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Executive Summary

Australia’s remotely piloted aircraft systems (RPAS) sector has matured rapidly. What began as small-
scale, pilot-led operations has evolved into an industry embedded within infrastructure, agriculture,
emergency response, utilities and mining sectors where operational continuity is essential.

Within this framework, the Chief Remote Pilot (CRP) holds a critical governance role. The CRP is
responsible for flight standards, compliance oversight, procedural integrity and operational risk
management under a ReOC. The role is central to maintaining safe and compliant operations.

Under the current regulatory settings, the CRP structure is singular. There is no formal mechanism for
approving a Deputy Chief Remote Pilot to assume the role during periods of absence. If the CRP
becomes unavailable — whether due to leave, illness or transition — operations may need to pause
until regulatory approval arrangements are resolved.

As the industry scales, this creates a structural vulnerability. Concentrating regulatory authority in a
single approved individual introduces a continuity risk that may no longer reflect the operational
maturity of many certificate holders. In time-sensitive or essential service environments, temporary
operational shutdown can carry significant consequences without necessarily improving safety
outcomes.

This paper does not propose lowering standards or redistributing accountability. Instead, it examines
whether a formally assessed and CASA-approved Deputy Chief Remote Pilot mechanism could
strengthen continuity of oversight while preserving existing competency requirements.

In crewed aviation, deputy structures are commonly used to ensure governance continuity and
structured succession. These arrangements are not seen as reducing accountability, but as
reinforcing system stability. A similarly structured Deputy CRP model in the RPAS sector would
represent a measured and proportionate refinement of the existing framework.

A structured Deputy CRP mechanism could:

e Maintain current competency and assessment standards

e Reduce single-point governance dependency

e Strengthen organisational resilience

e Support continuity in enterprise-scale operations

e Align RPAS governance models with established aviation practice

Importantly, such a reform would not expand operational privileges, reduce regulatory scrutiny or
alter safety obligations. It would represent a governance enhancement consistent with a maturing
and increasingly integrated industry.

As RPAS operations continue to expand across critical sectors, regulatory settings should support
both safety and stability. Introducing a Deputy Chief Remote Pilot framework may offer a practical
and risk-aligned evolution of the current model.

This paper explores the issue through a governance and risk lens and outlines a structured pathway
for consideration.
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1 Operational Context

Australia’s RPAS sector has undergone significant structural change over the past decade. Operations
have evolved from small, pilot-centric activities to enterprise-scale deployments integrated into
infrastructure inspection, energy networks, agriculture, emergency response, public safety and
industrial operations.

Many ReOC holders now:

e Operate multiple aircraft types

e Manage distributed pilot teams

e Deliver recurring or contractually critical services
e Support time-sensitive or safety-adjacent tasks

In this environment, operational continuity is not simply commercial — it can be operationally
consequential.

Within each ReOC, the Chief Remote Pilot (CRP) plays a central role in governance. The CRP is
responsible for:

e Flight standards oversight

e Compliance with operational procedures
e Supervision of remote pilots

e Risk management and safety culture

e Regulatory accountability

The CRP function is therefore both operational and structural. It underpins the certificate's integrity.

2 Current Regulatory Setting

Under existing regulatory arrangements, the CRP is a singular, CASA-approved appointment. There is
no formal provision for an approved Deputy Chief Remote Pilot.

Where the CRP becomes unavailable — due to illness, leave, transition, resignation, or unforeseen
circumstances — the operator may face limitations in continuing operations until an alternative CRP
is formally approved.

This structure creates a single-point governance dependency within the ReOC framework.

The intent of this arrangement is clear: to ensure that a suitably qualified and accountable individual
maintains oversight. However, as the industry has matured, the concentration of regulatory authority
in one individual may create unintended continuity risk.

3 Governance and Risk Analysis

3.1 Single-Point Dependency

Modern safety systems seek to reduce reliance on single-point controls where practical.
Concentrating governance authority in one approved individual creates exposure to:

e Temporary operational suspension
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e Compressed transition periods
¢ Informal internal workarounds
e Increased administrative urgency

While the regulatory threshold for CRP approval remains appropriate, the absence of a structured
deputy mechanism limits organisational resilience.

3.2 Continuity of Oversight

The absence of a formally recognised deputy may inadvertently produce scenarios where:

e Oversight is paused rather than maintained
e Handover occurs under time pressure
e Operational stability is reduced

A structured Deputy CRP model would allow for planned succession, structured leave coverage, and
controlled transitions without reducing accountability.

Continuity of oversight is a recognised safety principle in aviation governance.

3.3 Risk Neutrality

Importantly, introducing a Deputy CRP mechanism would not:

e Lower competency standards

e Expand operational privileges

e Alter accountability requirements
e Reduce regulatory scrutiny

If structured appropriately, a Deputy CRP would:

e Meet the same qualification criteria
e Be subject to the same approval standard
e Be accountable under the same regulatory obligations

The reform is administrative and governance-based, not operationally permissive.

4 Comparative Governance Benchmark

In crewed aviation, deputy roles such as Deputy Chief Pilot or Deputy Head of Flying Operations are
standard governance features. These roles exist to ensure:

e Continuity of oversight

e Structured succession planning
e Organisational resilience

e Operational stability

Such arrangements are not viewed as diluting regulatory accountability. Rather, they reinforce
governance integrity by ensuring that oversight functions remain continuous.

As RPAS operations increasingly mirror enterprise aviation structures — including fleet management,
multi-crew coordination and operational scale — governance architecture may reasonably evolve in
parallel.
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5 Alignment with Risk-Based Regulatory Principles
CASA has increasingly articulated a commitment to:

e Risk-based regulation

e Proportionate oversight

e Scalable regulatory models
e Industry maturity

A Deputy CRP framework aligns with these principles by:

e Addressing governance vulnerability without expanding risk exposure
e Supporting scalable enterprise operations

e Reducing avoidable operational disruption

e Strengthening safety continuity

The proposal does not seek regulatory relaxation. It seeks structural refinement consistent with the
sector's maturation.

6 Proposed Reform Pathway

A conservative and structured Deputy CRP model could include:

Formal nomination by the ReOC holder

Assessment to the same competency and experience standard as CRP
CASA approval recorded against the certificate

Defined activation process (e.g. notification when acting in the role)
Clear accountability parameters

vk wnN e

Such a framework would ensure:

e Regulatory transparency

e Maintained oversight integrity

e Administrative simplicity

e Predictable governance continuity

The mechanism would operate as contingency planning, not parallel authority.

7 Broader Industry Implications
As RPAS operations become more embedded within:

e Critical infrastructure

e Energy networks

e Emergency response systems
e Agricultural production cycles

Continuity expectations increase.

Investors, insurers, enterprise clients, and public stakeholders increasingly expect governance
stability comparable to that of other aviation sectors.
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A structured Deputy CRP model would:

e Enhance industry credibility

e Strengthen organisational resilience
e Reduce disruption risk

e Support enterprise adoption of RPAS

Importantly, it would do so without altering the underlying safety architecture.

8 Concluding Principle

The RPAS regulatory framework in Australia has demonstrated leadership in many areas of risk-based
reform. As the sector matures, governance structures should continue to evolve to reinforce safety
and improve structural resilience.

The absence of a Deputy Chief Remote Pilot mechanism creates a single-point dependency that may
no longer reflect the operational scale and complexity of modern ReOC holders.

Introducing a formally assessed and approved Deputy CRP framework would represent a measured,
risk-neutral enhancement to continuity of oversight. It would preserve accountability, maintain
competency standards, and strengthen regulatory stability in a scaling industry.

Such a reform would not alter safety thresholds. It would strengthen them through continuity.
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