechanism for the representatives of cabin
crew members to lidise with the Department of Transport and Regicnal Services
{DoTaRS). Since the Committee's report was published ne such formcid
consultation has taken place.

3. Cabin crew will always inform the relevant reguiator or operator of any security
concem of which they become aware, however, format consuttation between
this association and DoTaRS may be an important cid to this process.

4. As human operators such as cabin crew members are fundamentally the most
flexible and valugble components of any complex socio-technical aviation
system the FAAA again highlights the value of eliciting the full contribution of
cabin crew members toward developing a robust security culture.

5. Cabin crew members represent a vital quality control mechanism within the
Australian aviation securnty systermn. Cabin crew are intimately familiar with the
dgircraft cabin environment and as such will quickly recognise any security
anomaly.

4. Inan airbome securily incident it is the cabin crew who carry the responsibility for
direct action to neutralise a cabin security incident. The lives of passengers may
therefore lie directly within the hands of cabin crew in both the safety and
securify contexts.

7. As cabin crew members are not responsible for the design or oversight of aviation
security systems they are not required o defend the efficiency and utility of such
systems. The FAAA is therefore in the position of being able to simply inform the
Committee as to whether, from the user's perspective, the aviation security
system is functioning adequatetly.

—0Q o~

JCPAA Review of Aviafion Security in Australia 20 July 2005
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of the appropiate crew rafio for inclusion within the new Civil Aviation Safety Regulation
(CASR) Part 121A.

At that time those seeking to have the international minimum crewing standard adopied
criticised the higher australian requirement as having been initially adopted con the basis
of an uncrifical acceptance of an eary dircrait configuration. While this may indeed
have been so, this argument is beside the point; the safety case supporting the Australian
cabin crew standard is cenfred on almost 50 years of demonstrated safety outcomes.
The safety of the crew regulafion has been proved—how it was first determined is
irelevant. Nevertheleass, this anecdotal crificism contfinues to be the main basis upon
which the [commerciclly motivated] reduction of Australian cabin crew numbers is
proposed.

In sulbmissions to NPRM 0211 QOS, the FAAA and other stakeholders provided detailed
evidence of the higher levels of demonstated safety of the existing Australian regulation
in crifical areas such as crew member redundancy, secuity oversight and emergancy
evacuation efficiency. This evidence Included research conducted by the Greenwich
University's School of Numerical Processing (Fire Safely Research Group} confimming thai
higher crew numbers provided for safer emergency evacuations. Ongoing research
since conducted by the university's Fire Safety Research Group, utilising a more
advanced database, continues to support this conclusion.

As a consaguence of the NPRM 0211 OS analysis and review, Minister Anderson advised
Pariament on 2 June 2003 that the Australian cabin crew ratio regulations would not be
changed. This declaration was firmly supported by the Opposifion and Minor Parties. 1
was clearly the will of Parliament that the safer Australian cabin crew to passenger ratio
be retained.

However, despite the NRPM 0211 OS safety review, and parliament's subsequent
decision 1o relain the Ausiralian cabin crew ratio , CASA appears fo have recently
bowed to commercial pressure and approved operafions utiising less crew members {on
particular aircraft) than the low requires. As the aircraft types covered by these
approvdais (Boeing 8737-800 & Alrbus A320} constifute alarge portion of Austrdlia’s airline
fleet, this reguiatory action by CASA has significantly undemined both the decision of
the pardiament and the maintenance of the higher Australian standard. [ is difficult fo
see how the unciritical basis of this approval cannot be exploited to demand that it flow
on o all other Australian airline fransport category dircrait.

Considering the public importance of thisissue, the FAAA Is alammed that CASA’s
consideration these approvals was conducted in absolute secrecy [between the
applicant and CASA,] with no consulfation with any stakeholders such as the FAAA or
the CASA/Industry Standard Consulfative Commitiee [SCC). Al no fime was CASA's
consideration of this matter notified on the CASA website orin any way flugged publicly.
Due to this secrecy the FAAA had no reasonable prospect of becoming aware of that
CASA was considering reducing crew numbers or, subsequently, that approval 321/04
had been placed beiore padiament as a disallowable insfrument. As a consequence,
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the public (including this Association) was only advised of this matter once it had
complefed the paliomentary disallowance process and was subsequently published on
the CASA website. Unfortunately, the horse had diready bolted.

This inappropriate secrecy and complete lack of transparency was purposely ufilised by
CASA despite the regulator being well aware of the conientious nature of this issue, its
importance and the very high level of debate that occurred during the NPRM 0211 OS
review of crew numbers. This reflects very poory on CASA (and subsequently, if not
addressed, upon the govemment) and should be considered unacceptable regulatory
action in an advanced democracy such as Australic.

As a conseguence of their being no external specialist input, the FAAA believes that
these approvals have been granted on an unsound basis that places efficiency gains for
airlines and commercial imperative ahead of public safety. The FAAA highlights that it is
human system operators such as cabin crew that are fundameniclly the most valuable
and flexible safety components of any complex socio-technical system such aviation. As
the aviation industry seeks to minimise cost by e infroduction of minimum standards in
many operafional areas, criticdl safety and security oversight by professional crew
members must not dlso be simultaneously reduced.

The approvals granted by CASA acknowledge, and aitempt fo retain. this critical human
safety element by [the approval’s requirement for] mandatory co-cption of passengers
to conduct frained crew member functions ot overwing aircraft exits. This forced
reliance/co-option of passengers is manifestly inappropriate, CASA apparently believes
that simply providing @ 30 second briefing to a passenger on how to open an
emergency exit will provide an equivalent level of safety fo having sufficient numbbers of
frained crew members present to control exits and manage the evacuation. This could
not be further from the truth and actudlly reduces rather than enhances safety—the
crilical requirement is not when/how fo open an exit but rather when NOT o open an
exit. Opening an exit into fire will kill all passengers in that focation; this critical assessment
can only be reliably made in an emergency situation by a frained professicnal crew
member,

Another technical factor of the CASA approvals which is of grave concern to the FAAA s
that they do notrefer to jor appear to have considered) the vitat issue of crew member
redundancy. The Greenwich University study cited above found that crew members are
likely to be incapacitaled in as many as 44% of aircraft accidenis and therefore to play
no role in the subsequent evacuafion. In addressing this factor the Australian crew ratio
was demonstrated by this sfudy as providing a higher level of crew member redundancy
and therefore a correspondingly higher level of safety.

Likewise, the CASA approvals do not mention {or appear to have considered} the critical
security funciions of crew members, Reducing security oversight of an dircraft by
reducing crew numbers is in fundamental contradiction of the general secuiity policy of
the Australian [and intemational] govemments and will have serious implicafions for
aircraft safety. As was seen in the Launceston incident, the ability of the crew to
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maintain control of an aircraftis crifical to the safety and survival of the passengers. The
relationship between the ability of the crew provide secunty oversight and the US 2/11
events needs no explanation. Why has CASA not considered this factor

Had CASA conducted appropnate consuliation with such specialist stakeholders as the
FAAA, technical issues such as evacuation efficiency, crew member redundancy and
effective security oversight would have been highlighted, resuling in a higher quality
decision that was more in the public interest. The regulator would then not have
exposed itself (and the government) to the perception of commercial bias and
inappropriate regulatory action. As you will be aware, thisis a charge thotis being
increasingly levelied at CASA.

However, the technical and commercial biases of CASA’s actions are not this
Association's only reservation. The FAAA also has grave concemns regarding CASA's
compliance with its obligations under the Legislative Instruments Act (LSA) 2003. Part 3 of
the LSA also requires CASA fo consult on the use of Disallowable Instruments, however, as
noted above, CASA did not seek the submission of the FAAA as required under Sacion 3
{17} (3) of the Act and therefore has not met this important legidative obligation.
Similarly, none of the provisions of Section 3 (18) (2) of the Act, defailling when
consultation is unnecessary or inappropriate, exist fo obviate the need for CASA to have
consulted in relation fo these approvals.

Additionally, the first approval [CASA 321/06) has notincluded a Consultation Statement
as required by Part 3 of the Act or detailed why consuitation was considered not
neceassary. Subsequent approvals {CASA 172/07 & CASA 222/07), which are cumently sfill
before the parioment for disallowance, do contain Consultation Statements; however,
there are several significant emrors. The Consuliafion Statemenis for CASA 172/07 and
222707 state that consubltation was not required as they are based on a pravious similar
approval {i.e. the inifial Virgin approval 321/06). This approval, which does not itself meet
ihe reguirements of the LSA, is therefore being ufilised as the basis for avoiding
consultation on-all subseguent approvals. The FAAA considers this fo be inappropriate
[legisiafive] action by CASA.

The consuliation statements inciuded within insfruments CASA172/07 and CASA 222/07
make the incomrect statement that the issue of crew numbers has not been reviewed for
47 years, indicaling that this was a contributory facter in supporting the granting of the
approvals. As Indicated above in the discussion of NPRM 0211 OS, thisis g false
stafement and provides no basis for supporting the CASA approval decision.

Pariament considers the issue of Regulators consulting on the development of
Disallowable Instruments to be so significant that the Senate Standing Committee on
Regulations and Ordinances has recently produced a report specifically on this issue.
The FAAA has reviewed this report {Interim Report 113) carefully and brings fo your
aftention that the Committee was highly critical of regulators not acting in accordance
with the consultation requirements of the Act [and in a manner exactly as CASA has
acted in relation fo these instruments]. The FAAA will be bringing the actions of CASA to
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the attenfion of the Commitiee and requesting that it reviews the appropriateness of
CASA’s actions with respect to these instruments.

The FAAA believes that CASA's actions in regard fo these approvals and disaliowalkle
instruments has significantly undermined the intentions of parlilament, the sustainable
basis for continuing Australia's curent world's-best-practice crew ratio regulations and
have not complied with the regulator's obligations under the Legislative Instruments Act.
Considering these facis we therefore request that you review the appropriateness of
Instruments CASA 321706, CASA 172/07 and CASA 222/07, and CASA’s aclions relating
thereto, as a matter of urgency.

The FAAA makes this request based on our strong concern that the inappropriate
regulatory and legisictive actions of CASA have, poientidlly, placed the safety of fare
paving passengers ot risk and undermined confidence in the government's regulatory
and legisiative actions.

Yours Sincerely,

Jé—Ann Davidson
Secretary, FAAA Domestic/Regional Divison
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Requlations should be based on risk management

“Level of regulation should take into account the risks inherent in an activity, the
control of individuals over those risks, and the likelihoed and consequences of an
accident oceurring”

There are numerous incident/accident investigations where the number and
actions of cabin attendants has influenced the success and speed of passenger
egress. Three well known examples are

¢ Air Canada CRJ Fredericton 16 December 1997
+« TWA Lockheed L1011 New York 30 July 1992
« Continental DC-10 Los Angeles 01 March 1978

The National Transport Safety Board (NTSB) has expressed concerns to the FAA
in the past over the reduction of the number of flight attendants through
exemption and proposed rule changes. The board stated that

1. “The Safety’s Board accident files are replete with examples of the importance
of the flight attendant role in emergency evacuations but, as the present
proposed rulemaking indicates, it has had little effect on the FAA”

and

2. “a program for the collection of appropriate supporting data is required before
rule changes can be supported, and such a program should also include a study
of flight attendant redundancy as a factor in ensuring availability of leadership in
emergency situations”

1. & 2. National Transportation Safety Board, Statement of James B King
{Chairman} Regarding Aircraft
Cabin Safety Staffing Standards

International Research

Cranfield University has conducted research into the contribution of cabin crew to
passenger egress in an emergency. The factors which affect the post crash
survival rate were broadly classified into four groups. One of those groups
termed “Procedural” included reference to the number of flight attendants. The
conclusions at the end of the research stated:

3. “The behaviour and number of fiight attendants significantly influences the
speed at which passengers are able to evacuate in an emergency.”

Further studies in computer modelling technigues which would assist in
identifying the effects of the number and positicning of cabin attendants in an
evacuation, is being conducted by Ed Galea at the University of Greenwich,
London. Decisions made in the past in relation to regulatory changes on cabin
crew compliments have been based on opinion rather than hard data.

Changes in Cabin Crew Duties and Responsibilities

The following summary of changes to the aviation industry highlights the need for
increased numbers of cabin crew
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« narrow-boedied to wide-bodied aircraft
Differences in procedures, including the increased complexity in cabin
surveillance and passenger management, and controlling two passenger
flows instead of one, are a result of the development of wide bodied
zircraft, The proposed regulations do not reflect this

e reduction in the number of flight deck crew
Developments in aircraft technology has introduced a reduction in the
number of flight crew required on the flight deck. The cabin attendant can
no longer rely on flight crew being able to assist in a cabin emergency

« longer routes and flight times
New aircraft types operating longer routes requires levels of alertness and
performance to be maintained for longer periods of time which reach, and
in some cases overstep physiological limits

3. Cranfield University, Professor Helen Muir PhD (Head of Department of Applied
-Psychology), Contribution of flight attendants to passenger egress in an
amergency

« increase in passenger load factor
Worldwide average passenger load factor has increased from 52% in the
seventies to approx 70% in 1997. For cabin crew this means a higher
workload for each individual both in normal and emergency conditiens.
When this is considered in relation to longer routes, as is the case in some
international operations, potential for fatigue is also increased
passenger profile
Aircraft occupants now include a wider variety of people ie. cultural and
social backaround, ages, flying experience, medical and other special
needs. Managing such diversity in a confined area requires an increasing
number of skills and time
+ passenger behaviour
The well documented increase in disruptive and unruly behaviour adds
another complexity to cabin crew duties and their handling of emergency
situations. There can be no doubt that the safety of the aircraft and it’s
occupants is at a higher risk where there is only one cabin attendant for
every 50 passengers. The proposed regulation change would rely upon
other able-bodied passengers to intervene and assist cabin crew, when
faced with an incident of “air rage”. This cannot be relied upon, nor can
the flight deck crew be relied upon, or is it desirable for them, to leave the
flight deck to assist.
s solo flight attendant operations
Some of the issues listed above are even more critical on those operations
where the aircraft capacity is close to or exactly 50. On an aircraft like the
F50 you would have one cabin crew responsible for operating 4
emergency exits. The potential for congestion and inability to get to those
exits to increase passenger flow, is a very real and unacceptable risk. In
addition, one cabin crew member responsible for controlling 50 passengers
during an in flight emergency such as fire, unruly passenger or a severe
medical case, is a disaster waiting to happen.
« marketing vs. safety
Increased competition puts pressure on operators to cut costs while
simuitaneously increasing the services provided. This results in an
increased operational workload for cabin crew and an emphasis on service
rather than safety. Reducing the number of cabin crew carried reflects
this philosophy.
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Summary

Improvements in aircraft reliability, design and performance are given as
justification for reducing cabin crew requirements ie. the aviation environment is
safer. Far from negating the role of cabin crew, these advances in technology
combined with evolving cabin safety issues such as unruly/disruptive passengers,
reinforces the need for well trained cabin crew in sufficient numbers to handle the
ever increasing passenger numbers and their demands. Improved occupant
survivability in accidents equates to a greater number requiring assistance in
evacuating an aircraft. Then there are the evolving safety challenges to be
considered eg.

significant increase in traffic
an ageing population
s increase in number and frequency of incidents/accidents due to increase in
aviation activity ie. even if the accident rate remains constant the frequency of
accidents wil! increase in direct relation to the increase in aircraft movements
« operation of very large transport aeropianes (VLTA) carrying up to six hundred
passengers, on yet even longer routes and flight times eg. the development of
the A3XX by Airbus

4. “While the changes that have occurred in the last fifty years in aircraft design
and performance, air traffic, passenger behaviour and economic environment
are fully recognised, the influence of these changes on the safety duties and
responsibilities of cabin crew is scarcely mentioned.”

Harmonisation should not be used as the justification for taking cabin safety
standards down to the lowest common denominator. The Australian regulations
which are developed now need to take into consideration future developments in
aviation and then must place emphasis on protecting the fare paying passenger
and crews.

4. Cabin Safety Conference '99, Betty Lectouturier (Chair - ITF Cabin Crew
Committee, SNPNC France), A Cabin Crew Perspective of Safety Issues for the
Years 2000.
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Specific responses to the proposal
Your response to any of the following specific secticns of the proposal would be appreciated.

Provide an avenue for an air operator to conduct operations using the number of cabin
crew members used in an aireraft’s successful evacuation demonstration up to a ratio of
1 eabin erew member for every 50 passenger seats or part of that number. The
proposed change will be applicable to aircraft with a passenger seat configuration of
more than 36 but not more than 216, engaged in charter or regular public transport
operations

i .
Not acceptable under any circumstances

There are a number of important reasons why CASA should not be considering the proposed
decrease in numbers of cabin crew on board aircraft operating in Australia.

It is evident from the NPRM that a number of factors have not been considered and that the
proposed changes have not been put forward with an increase in safety in mind.

One of the first points that should be made is that any change to the regulations should not
increase the risk to air safety. The Civil Aviation Advisory Publication draft CAAP 208-1(0)
Para 6.1 published as part of this package of proposed rule change identifies an increased risk
if cabin crew numbers are reduced.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics shows that the Australian population mean age will
increase by 11.3 years between 2000 and 2050. This increase will be larger than both North
America and Europe — the standards used by CASA for comparisons for National
Airworthiness Authorities.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics also records upward trends in obesity in Australian adults
in the 10 years up to 2005 in the order of up to 12%. The trends indicate that as each year
passes an additional 1% of the population moves into the obese or overweight category.

The proposal to reduce required numbers of cabin crew fails to take into account and provide
for future risks associated with RPT operations. There is no recognition of the expected
increase of the average age of the Australian population, nor any consideration into the noted
upwards trend in obesity and overweight people. Both of these factors alone increase the
difficulty in evacuating an aircraft safely and in a timely manner.

This combination of both an aging and overweight population needs to be considered most
seriously when identifying the emerging risks to cabin evacuation and this NPRM does not
do his.

The NPRM does not adequately address or place emphasis on security inside an aircraft
cabin. There have been a number of incidents in Australian skies in the past few years where
cabin crew have been seriously assaulted and it was other cabin crew that were required to
disarm and restrain the attacker. In a case such as this and operating with minimum numbers
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the incapacitation of a crew member reduces below the minimum the number of cabin crew
available for safe evacuation of the aircraft in the event of an emergency.

Consider the explosion of an oxygen cylinder on board a Qantas flight in 2008. The cylinder
narrowly missed a cabin crew seat and had the potential to cause harm or death to a crew
member had they been stationed there at the time of the explosion. This explosion also
disabled an entry door and caused a rapid decompression of the cabin. Is this the sort of
situation that would be desirable to have minimum numbers of cabin crew available?

The current numbers of cabin crew required as a minimum, although possibly higher than the
~ minimum required to evacuale an aircraft under ideal circumstances, are active layers of
safety in the whole risk management process. Although it may not be evident in the majority
of day to day operations where aircraft operate without incident it may become very evident
when the inevitable does oceur.

The proposed changes to cabin crew numbers do not adequately address human factors
issues. Despite CAAP 208-1(0) 6.6 advising that crew workloads and duty rosters are a
crucial part of a Safety Risk Management Plan (SRMP) the practical application of this is not
something that can be managed (o a required safe level when the sysiem has been scraped
back to its bare minimum. There will always be situations whereby human factors issues that
are not directly related to rosters or duty cycles will arise and will fall outside an SRMP.
These cannot be planned for, and cannot be ignored. In all areas of an airlines business there
is always a culture that operational needs will override true human factors. This is
unavoidable as airlines run on timetables with financial penalties for not meeting targets.
Despite circumstances beyond their control, pressure will always be put on the engineer to
explain why an aircraft was delayed, on the pilots for not leaving the blocks on time, on the
cabin crew for late boarding of passengers The only way to adequately allow for a safety
margin in these situations and to override operational temptations o push the margins is to
build a buffer into the system. In the case of cabin crewing this is by providing enough crew
resources to manage in an emergency when One or more crew members are down. This can
only be done by the regulations taking into account minimum numbers for evacuation and
then adding a safety margin. This should be the sacred number — a no go area for business to
increase profits.

Cabin Crew duty times and roster cycles are set down in the Modern Award — Aircraft Cabin
Crew Award 2010. The workloads and duty times and roster hours for the purpose of this
newly modernised award are based on the current crewing arrangements of 1:36. A move to
1:50 will not tie in with the circumstances that were used to set the maximum hours and
workloads and will cause increased fatigue and stress on cabin crew working under the
proposed changes. In the past CASA has stated to the ALAEA (during discussions related to
fatigue and duty times for maintenance personnel) that they rely on industrial awards and
instruments to set duty times and rest periods. If this is frue then this appears to be a case of
the tail wagging the dog. Any changes to these arrangements need to be discussed correctly in
the right forum with due consideration of the effect that award changes ot regulation changes
will have on the other instrument.

Tt is now a commercial money spinner to offer overwing escape seats fo those who are
prepared to pay a premium for the extra leg room. Insufficient attention has been paid to the
ability and quality of those passengers that occupy those seats to be able to react in an
emergency. The temptation of a passenger to embellish their actual capacity to react in an
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emergency in order to secure more comfortable flying conditions has not been addressed. The
only people that can be relied on in an emergency are those that have been trained and
assessed as competent. Those people are professional cabin crew.

It can be reasonably argued that when all of the above factors are combined with the
reduction of cabin crew numbers they introduce an unacceptable number of latent failures
into the system. At some stage some Or all of these latent failures will align and unsafe
conditions will exist. Whether this leads fo an incident or not is largely irrelevant. It is
CASA’s job to ensure that the opportunity for latent failures 1o find their way into the system
are minimised.

Note that the absence of an accident does not necessarily mean that safe conditions exist.

Below is a direct quote from the Director of Aviation Safety John McCormick from the
March 2010 CASA Industry briefing relating o safety based legislation and commercial
considerations.

“| recently reminded CASA staff of the importance of keeping CASA's role as an aviation safety
regulator clearly at the forefront of our thinking. This is important because there can be other
factors that may seek to influence CASA's decision making. One of these factors can be economic or
commercial considerations. CASA is not an economic regulator, and we have no authority to allow
economic or commercial implications to influence the safety-related decisions we are obliged to
make. 1t is only after a safety-related determination has been made that the economic O
commertcial consequences of that decision must be considered. CASA does have an obligation to
look at the impact on the aviation industry and broader community of our decisions and actions, but
safety must come first.”

This statement by John McCormick appears 10 be at odds with the purposes of the proposal to
change. Although the NPRM or Annex A or B does not directly say that the reason we are
changing the legislation is to allow lower staffing levels on aircraft neither does it say that a
safety problem has been identified and we are amending legislation to rectify that.

CAAP 208-1(0) 5.3 reads,
“Efficiency benefits must not compromise safety benefits and it is necessary to
demonstrate that there are no safety significant differences between the current regime
and the one proposed by the operator. Qutcomes must involve a demonstrated
equivalent level of safety or better.”

This will be an almost impossible task for any airline considering the change to 1:50. How
could they possible demonstrate that a reduction of available crew resources is as safe if not
safer than current practices?

If an operrator can demonstrate that improved procedures and training make a safer operation
then the obvious question is “Why have you not implemented those changes now with
existing crew numbers?” The answer to this is also complex as the required Safety
Management Systems (SMS) that have been adopted by operators should have already
identified any improvements to procedures and training and those improvements should have
already taken place with the existing crew resources. To reduce crew numbers now would be
to increase risk and reduce safety. Or to make the admission that there is room for
improvement is an admission that their adopted SMS is not functioning. '
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Change the term “cabin attendant” to »cabin crew member”, and the term “cabin
attendants” to “cabin crew” to align with international standards

No comment
T

Require the carriage of cabin crew on aircraft with more than 19 passenger seats
installed, instead of the current requirement of more than 15 passengers. This would
align with international standards, and proposed CASR Part 121

{ .
Not acceptable under any circurnstances

Refer above comments. It is noted that there are already 19 Seat aircraft operating without
cabin crew. This amendment is simply to justify those exemptions aiready made without
public consulation.

Require an operator to submit a safety risk management plan (SRMP) which includes
the identification, treatment and monitoring of the risks associated with the operator’s
proposal to operate with a cabin crew ratio of 1 cabin erew member for every 50
passenger seats or part of that number. Guidance on the preparation of an SRMP will
be available in a CAAP

. .
Not acceptable under any circumstances

Refer above comments

Provide for an aircraft to be operated with one less cabin crew member in the event of
an injury or illness sustained by a cabin crew member during a tour of duty, if a ratio of
1 cabin crew member for every 50 passengers on board (or part thereof) can be
maintained, and subject to strict conditions including reporting to CASA

g .
Not acceptable under any circumstances

Refer above comments
Your response to the draft amendment to CAO 20.16.3 (Annex A)

L .
Not acceptable under any circumstances

Refer above comments
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Your response to the draft CAAP 208-1(0) (Annex B)

& C .
d Not acceptable under any circumstances

Refer above comments





