
Dave Prossor’s comments while being presented with the award for 
Flying Instructor of the Year (2025): 

1. Instructors and commercial pilots. 
I am of the view that we train too many instructors and commercial pilots each year for the 
number of jobs available. Then those new CPL holders are joined with New Zealand and South 
Africans pilots unable to get that first job in their home country. 

An off shoot here is that while it is possible to get a CPL at 150 hours (Part 142) ot 200 hours 
(Part 141). I am firmly of the opinion that those hours are low in a commercial sense and that in 
turn contributes to the accident rate. 

The 150 hour CPL knows little and is on a big learning curve. The 150 hour CPL pilot may be 
good to go back home overseas and be in the right seat for the next ten years but is a 150 hour 
pilot in Australia really ready for a real flying job? 

The flight schools around the country make the comment ‘Get that CPL on 150 hours and then 
go north for that first job’. And I believe in the tooth fairy. 

As I said at the awards presentation go to Darwin and shake a tree and a bunch of unemployed 
commercial pilots will fall out. Too many unemployed CPL pilots for the jobs available. 

Perhaps there should be a survey with new CPL pilots about six months after they get their 
ticket. 

I am of the view that it takes all of 200 hours of flight time to convince oneself that you will get 
home alive. A lot of those 200 hours, in commercial training, are dual not solo and the 
confidence that comes with making command decisions. 

At my last check the accident rate has not gone down with the introduction of Part 61.    

I have worked with new CPL holders who have 200 to 250 hours. Check and endorsing work. I 
would not employ them. For a start most had not flown outside the border (perhaps only north 
to Deniliquin). When I was a PPL at the 200 hour stage I had flown interstate five times. I gained 
good experience with that flying. 

2.  Instructors. 
To get an instructors rating at 200 or 250 hours to me is part of the cause of the accident rate not 
going down. Now if you needed brain surgery would you be happy with a doctor who came out of 
med school the day before? But yet a new instructor can be training a student to become an 
airline pilot! The blind leading the blind! 

The same applies to instructors. New instructors simply put do not have enough general 
experience. I am of the view that a new instructor needs all of 300 hours, better still 400 hours.  
That should also include over night stops and remote area flying as well as having flown at least 
five different aircraft makes and models. Preferably commercial aircraft types not just trainer 
aircraft. All that to gain experience that will be passed back to new flight students. If helicopter 
instructors need to have 400 hours then why not fixed wing instructors? The ADF and the airlines 
use experienced C&T pilots, not those just out of flight school. We are no longer in WW2 and 



new instructors coming fresh out of learning to fly. That is one reason that the death rate in WW2 
trainees was simply enormous. It would be totally unacceptable in today’s climate. 

I looked at my first log book. At the 200 hour mark I had been over the Vic/NSW border some five 
times. And not just over the border but into SA and NSW with multi day flights. All good 
experience. 

Again I ask are we training too many instructors for the job vacancies? 

Now when CASA started Part 61 back on 1 September 2014 that was the death of many good 
Mom & Pop flight schools up country. Those schools did good work and produced good results. 
They had time to really teach the student stuff  that they needed to know. Not just being on the 
clock for the next student. With Part 61 they simply folded their bags and retired. The demands 
to have multiple managers was beyond those schools. 

Then in 2024 CASA realised what it had done and elected to have single instructors working 
under an AOC. The Americans call them car boot instructors. In time the new single instructor 
AOC holders might move to the country but they need to be checked at all stages and not be a 
new 200-250 hour instructor. 

I am aware of two low time single AOC instructors. One got an aircraft bought by his parents. A 
C172. He went to multiple flight schools to get his CPL and instructor rating. One has to ask 
why? His mother would ring the instructor after hours to tell him how he should teach her son. 
Fact. 

From all I have seen that new instructor is to create students who will be doing business with 
ATSB. I have no doubt that I will win the money in a bet on that. 

3. NVFR. 
Years back a note was issued that said that the day VFR flight review could be extended to the 
end of the review month. Thus 15 July 2026 would run to 31 July 2028. In short the licence holder 
got two years plus 15 days. I do not recall any consultation for this expiry extension. It just 
arrived. An issue here is that there are a number of notes in the CASA paperwork that have both 
to the end of the month and other paperwork that say two years and no more. 

Now the issue here is that the Night VFR flight review is of two years only and not to the end of 
the review month. So now a NVFR flight review at say 15 of July 2026 runs to 15 July 2028 and no 
more. That is unlike the Day VFR flight review. 

I have asked CASA about this difference and was told that it is not a discussion item in the 
package of items that were put together in August (?) last year. That there was nothing in the 
system to make the NVFR flight review dates aligned with the  Day VFR flight reviews. 

Why I have to ask? 

It is not a safety issue as was shown when COVID had CASA extend a number of reviews and 
renewals. 

 

  

 



Was it a case of the Day VFR office not talking with the Night VFR office when the Day VFR flight 
review was extended? 

I am of the view that the NVFR flight review expiry date should be extended to the end of the 
month of expiry. To be treated in the same way as the Day VFR flight review expiry date. It is not 
rocket science and is a simply alteration needed and then to alter all the relevant CASA 
paperwork. 

It is a convenience item for all pilots. Flight Review due – End of the month! 

4. Flight Reviews. 
In my travels as a flight instructor conducting flight reviews I see a huge difference in standards. 
Please do not tell me that they should be as per the Part 61 MOS. In short a flight review is 
supposed to be a check to confirm that the subject pilot is a ‘Safe and competent pilot’. 

I see or have heard of a flight review that was a simple bunch of circuits and the client told to log 
the review in his log book as a one hour flight. 

I have also heard of an extended pre flight briefing follow by a 2-3 hour flight and then an 
extended post flight debriefing.  A PPL/CPL flight test perhaps by an instructor who was not an 
examiner. The end cost was well over $1000. 

Good encouragement to not want to be a licenced pilot. Put simply. Too expensive. 

If the review instructor cannot see if the candidate is a safe and competent pilot in the first 20 
minutes of flight he should not be doing the job. 

The requirements for the flight review have been altered over the years. For example no longer 
mention of say an Ag pilot having to do a FR in the single seat aircraft he has flown the most in 
the last 10 hours. Was there consultation on those changes to the regs? No. 

To comment re the above I am of the view that there should be nationwide flight Instructor flight 
review workshops. A gathering of FR flight instructors where they can trade ideas of how they 
run a FR and to get those instructors all on the same page. The result would be to raise 
standards, reduce costs, do stuff the same way, promote safety, record keeping and yes, 
comply with the regulations. 

I am of the view that flight review workshops are overdue. It should not take five years to 
implement such workshops. 

For the record I have conducted over 400 flight reviews over 25+ years. 

5. Av Med. 
Common expressions I hear in the flying fraternity are ‘We are not happy until you are unhappy’ 
and also ‘We need more specialist reports’. 

Both are applied to the CASA Av Med Office. 

Until recently a DAME could issue a medical certificate with a two month extension while the 
paperwork was processed. Now that two months has gone to four months. Was there any 
consultation? None that I am aware of.   



Does that mean that that the av med office is: Overworked? Reports too complicated? 
Understaffed? Has little comprehension of the need for prompt service? No case management 
to help a pilot get his or her av med certificate renewed? For a commercial pilot they need 
prompt service and maybe advice. 

I do not hear of that with the FAA or UK regulators and their av med departments. 

I would hate to be a CPL working 500 km south of Darwin and getting repeated but not same day 
requests for ‘We require more specialists reports’. I have also heard of cases where a pilot has 
supplied a specialists report from a fully qualified and knowledgeable (in the subject area) 
medico but been told ‘We require more specialist reports’. 

It can take time to booked a DAME or specialist medico. Days or even into weeks or months. 

And then to be asked for ‘For more specialist reports’. Then the email exchange starts. 
Meanwhile the subject pilot is in a quandary. Has he been given a new av med certificate? Has 
he been given a temporary extension? If his av med certificate is about to run out does he still he 
have a job and be able to put food on the table? 

That ask is not how  a professional organisation should be run. 

I am yet to hear of a DAME saying that he enjoys working with av med. Very complicated is the 
usual comment. 

I am of the view that CASA Av Med office needs a review with the idea that it can be improved to 
assist pilots. Now the pilot fraternity has the idea that av med is simply gunning for them, not 
assisting them! If pilots are called clients then like clients at a store or service they should be 
looked after such that they will come back next year. Lower pilot numbers mean less staff 
required in av med.  


