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General - A Need for Government Engagement
AAAA is enthusiastic about a national aviation policy and its potential to drive long-term change and improvement both in the industry and in the government sector that regulates the industry.  

AAAA has a proven track record in working with Government and regulators to ensure improved outcomes not only for industry, but for the clients we service, the wider community and for the government agencies that benefit from our expertise and advice by achieving more with less resources.

The aviation industry is anticipating a White Paper that both paints a positive vision for aviation in Australia and provides clear detail on how that vision will be achieved.  
If Government misses this opportunity by producing a White Paper that does not deliver key identifiable improvements for each sector of the industry, then the Government will fuel the already strong undercurrent of industry sentiment that Government and regulators are not engaged in genuine reform to benefit the aviation industry and the community.  

The lack of Government, as distinct from public service, engagement with leading industry Associations is symptomatic of a wider problem with goal setting and the necessary intimate knowledge of industry problems reflected in the Green Paper.  
This could be quickly and easily addressed by increasing opportunities for Government and industry interaction on a regular basis, such as high level meetings with key sectors - not just airlines.
If this lack of Government engagement is perpetuated through the White Paper, this would most likely lead to further withdrawal of industry from key programs such as CASA’s Regulatory Reform Program, where industry has dedicated thousands of hours of genuine and free advice and expertise for little identifiable, positive outcome.
General - Shortcomings of the Green Paper
The Green Paper is disappointing and represents a genuine missed opportunity to significantly advance the debate on the role and vision for the aviation industry in Australia.

The Green Paper represents a simplistic mapping exercise that AAAA views as representative of why aviation policy in Australia has floundered for so long - there is little vision, little understanding of current problems, little expert understanding of the shortcomings of regulation or the regulator,  and a fundamental lack of drive  to improve the current position of the industry.  
In short, the Green Paper demonstrates little detailed understanding of the industry and appears to only orient the Government to a few of the more obvious problems faced by the airline end of the industry.
Perhaps a re-reading of the Green Paper submissions from Associations representing key industry sectors, such as AAAA, would assist with a more productive focussing of the White Paper onto what actually has to be done, rather than the overly general nature of the Green Paper.

In particular, AAAA rejects the simplistic evaluation of general aviation offered in the Green Paper.  In the aerial application sector there has been no “transition to an increasingly commercial environment”.  Aerial application companies have always provided services for a fee to farmers without subsidy and in the face of stiff competition and Government over-regulation.
The Green Paper assessment of general aviation is an insult to successful business operators who have been operating in that sector for decades.  This section of the White Paper will need to be significantly improved to win back any credibility the Government may claim for aviation policy development.
The attempt to link the popularity of ultralight flying to a career in aviation underscores how out of touch the Green Paper is with real career paths into commercial aviation, the regulatory requirements surrounding licencing and the Government impediments and lack of assistance for securing a career in commercial aviation.
While much of the Green Paper was focussed on airlines, the aviation industry is much more than just that sector.  All other sectors of aviation have the potential to make a significant contribution to the community and the economy.  

The White Paper must not only recognise those other sectors, but also offer tangible and realistic improvements in the way Government interacts with and supports those sectors.

The White Paper should  detail how Government will play a role in making the same opportunities and support available in aviation as it does for other sectors.  This is true in education, agriculture and a range of other areas that GA is involved in.

The role of the white paper must be to set an ambitious vision and achievable targets for each aviation sector and then strategically detail how the Commonwealth government will assist industry in making that challenging transition.

Strategic approach by sector

Australia should be a regional leader in the development of aircraft, other aviation products and services.  
Australia should be able to match, through improved Government regulation and support,  the performance of aviation successes in Canada, Spain and Brazil.  

Australia has not yet achieved this potential on a wider scale due to a lack of positive encouragement from Government, a generally ‘can’t do’ attitude of CASA and the poor integration of aviation into wider Government priorities.

Australian aviation has suffered from a lack of vision and the Green Paper has done little to correct this.
The Government’s White Paper needs to address the lack of a strategic vision for individual aviation sectors such as aerial application.
An appropriate approach would be to segment the industry into its natural categories, generally defined by operations into passenger carrying, aerial work, and general aviation, but also sub-categories where appropriate, such as regional aviation, remote services and aerial application.  
Government should then develop, in close consultation with the relevant industry sector and representative Association, relevant sub-goals and strategies to address the particular problems and impediments facing that sector.
No such discussions or approach have taken place to date.

It should be clear that much of the necessary expertise lies within industry rather than the public service, and therefore the strategy of genuine engagement with the industry should feature strongly in the White Paper.

Vision

The overall vision for the industry should include the following elements:

· A Government vision for aviation that is ambitious but achievable over time and which takes a sector-by-sector approach.

· Recognition that Australian aviation can be a vibrant, competitive and innovative industry that creates jobs and delivers valuable services to the community and other critical sectors, including regional Australia and agriculture.
· The Government should aim to foster and promote an aviation industry in Australia that is safe, reliable and sustainable, both economically and environmentally, so that the industry will be enabled to fulfil its significant potential  in the economic development of the nation.  This must include recognition that aviation can play a central role in offsetting the challenges Australia faces as a result of distance and its environment.  The role of aviation in regional Australia in building and sustaining communities must be recognised. 
· The Government will achieve this by both specific aviation policies and ensuring that aviation is incorporated into other major government policies and programs including education, skills and training, tourism, regional development, agriculture and fire fighting.
· The Government should ensure that aviation is able to perform its operations without undue inefficiency from its regulators, especially CASA, and within a rule-set that is relevant to the management of risk, simple to understand and flexible enough to support innovation.  
Government Arrangements

‘Transport’ should be a separate Commonwealth Department with its own Minister to enable better management of the workload around aviation issues.  
To expect a single Minister to shoulder the responsibility of such a vast and divergent array of issues effectively as is currently the case under the Department of Infrastructure etc is simply unrealistic. 
While a separate Ministry for Aviation is perhaps not sustainable in the face of competing government priorities, it was certainly a model used with some success by earlier Governments to ensure that aviation issues where dealt with effectively and is fully supported by AAAA.

The new governance arrangements for both CASA and ATSB are welcome, with some reservations.  

An independent ATSB, firmly founded on the principle of promoting a ‘just’ culture within aviation that supports - not penalises - those that report genuine errors, will continue to make a significant and relevant impact on aviation safety in Australia.  
AAAA has been watching the current amendments to the Act with some concern and will continue to monitor their effect on ATSB and reporting trends. 
In terms of CASA, which appears to be the consistent ‘problem child’ of aviation safety regulation in Australia, simply reinstating a Board and a new CEO may not be sufficient to turn the organisation around.  

CASA initiatives

CASA, with the support of industry and Government, has the potential to be a world leader in sound aviation regulation and promotion.  It simply cannot reach that potential without careful Ministerial attention to correct goals and policies and setting CASA on a positive direction to help the aviation industry as well as regulate it.  

The White Paper must provide more detail on how the Government intends to revolutionise the way CASA regulates the industry.

CASA faces a number of ongoing challenges that must be recognised in the White Paper and clear directions annunciated  to combat each in turn:

· CASA has difficulty attracting and keeping skilled managers due to its reputation, its archaic and anarchic internal ‘processes’ and the attitudes and culture of some staff.  Consequently, CASA will be forced to work closely with industry in many areas where its staff simply do not have expertise.  
Aerial application is a good example.  There is no employee of CASA with more than a rudimentary knowledge of aerial application, and certainly no-one with an agricultural rating grade one with the thousands of hours in low-level operations that industry would regard as a ‘senior’ pilot.  CASA must therefore develop structures and processes that allow it to work with industry, as well as regulate it.  

This is not a case of the regulator being ‘captured’ by industry as alluded to during the recent Senate Inquiry into CASA.  Appropriate regulation must be based on an understanding of the particular operations and if there is limited expertise within CASA then suitable structures must be developed to permit access to this expertise.
· CASA suffers on the whole from management problems not ‘aviation’ problems.  CASA needs stronger processes, more transparent policy and greater consistency in decision making.  The fiefdoms of individual delegation holders must be crushed and replaced by consistent policy and processes that deliver defensible, safe and efficient outcomes for the travelling public and industry.

· CASA struggles to deliver a strategic approach to issues and appears to be frequently trapped in a tactical mindset.  
For example, strong Ministerial direction was required to get CASA to focus on the importance of fare paying passengers, something that should have been obvious from even the most basic internally-conducted risk assessment.  Similarly, Ministerial ‘assistance’ has been required on a number of occasions where CASA has not been responsive to industry needs or, more frequently, has ignored its own policies or acted without consideration of other Government policies.  This lack of a strategic ability will continue to lead CASA and the Minister into poor outcomes and controversy unless the White Paper is able to set CASA on a different trajectory.

· CASA cannot finalise the Regulatory Reform Program because it holds little of the subject matter expertise and is not allowing a broader strategic direction to drive the process.  
For example, a simple directive that operations not involving the carriage of passengers can be regulated using a simpler model that does not attach the full range of requirements for passenger operations could revolutionise the effective regulation of sectors such as aerial application.  
Simpler entry control, encouragement of industry Associations to develop better training and accreditation programs that CASA could review and then recognise, the removal of silly requirements such as six-monthly surveys, simpler and more effective approaches to alcohol and drug testing, aligning competencies with automatic privileges/licences - there is a rich field of opportunity to significantly reduce the burden on industry, improve real safety outcomes, and return resources to CASA for focussing on passenger carrying operations.
But it is not just at the strategic level that opportunities are ripe for greater efficiency.  Improved management at the micro level will also be required to revolutionise the way CASA delivers good outcomes.

For example, decisions at meetings with industry have to be made several times because of poor record keeping and decision tracking.  The churning of staff that has been going on for decades compromises almost every project.  It seems no-one in CASA is given time in any one position or on any one project to become a subject matter expert.  For example, in the development of Part 137, the only operational rule-set to be squeezed out of the RRP, there were approximately 10 project officers involved over a 9 year development period.  For some parts of the regulatory rewrite, the intransigence of a single project officer has stalled the project and delayed its finalisation by years.  
A success story of how CASA could manage things differently was the very effective appointment of a single person within CASA to manage the aerial application sector.  This enabled the officer to develop and deliver consistent advice to operators and to have a deeper knowledge of issues affecting the industry and of how the CASA regulations operated in this sector.  That approach would work across many smaller sectors and deliver real efficiencies to CASA and industry.

· CASA’s consultation structure is now working against the timely completion of the RRP.  
The Standards Consultative Committee itself is essentially a waste of time and efforts to broaden or review its role have been ignored.  It is now used as a CASA reporting mechanism where the outcomes of CASA decisions and working groups are reported to the audience, many of whom also sit on the working groups.  It has become a one-way flow of information, rather than an opportunity for genuine engagement with industry or a forum for discussion of strategic issues or real problems.  It plays no role in identifying better ways forward.
Many issues raised by industry, such as the many problems identified with the imminent  introduction of alcohol and drug testing, are summarily dismissed, ignored or not taken seriously.   This is likely to prove another example of CASA’s ignoring sound advice offered by industry, with the result being industry left, at increased expense, to implement a regime that in much of regional Australia is nigh on unworkable.
The potential of the SCC to establish an important high-level interface between CASA and representative industry bodies has been diluted as the size of the SCC has increased to include a range of individuals as opposed to Association’s representing a wider constituency.  
Replacement of the SCC by a smaller consultative group featuring key Associations would be much more effective, both in serving to consult on the RRP and to identify other areas within CASA and industry for improvement.  

The Working Groups under the SCC are the real workhorses of the RRP and have done invaluable work in helping CASA cope with their ongoing lack of subject matter experts.  The Working Groups have real potential for fast-tracking implementation of the RRP.  

· The Aviation Safety Forum is not representative and its discussions are not made public for the wider industry to consider, challenge or support.  It should be disbanded.  

· The Regulatory Advisory Panels established by the outgoing CEO are a further layer of bureaucracy that is an impediment to quicker finalisation of the RRP.  They should also be abolished.

· A simple commitment - and honouring of that commitment -  by the incoming CEO of CASA to meet with key industry associations on a regular - say every two months - basis, would be sufficient to replace much of the cumbersome consultative machinery of the RRP.  Such a commitment was given by the outgoing CEO and was never met.  In fact, the outgoing CEO has not had a specific meeting with this Association since his first few months of appointment.  It is difficult to have a responsive regulator when the CEO does not actively seek input from industry representatives.

· CASA does not seek to actively engage with key industry Associations of its own volition.  AAAA has offered to CASA the opportunity to cooperate in projects that would significantly improve safety in the aerial application sector, but CASA appears unable or unwilling to help itself.  
For example, AAAA has developed a Chief Pilots course for aerial application companies.  The successful course has already been run twice in conjunction with BAE Systems.  AAAA suggested that by agreeing on a set of competencies and assessments for aerial application Chief Pilots, CASA could recognise the course (or any other course meeting the same requirements) and Chief Pilots for aerial application companies could be appointed without the need for additional CASA resources being applied to each candidate as is currently the case.  This offer is still on the table and regularly discussed after it was first put forward some seven years ago.  It made sense for safety, it made sense for industry and it still makes sense for CASA’s resource management.  But it still hasn’t happened.

· The White paper should take a position on the current structure and geographic isolation of key parts of CASA.  AAAA does not think that the experiment of moving the operational headquarters to Brisbane has made any difference to either costs or effectiveness of the organisation.  In fact, it appears to be achieving the opposite effect, with operational experience being isolated from policy development and many managers and staff spending more time on airlines commuting between Canberra and Brisbane.  
Unless a compelling operational or cost case can be made for keeping the current geographic disaggregation of CASA, the White paper should signal a move back to a more rational co-location of the organisation.  Similarly, it is a nonsense for the CEO of a Commonwealth organisation such as CASA to be based anywhere other than Canberra.
Vision for the aerial application sector

The White Paper, having taken the strategic approach recommended above, should seek to expand on an overall vision by identifying key sectoral initiatives that it can pursue.
The central aims in any vision for aerial application is the nation’s need for:

a)
 a significant and sustainable capability to support agriculture and 

b)
a separate (although obviously related) capability to respond to pest, disease, fire and oil-spill emergencies using the same aircraft, pilots and infrastructure.

Achieving the first of these goals would require a focus on a more efficient CASA and a better integration of this goal into agricultural and tax policy (see specific initiatives identified below).  

The second of these goals goes to improve Government management of its own programs and improved integration across portfolios.  

Ancillary goals supporting the primary vision could include those previously identified in various government submissions, including a strategy for general aviation (see AAAA submission to the GA Strategy).  These would include:

· improved employment and skill opportunities in and for regional Australia, 

· the maintenance of a pool of pilots skilled in low-level operations

· the encouragement of an aviation training capability for low-level aerial application that is already providing pilots to Asian countries and earning export income for Australia

· improved sustainability of aircraft maintenance facilities across Australia

· maintenance of industry programs that ensure people applying agricultural chemicals are appropriately trained and competent to do so.

In aerial application, an important distinction is that no passengers are carried.  This should enable the regulator to adopt a more relevant risk-management focus in the way it regulates this sector.  This should also enable a more creative strategic approach to regulating and managing safety in this sector.
While this is in some ways representative of the relatively new CASR Part 137, the sector still faces a range of challenges where CASA seeks to apply the same policies to aerial application as it does to passenger carrying sectors, without recognition that this may represent significant cost for little or no improvement in aerial application safety.  The current approach to alcohol and drug testing is an excellent example of overcomplication and increased costs where a simpler approach would have achieved the same objective.
The White Paper has the potential to spell out how the Government will better integrate aviation policy into other government policy, covering areas as diverse as tourism, agriculture, emergency response, tax, education, environment and climate change, regional development, transport, industry, education, employment, trade, defence, deregulation, resources, small business and independent contractors.
For example, many, if not all, emergency responses that involve aerial application are under the direct control of the Commonwealth government.  The balance are under the direct control of State governments, although often featuring significant funding support through the Commonwealth.  This includes fire bombing, plague locust control, oil-spill control and others.
For example, an improved national approach to the management of aerial firebombing would serve Commonwealth aviation, forestry, agriculture, environmental. climate change and emergency response objectives.  Such an approach would also meet community expectations that Governments are doing all they can to help the community in times of emergency.
Unfortunately, the recent fires in Victoria make it clear that we as a nation have implemented little to improve the use of our aerial fire fighting assets since the Canberra bushfires of 2003, despite a range of detailed recommendations from Commonwealth, State, Territory and Coroners’ inquiries. 
Importantly, some States continue to favour inefficient small helicopters over large fixed wing fire bombers and helicopters.  Some agencies continue to deny international best practice which is the combination of aggressive initial attack of small fires with the integrated use of fixed wing fire bombers with medium/large helicopters dropping fire crews near early-identified fires.
Many available firebombing aircraft continue to be underutilised during fire periods, often not being tasked to fires with any urgency, or sitting on the ground awaiting public service fire managers to start their day several hours after daylight.    

Some States are operating at best practice and they use their contracted aircraft more aggressively and earlier.  The WA government has assessed the use of firebombing aircraft as saving the community four dollars for every dollar invested.
Unfortunately for the Commonwealth, it is picking up the tab for much of this poor response through the National Aerial Firefighting Centre which essentially manages a tender process and then hands over the assets to the States for day to day tasking and management.

Specific Important Commitments

In additional to a more strategic approach, the White Paper would be a significant improvement over the Green Paper if it makes particular commitments in a range of areas:

· Amendment of the Damage from Aircraft Act so as to ensure that consideration of contributory negligence and due diligence are included as defences.  
This amendment is critical for aerial application.  Accidents such as a powerline strikes that may occur despite excellent planning, preparation and risk management, should not be treated (as they currently may be) as simple cases of strict liability.  The courts should be enabled to take into consideration the efforts of the operator and pilot to appropriately manage risk.  

Better still, the Government could reconsider the intent of this Act and remove general aviation operations from the legislation.
· CASA regulations should be greatly simplified for those aviation activities that do not include the carriage of passengers.  
This policy would enable CASA to make a fundamental shift in the way it manages its resources so as to provide the highest level of regulatory protection to the fare paying passenger.  While much has been talked about in recent years by CASA intimating it is implementing this policy, there has been little ‘meat put on the bones’ in a policy sense.  
For example, this policy should enable CASA to review the manner in which it asserts entry control over aerial work (non-passenger) operations so as to minimise cost to industry while still ensuring that appropriate risk management is in place.  
A further example should be that CASA is required to work with AAAA to recognise the AAAA Chief Pilots course, thereby freeing CASA resources from the current Chief Pilot interviews, flight tests and related resource intensive entry control that serves little purpose.  There are a range of other areas that could be simplified while at the same time improving training and safety.
· The Government must give more resources to eliminate the legal drafting bottleneck that has caused a considerable amount of delay in finalisation of regulations through the RRP.  
In addition, the Government must ensure that CASA is put in a position of being able to ensure that draft regulations do actually give effect to drafting instructions.  Despite the protestations of drafters, CASA staff should be allowed to prepare lay drafts of regulations, in consultation with CASA internal legal advisers, so that time-frames for drafting are reduced and that both CASA and industry can review the drafted regulations before they are made.  On several occasions in AAAA’s experience, drafters have misunderstood intent and regulations have not given effect to CASA’s policy intent, but the drafter refused to make changes.  
For example, Part 137.190 is a critical part relating to the load an aerial application aircraft can carry.  Despite having the guidance of existing exemptions, the advice of the project officer and clear drafting instructions, the drafter reversed the intent of the drafting instructions and then insisted that the outcome was the same as intended and the regulation was made on the basis of the drafter’s insistence.  Since then, further legal advice has indicated the drafter was incorrect and the industry is now operating on an exemption to a regulation that is less than two years old.  This will require eventual amendment of the regulation through the Post Implementation Review of Part 137 currently underway.
· Industry, and especially the aerial work sector, should have representation on the new CASA Board to ensure that sector can make a contribution to the more efficient and effective administration of aviation safety through the principal regulator.  Too often CASA seeks to impose policies on the aerial work sector that are neither relevant nor effective.   
In many cases, the sector agrees wholeheartedly with the principle CASA is pursuing (such as drug and alcohol testing), but is forced to oppose CASA on the basis of unrealistic implementation requirements relevant to that sector.  The Green Paper’s own weakness in assessing general aviation’s needs is testament to the need for expert advice for the CASA Board from this sector to provide the right mix of strategy and policies relevant to the whole of aviation, not just the airlines.
· CASA should appoint a person to be the single entry point for aerial application issues.  CASA gave such a commitment to the recent Senate Inquiry into CASA.  Such a position has already been shown to be very productive and represents a significant improvement in efficiency for the aerial application sector.  This model should also be extended to other relevant sectors.

· Simplifying CASA requirements for the use of a wider range of already available aircraft engines and fuels for aerial application would meet both economic and environmental goals.

· Establish and fund a national database of powerlines, wind monitoring and power generation towers and other obstacles so as to address this significant threat to low-level aviation.  Despite the best efforts of AAAA, such information is not made available from any power companies and most wind farm developers.
· Require the marking of all powerlines that pose a threat to aviation, including low-level aviation.  The Government should also pursue with power companies and the States the long-term objective of placing all powerlines in agricultural areas underground.

· Require the RAAF to not conduct low-level training operations through areas of intense aerial application activity during relevant times of the growing seasons.  While there is a current risk management system in place and relations with the RAAF at the operational level are very positive, this remains an obvious avoidable risk for the RAAF.
· The Government should urgently review the implementation of CASA’s alcohol and drug management regulations that are overly complex for non-passenger carrying operators and which are relatively expensive - and possibly impractical - to implement in regional areas.

This may require an extension of the implementation date until CASA provides critical program elements as outlined below.

AAAA fully supports the introduction of AOD testing - but CASA has ignored ongoing advice from AAAA regarding a more efficient alcohol and drug testing regime.  

CASA does not seem to understand that regional areas do not all enjoy the same level of medical and pathology services as metropolitan Australia does.  Despite raising these issues consistently for months, CASA policy remains skewed towards a system that is far easier and cheaper to comply with in metro-based operations than in regional Australia.  

A simpler approach would have been to include all aerial work non-passenger operations that employ less than, say, 10 people in SSAA activities, into the CASA random testing regime rather than the DAMP regime.  

Less than five weeks before the implementation date, CASA:

a)
 is still seeking legal opinion on how the new regulations may operate in critical areas such as the definition of a safety sensitive aviation activity

b)
 is yet to provide a promised exemption to expand who can undertake testing (for example, most Doctors, DAMES and nurses are currently not able to take body samples for even initial testing under the CASA regulation)

c)
is yet to provide promised on-line training for DAMP supervisors

d)
is yet to conduct any significant program of DAMP supervisor training in regional and rural areas, ignoring Government policies for fair and equitable access to government programs

The vision for a capability to support broader policy objectives than only aviation raises the need for better government integration of aviation into agricultural policies, and through them, into tax, education, fire-fighting , environmental and other policies.  The following initiatives would be a sound start to such a program:
· Improving the aerial application sector’s access to income management techniques as currently available to primary producers (eg farm deposits or income averaging over a rolling five year period) would enable a more sustainable industry that is able to better cope with the cyclical nature of agricultural production in Australia.

· Improving access to more realistic depreciation of aircraft assets (rather than the opposite as the ATO did a few years ago), would enable the industry to be more capable and environmentally responsive in terms of updating the fleet to more fuel efficient aircraft.  
For example, aerial application companies in the US (who are able to thereby reduce costs to US farmers in competition with Australian exporters)  are able to access 60% depreciation in the first year for new aircraft assets.

· Implementing a HECs style program for aviation qualifications, including both a commercial pilot’s licence and an agricultural rating would place the aviation industry on a similar footing as other sectors.  Australia is facing a shortage of skilled agricultural pilots over the next few years and many companies have already experienced difficulties in sourcing staff as they emerge from the long drought.  Placing aviation on a footing so that it can compete fairly with other vocational and tertiary training for candidates would be a major step forward in the sustainability of the sector.

· Recognising that aerial application makes little call on CASA or other government resources including airways, ATC, aerodromes or RFFS, both fuel taxes and other government charges on the sector could be reduced or eliminated.  
For example, aerial application companies in the US (who are able to thereby reduce costs to US farmers in competition with Australian exporters)  are able claim a rebate from all fuel excise charges.

· Through agricultural research and training programs, the Government should support - with funding - the development and improvement of industry programs such as the Spraysafe training program, the AAAA Spray Nozzle Calculator (for environmental protection) and the developing Aerial Application Management System (for aviation safety, environmental protection and OH&S) .  This would meet economic, agricultural and environmental priorities of the Government.
Industry has already made significant investment in appropriate equipment and support systems (such as turbine aircraft and sophisticated GPS swath guidance systems) to meet both safety and efficiency goals.  The industry has buttressed this expenditure by research activity that has led to innovations such as the ‘Bickley Boom’, the ‘Jones Air Rotating Boom Assembly’ (JARBA), the ‘Direct Injection Variable Rate’ (DIVRA) system, and a sophisticated computerised aircraft monitoring system.  

In addition, AAAA has invested considerable resources into developing comprehensive and nationally recognised training programs such as Spraysafe and the Professional Pilot Program for ongoing professional development.  AAAA has also developed a world-leading nozzle calculator that for the first time allows pilots and business owners to predict accurately the performance of chemical spray nozzles in producing certain spray droplet characteristics that are compliant with chemical label requirements from the Commonwealth’s Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority.

However, the industry could achieve even more for the community, clients and regulators if Government research funding programs were more supportive of AAAA and industry projects.  
At a time where considerable research and training funding is being channelled into a range of activities to support ground applicators through organisations such as the Grains R&D Corporation, using both government funds and grower levies, it is difficult to reconcile the lack of funding to support aerial application given the goal of improving all chemical application and cropping systems.
Of the more than $100 million spent on grains research alone every year through GRDC, not a dollar is allocated to aerial application research or program support.

· In the wake of the Victorian bushfires, the Commonwealth Government should refocus and expand research and NAFC funding onto the use of aircraft in fire-fighting, making use of the existing expertise of the Australian industry.  
Critically, the NAFC process should be independently reviewed to ensure that the correct mix and type of helicopters and fixed-wing fire bombers are being put on contract.  
In particular, attention should be paid to the tasking specifics of firebombers to identify means by which aircraft can be tasked onto fires earlier in the day, rather than later when conditions deteriorate - both for improved fire control and safer aviation.
In addition, preference should be given through the NAFC contracts to Australian-owned and operated companies that invest in Australian jobs and Australian communities.  It is ridiculous that international companies are supported in this role ahead of Australian companies that have similar equipment and suitably  trained personnel.

The performance of the Bushfire CRC should also be reviewed, especially in terms of its communication of research results to stakeholders in the aviation community.  A Government decision should be taken as to its future after the current funding cycle.  If the assessment of its performance is that its overheads and costs significantly eat into the available funding at the expense of research, then consideration should be given to integrating the functions into existing research organisations, such as CSIRO, with a requirement that research subjects are identified through consultation with the aviation industry and that results are communicated effectively to that aviation firefighting community, not just State fire agencies.
Despite Australia having world-leading aviation experience in fire-fighting, NAFC, the Bushfire CRC and some State agencies continue to refuse to fully engage with the Australian industry, seemingly ignoring the potential of closer active cooperation and planning  with Australian companies and pilots who have been conducting successful fire-fighting operations in Australia and overseas for decades.  
Further Information
For further information please contact Phil Hurst, CEO of AAAA, on 02 6241 2100 or 0427 622430 or email:  phil@aerialag.com.au
AAAA’s offices are based in Canberra and AAAA would welcome the opportunity to elaborate on our submission.
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