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Important Acronyms and Definitions 
 

AOC Air Operators Certificate being the CASA approval that outlines the 

operations that an organisation can conduct. 

APTA Australian Pilot Training Alliance. A Flight Training organisation with 

associated authorisations that was set up and operated by me. As a result of 

the CASA action it was sold in July 2019 at a mutually agreed 5% of its value, 

due to concerns over its ability to keep operating. Its ARN number is 759217 

ARN Aviation Reference Number. A unique identifier (number) that each pilot and 

aviation business has issued to them by CASA. 

Aviation Ruling Aviation Rulings are advisory documents setting out CASA policy on a 

particular issue. https://www.casa.gov.au/rules-and-regulations/current-

rules/aviation-rulings 

BLT Ballarat Base (Aviation terminology usually uses three letters as an 

“identifier”) 

CAA or the Act (Civil Aviation Act ) 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2016C01097 

 This legislative document is the Civil Aviation Act outlines CASA, its 

establishment, structures etc. This is potentially important as it also stipulates 

the legal structure of CASA, its functions, structure etc. 

CASA Civil Aviation Safety Authority. The Regulator. 

CEO Chief Executive Officer. In addition to the more “traditional CEO”, this is a 

CASA mandated position with responsibilities outlined in legislation. This 

position requires a CASA interview and approval. It is a Key Personnel 

position. 

Charter This is classified by CASA as a “commercial purpose’ in Civil Aviation 

Regulation 206. It involves carrying passengers and/or freight between 

destinations. Flying training is not defined as acommercialo purpose in CAR 

206. This becomes relevant later when the topic of the “aviation ruling” 

comes up 

CMT Certificate Management Team. A CMT Team being a CASA oversighting 

team. Generally, a Certificate Management Team (CMT) will contain a 

Manager (CTM), Airworthiness Inspectors (AWI), Flight Operations 

Inspectors (FOI) and a Safety Systems Inspector (SSI). In the CASA 

Southern Region (predominantly Victoria and Tasmania) there are three of 

these teams, referred to as CMT 1, CMT, 2, and CMT 3. Each team will have 

a group of schools that they are responsible for. They are effectively the 

“face” of CASA, our first point of contact, and a good relationship between a 

CMT and Industry is crucial to maximising safety and compliance. 

Understandably different teams will often have a very different reputation in 

Industry, usually related to their technical competence and professionalism. 

Originally, we were under CMT 2 which was a highly respected team within 

Industry, and we were moved to CMT 3, headed up by someone experienced 

in Airline Cabin Crew operations, but not from a flight training background.  

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2016C01097


iii 
 

FOI Flight Operations Inspector- A Subject Matter Expert on Flying School 

operations, and a senior position within CASA. Of the 900 personnel within 

CASA, the FOI is the flying school’s primary point of contact. It is a 

reasonable expectation that the position holder should build a relationship of 

confidence and trust with Industry. 

GA General Aviation (GA) this includes most aspects of the industry with the 

general exception of airline operations. 

HOO Head of Operations (previously referred to as Chief Flying Instructor CFI) is 

the most senior instructor in a flying school. It is a CASA mandated position 

or “Key Personnel” position. 

Key Person A Key Person is a CASA mandated position in a flight training organisation. If 

that position becomes vacant the business ceases to operate. Currently the 

industry is experience a critical shortage of these personnel, that has lead to 

business closures.  

 A Part 141 has two Key Personnel CEO and Head of Operations (HOO), 

whereas the larger and more complicated Part 142 Organisation requires a 

Safety Manager (SM) in addition to the other two roles. 

LTV Latrobe Valley Base. 

Part 61   Complete legislative overhaul of pilot licencing in Australia. 

Part 141 Complete legislative overhaul of “mum and dad” owned flying schools. 

Part 142 Introduction of a new type of flying school referred to as a Part 142 School. 

These were generally to be larger flying schools and would be predominantly 

foreign owned as result of the legislative requirements, and associated costs 

of operating.  

Region A CASA region often encompasses a large geographical area. In my case I 

was in Southern Region which included most of Victoria and Tasmania. 

RIS Regulation Impact Statement. A document CASA was required to prepare 

outlining the impact on stakeholders of their proposed regulatory change. 

Safety Manager (SM) Safety manager. A key personnel position on a Part 142 Organisation 

only. 

SME Subject Matter Expert. 

Transition Date The deadline for schools to complete the transition to the new Part 141 or 

Part 142 requirements.  Initially 01/09/17, but postponed till 01/09/18
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A very brief overview on APTA 

Think of APTA to the flight training industry, what IGA supermarkets are to the retail industry.  

APTA being the IGA head office, and the flying schools operating under APTA, are effectively the 
individually owned IGA retail schools. The APTA Members included, 

• Melbourne Flight Training (this entity belonged to me) 

• Ballarat Aero Club,  

• Latrobe Valley Aero Club,  

• Avia,  

• Learn to Fly,  

• ARC Aviation 

• Simjet,  

• Vortex 

• Whitestar etc  

  

Unlike the Coles, Woolies model all stores in IGA are individually owned, but operating to the same 
set of Head Office policies and procedures, scaled to respective store size.  

APTA was effectively a co-operative. i.e. pooling resources to provide improved safety, compliance, 
resources etc.  

My flying school of 15 years (MFT) grew and developed into “APTA” after I spent 2 years, working 
side by side with CASA, attending to over 600 CASA stipulated requirements, and getting CASA 
approval to operate. This process was initiated out of a requirement for all schools to meet a revised 
suite of rules. It was initiated by me voluntarily, I was required to meet a new ruleset (Part 141/142). 

The organisation completed this revalidation process in April of 2017, in preparation for an entirely 
new regulatory suite scheduled for implementation On September 1st, 2017. (subsequently postponed 
by CASA to September 1st, 2018). This delay alone cost me approximately $800,000, and was the 
key determinant in me selling my house to maintain operations. i.e. I was meeting CASA imposed 
requirements on all flying schools.  

CASA initiated their restrictions on my business, approximately 6 weeks after the introduction of their 
new regulatory suite on the postponed date of September 1st 2018. This date is referred to as the 
“Transition date” 

 

A very brief overview on the issue  (in my words) 

A limited number of CASA personnel have acted unlawfully in applying restrictions on my businesses 
ability to trade, leading to its demise. CASA actions by their own admission are not based on safety 
concerns. There have been no regulatory breaches. Those restrictions effectively placed on my 
business were. 

o No marketing or promoting 
o A limited date of operations imposed on the business 
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o No new customers could be added 
o No new capabilities’ could be added 
o No capabilities could be renewed as they expired 

Importantly, these restrictions remained in place for over 8 months while CASA, “had a look at APTA 
again:” 

 

 

An overview 

My name is Glen Buckley, I have been involved in the flight training industry for 25 years, with the last 
15 as the owner of a flight training organisation originally called Melbourne Flight Training (MFT), 
more recently name changed to the Australian Pilot Training Alliance (APTA). It was a change in 
name only of the Company only, not the trading name, ABN, Directors etc. The change was done to 
more accurately represent the Australia wide capability, rather than Melbourne alone. While not 
necessarily pertinent, its important to be aware of 

In October 2018, CASA made a number of decisions, and placed a number of restrictions on my 
businesses ability to trade, eventually leading to me losing the business. At no stage was CASA 
action ever based on any safety concerns. In fact, their actions and decisions demonstrably reduced 
safety. 

There were no safety concerns and there were no regulatory breaches. I am dealing with a “change of 
opinion”.by an individual. The matter has “snowballed” and become an issue. 

I believe I am dealing with unlawful conduct i.e. direction to terminate my employment, breaches of 
administrative law and the direction by CASA to redirect my flying school MFT, to APTA. 

I am seeking a claim for damages against the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) for the loss of 
two of my businesses, and the impact on my family and on myself. I have been left destitute by this 
process, and potentially I could be declared bankrupt.  

My intention is to make an individual claim for damages caused to me, as that would avoid a potential 
adverse claim for costs against me, in the event that my claim was unsuccessful. Im not sure if my 
understanding of this is correct? 

Should this matter proceed, I will be seeking litigation funding and have a plan in action although I am 
requiring an indication that I have a high likelihood of being able to mount a successful action, and 
that is the purpose of providing you this information for assessment. 

The action has affected other businesses, resulting in two of them ceasing operations. Other 
businesses, employees, management, and suppliers have been affected. There is the potential for a 
class action on behalf of a number of parties. I have had some “light” discussions on this topic. There 
would be enough parties to warrant a class action. I would be the lead litigant in such an action. 

Whether an individual action or a class action is the appropriate way forward, is best determined by a 
lawyer, as is a determination as to whether I have a valid basis for a claim. 

The class action would include members that had to separate from APTA based on its uncertain 
future, staff whose jobs have been affected, suppliers who have not been paid due to the restrictions 
placed on my ability to trade, students whose training has been affected, etc.  
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The ramifications of CASAs actions are significant, and importantly CASA make no claim to be doing 
this on the basis of any safety considerations. Similarly, CASA is unable to identify any regulations 
that have been broken. They have erred, they know it, and they wish this would go away. This matter 
has been in the PMs Office, and there is Deputy PM (responsible Minister), awareness of the topic. 

APTA was one of a very small percentage of Australia’s 350 flying schools that met a CASA imposed 
deadline for a CASA revalidation that had to be completed by the “transition date” on September 1st 
2017. So few schools met the deadline that CASA was forced into yet another postponement, this 
time to September 1st 2018. Importantly, APTA was one of the 5% of schools that held the required 
Part 141 and Part 142 by the initial deadline. i.e. we had all the new, more costly, systems and 
procedures in place, had undergone a full CASA review, and we were CASA approved. 

That delay alone cost me approximately $800,000 and therefore the loss of my family home, which 
was sold to fund continuing operations during the delay of 12 months, until my implemented systems, 
procedures and personnel were needed 12 months later. 

 

The revalidation process that I completed in April 2017, ahead of the September 1st 2017 deadline 
was significant. We had to attend to over 600 CASA specified requirements, and have each one 
assessed by CASA personnel. I have that completed CASA checklist, completed by CASA personnel. 

It was an investment running into many hundreds of thousands of dollars and took over two years to 
complete. This was very much a collaborative project with CASA, and CASA hold substantial files and 
documents as part of this process. 

We got through it well, ahead of schedule, well ahead of the majority of industry, but massively above 
the anticipated costs. We were commended by CASA, and in fact CASA were recommending APTA 
to entities. 

The entire introduction of the regulatory program was an unmitigated disaster, and CASA will concur 

I felt that my evolved business model was operating normally, and had no concerns. It had been 
designed with CASA paersonnel, approved by CASA, auduited by CASA, and recommended by 
CASA. 

Importantly, when CASA initiated the action in October 2018, with the associated restrictions on my 
ability to trade, we were operating the same way we did at the initial revalidation in April 2017, and at 
the level 1 audit in November 2017, and as we had been for 15 years previously. There was no 
change, so I could not understand the complete overnight reversal of opinion initiated by a CASA 
person by the name of Brad Lacey. The only change that occurred, was in fact the change of CASA 
personnel that I was dealing with. I was now dealing with Brad Lacey my new CASA Flight Operations 
Inspector. 

At this stage a review of CASAS regulatory philosophy (appendix g) may be appropriate. This is 
fundamentally what CASA has clearly breached. Its effectively, CASAs plain English commitment to 
industry. 

This Regulatory philosophy was introduced by CASA as a result of what was referred to as the 
Forsythe Review. I have attached a link via a legal firm’s website that provides an overview, with a 
link to the document.  

https://www.cgw.com.au/publication/the-forsyth-report-challenging-times-ahead-for-casa-and-the-
aviation-industry/ 

I am not sure if CASA is bound to its own regulatory philosophy in law, but this is a significant point of 
failure. Had they complied with their own regulatory philosophy, this entire situation would most 

https://www.cgw.com.au/publication/the-forsyth-report-challenging-times-ahead-for-casa-and-the-aviation-industry/
https://www.cgw.com.au/publication/the-forsyth-report-challenging-times-ahead-for-casa-and-the-aviation-industry/
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definitely have been avoided. I am hoping that this can be considered, as it is in plain English, and 
easy to address, and has been totally disregarded by the relevant CASA personnel, in their dealings 
with me.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A overview on the history on the issue 

I had a business, APTA (previously MFT), that had been operating for 15 years successfully 
delivering industry leading levels of safety and compliance in the flight training industry. I have no 
“skeletons in the closet”. CASA will be unable to refute that statement and will not use a “safety” card 
in any argument. There have been no incidents or accidents that have prompted the CASA action. 

Important to this story is the change of CASA  “CMT” that I was notified of in Appendix D. The CMT 
being the small team of CASA personnel that oversights my flight training organisation, and several 
others. The Victoria and Tasmania region has three of these roving CMTs, with each organisation 
falling under the oversight of CMT 1,2 or 3. 

The new CASA CMT team contained a member called Brad Lacey. Brad has a reputation in the 
region for being technically incompetent and vindictive. Other operators would be prepared to testify 
to that effect, and I believe his CASA record is not “unblemished”. Interestingly, I believe his father 
was a judge or magistrate. Considered as a “passive aggressive”. I do not believe that I had met him 
previously, but I was aware that I was not on his Christmas card list, although I have no idea why. 

On becoming aware that Brad was to take over supervision of my school, I immediately requested a 
“one on one on the record meeting” to convey my concerns to the CASA Regional Manager, 
Michelle Massey (who later moved on to a different role within CASA). That meeting proceeded, and 
my concerns were not acted on.  

Within 6 months of Brad taking over supervision of my school, and with absolutely no warning at all, I 
received the initial notification that potentially my entire operation could be closed down at any time 
after 7 days. On receipt of that CASA issued document on October 23rd 2018, more than 1 year ago, 
my world came crashing down. Brad initiated this action, and it is flagrant disregard of CASAs 
regulatory philosophy.  

The business had been established for 15 years, 18 months prior had gone through an extensive 
revalidation process in April 2017, had been level 1 audited in November 2017, and in fact member 
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schools will testify that CASA actually recommended APTA. I had absolutely no inkling at all that a 
change of opinion had happened in CASA until I received that correspondence. 

The CASA line of attack initially took three directions which I will comprehensively address later. 

• Contracts argument 

• Temporary locations procedure 

• Aviation Ruling 

At this stage however, I want to be very clear on how this has affected my ability to derive a livelihood.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

An overview on how this has impacted, me, my 
family,  

Step One.  

After 15 years of operations,CASA reversed their position on my business APTA, and placed 
restrictions on its ability to trade. I immediately and repeatedly notified CASA in writing that those 
restrictions would cost my business $10,000 per week. Importantly those restrictions were all placed 
on my business on a CASA change of opinion only. They have now been “thinking” about it for over 
one year, with those restrictions in place. The cost to me has been in excess of $500,000 as I advised 
CASA it would be. 

I was in a predicament, because if my operations were ceased by CASA, the single CASA 
authorisation (Part 141/142)   was held by A{TA. Without the approval, all members would also cease 
to operate. 

Eventually with those restrictions on the business, as with any business in any industry, it was on the 
brink of collapse. With no certainty of operations due to CASA indecision, that business was sold for a 
contractually pre agreed 5% of its value. i.e. a $4,000,000 business was sold for $200,000. That 
$200,000 was used entirely to clear debt, and I did not retain anything at all from the sale of my 
business APTA. 

Step Two 

I did retain my flying school called MFT which was effectively one of the IGA stores. CASA then came 
after that and required that I transfer my pilots, aircraft, and customers to APTA ( the business that I 
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had just sold under duress). The basis of their argument was something called “direct operational 
control” which is undefined, and despite my repeated requests CASA have failed to define it, and they 
are applying this opinion to my business MFT but not others across Australia. I believe this direction 
by Mr Jason Mc Heyzer, to be unlawful. 

I complied with the CASA direction and transferred my “livelihood” into APTA as required. I ceased 
deriving any revenue as that had to go to APTA on CASA direction. Unfortunately, I continued to be 
responsible for expenses i.e. car leases, printing leases, phone leases, car leases etc. You will recall 
that i was required to transfer the revenue streams to APTA but not the liabilities. It is this situation 
that continues to cause such stress, as my financial obligations continue to mount. 

After being forced to sell APTA at a fraction of its value, and then having my flying school MFTs 
revenues transferred to APTA, I had no income.  

Step Three 

I secured employment with the new owners of APTA, but shortly afterward the CASA Regional 
Manager, Mr Mc Heyzer directed APTA that my position with APTA was untenable, and my 
employment was terminated. This was on the basis of “comments I was making publicly”. Quite 
simply, no-one in CASA has authority to direct an employer to terminate an employee. I believe this 
was unlawful, and for me, it was the straw that broke the camels back. 

I submitted a complaint to the Industry Complaints commissioner, and the report suggests that his 
direction was inappropriate, and is included in the unfair dismissal package. 

This has effectively left me destitute, with no source of income, and for whatever reason is motivating 
CASA I have effectively been chased out of the industry.  

I am now approaching 55, destitute with dependent children, $500,000 of debt, no business, and no 
job. I have no hope of ever getting a home loan, and have been forced to restart my life at 55 years of 
age, with not one cent in the bank, and mounting debts that I have no way to resolve. I am truly 
destitute. It is impossible for me to continue in the industry, and I am now sseking to start a new 
career as a taxi driver in the interim, until you can assess if I have a valid basis for a claim. 

The impact has been significant, and I have no doubt at all that after 12 months of this, a less resilient 
business owner would have potentially “checked out”, and I mean that sincerely, and with all respect.  

I have been pushed to the limit, I really have. Over the last 12 months, I have lost my home, my 
businesses, and my job, savings etc. I have been left with nothing 

I have utilised the Industry complaints Commissioner (internal CASA office) but was dissatisfied, and 
many of the investigative undertakings given to me in writing by that office were completely avoided in 
the final report, as you will see in the applicable file.  

I have made multiple appeals to the Board, which fell on deaf ears for 6 months, until I was granted a 
meeting with the Chair of the Board. To be frank, I am strongly of the opinion that I am hitting a brick 
wall, and this is the manner that CASA chooses to operate. 
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What do I feel I am fairly entitled to? 

• Forced sale of APTA valued at;     $4,000,000 

• Loss of my flying school;    $2,000,000 

• Loss of future income 10 years at $150,000 p.a.  $1,500,000 

• Stress, reputational damage, etc   Not able to assess.  

 

What do I feel other businesses entitled to? 

o SIMJET   $1,300,000 
o WHITESTAR  $1,300,000 
o LTV AERO CLUB $650,000 
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o BLT AERO CLUB $650,000 
o AVIA AVIATION $1,300,000 
o VORTEX  $1,300,000 
o ARC AVIATION  $1,300,000 
o LEARN TO FLY  $1,300,000 
o CHARTAIR  $500,000 

 

 

WHAT DO I REALLY FEEL HAPPENED? 

CASA introduced a new regulatory structure that was universally regarded by CASA and industry as a 

complete failure. It was referred to as Part 61 (pilot licencing), Part 141 (less complex flight training 

organisations) and Part 142 (more complex flight training organisations). 

This legislation was introduced over a decade behind schedule, at a cost blowout of an estimated 

$400 million over budget, and a number of postponed starts over the last decade. 

The entire industry would universally acknowledge it as an enormous failure, with no safety benefit, 

but a massive increase in costs of operating. The main criticism being that the rules are incredibly 

difficult to understand and apply, and it is in fact a failure to achieve clear and concise standards as 

required of CASA in the Civil Aviation Act that has caused so many problems for industry. This failure 

to achieve “clear and concise standards” is in fact the root cause of many of the issues confronting 

me. You will notice in correspondence I use the terminology, “clear and concise” frequently. 

During the 10 years before the new rules introduction I had been a fairly vocal critic. I felt it increased 

costs, would harm rural operators, encourage foreign ownership of our flight training industry, lead to 

an exodus of skilled personnel, I felt CASA had massively underestimated the size of the project and 

was under resourced. I felt the relevant prepatory work had not been done, and that CASA personnel 

had not been adequately trained. I predicted that few operators would meet the deadline, and I 

believed that the required Regulation Impact Statement was grossly negligent in its inaccuracy. 

Many operators are reluctant to criticise CASA as CASA wields enormous power. 

I chose to put my name to my concerns, but I did follow my mantra of “highlighting problems but also 

offering suggestions”. I was not negative for the sake of being negative.  

Coming forward to today, the passage of time has shown that my concerns have now all manifested 

themselves, and I would potentially cause some embarrassment to CASA. The growth of APTa may 

have caught CASA “off guard”. I feel a co-operative approach was potentuially seen as a threat, and 

therefore CASA decided to frustrate APTA. 
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After spending hundreds of thousands of dollars getting my organisation ready for the initial deadline 

of September 1st 2017, (I was ready 6 months earlier), CASA announced an extension of 12 months. 

This would have caused further consternation for CASA. 

CASA advised me of a a change of CASA oversighting personnel with one individual causing me 

concern. A Flight Operations Inspector (FOI). I requested a one on one, but NOT, off the record, 

meeting with my Regional Manager at the time. My legitimate concerns were ignored, he became my 

oversighting CASA inspector, and the Regional Manager moved to a new role in CASA. I feel 

confident that Brad Lacey got wind of the fact that I had raised concerns about him, and that 

prompted him to act vindictively (that is his deserved industry reputation) 

Shortly after came was the correspondence I refer to as the initial notification, which would lead to the 

eventual failure of the business. It was initiated by the very person (Brad Lacey) I had raised 

complaints about. 

I contacted Brads immediate supervisor, and importantly the signatory to the letter, the new Regional 

Manager, Mr David Jones. Despite being the signatory, he advised that he “wasn’t all over it”. His 

complete lack of understanding became even more apparent with the passage of time. I was 

frustrated and queried him as to why he would put his signature on the correspondence if he “wasn’t 

all over it”. 

CASA became aware that Mr David Jones was struggling and parachuted Mr Peter White from 

Canberra down to Melbourne. He was the Executive Manager Regulatory Services and Surveillance. 

He was highly capable, and well intentioned, but his attempts at resolving the issue were frustrated by 

Mr Graeme Crawford (the number 2 person within CASA, and Mr Whites direct reporting line),  

Once Mr Crawford became involved, there was never going to be a resolution. He has an industry 

wide reputation as a bully. 

CASA had imposed so many restrictions on my ability to trade that the business was doomed. I made 

a number of appeals to the CASA Board which were ignored for 6 months, and I lodged complaints 

with the Industry Complaints Commissioner. After waiting many months for the ICC report, it 

fundamentally failed to address the key points that the ICC undertook to address. 

By now the business has been trying to resolve this matter for 8 months and APTA was in a  situation 

where it could not meet the payroll, and was sold at a pre agreed 5% to one of the APTA members 

(Vortex) who bought it to ensure their own survival which was dependent on APTA surviving. 

Forward to today, and CASA has a impending issue on their hands. The members have all been 

affected, and opposed to the CASA action (mindful that they are also somewhat scared of CASA, and 

dependent on CASA for some sort of a resolution).  
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The new owners of APTA have taken APTA awy from the co-operative approach that was APTA was 

designed for, and used that capability to grow their own individual school. Almost the entire APTA 

team was “moved on” after the new owners took over. They have massively reduced the 

organisations capability, and each member has either closed, or pursued their own individual Part 141 

approval, and forfeited the Part 142 capabilty, 150 hour integrated CPL, Registered Trainimng 

Organisation capability, and ironically, they no longer have to have a Safety Department as a Part 

141, so there is an argument that CASAs actions have actually reduced safety. 
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Please note, I have updated this but due to being 

computer illiterate (almost), I was unsuccessful 

in updating page indexing. 
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Introduction 

Despite ongoing efforts by APTA over the last 12 months, the business was sold for a contractually 

agreed 5% of its value as a result of the CASA restrictions on its ability to trade, and uncertainty, over 

its future (agreed value $4.0 million. sold for $200,000) 

If you have read the previous recommended articles and have an interest in the more detailed 

operational perspective of APTA, refer to Appendix T. 

Since October 23rd, 2018, CASA has taken an administrative action against this business. That action 

was never formally supported by any appropriate documentation from CASA. They applied a “Freeze” 

on the business and placed a finite date on this business’s operations. That action was not taken on 

any safety concerns, and after more than 1 year, CASA still has been unable to state any breaches, 

although they have tried repeatedly. It would be fair to say they have thrown everything they have in 

their arsenal at this Organisation. That has included untruthful verbal and written statements, and 

those assertions can be clearly supported. 

That freeze has continued as CASA grappled to work out what CASA wanted in the contracts 

between APTA and the Members. APTA remained completely open throughout, to incorporating 

absolutely anything into the contracts that CASA require.  

This issue could have been resolved, it simply needed CASA to tell me what they wanted. In fact, the 

entire fiasco could have been entirely avoided had CASA chosen to talk to me, rather than send the 

heavy handed notification (Appendix A). After months with a crippling freeze on my business, we 

hadn’t moved forward at all. 

Consider for a moment what the CASA action did when it imposed the “freeze”, and not on any safety 

concerns. In conjunction with a reduced approval to operate in accordance with the following time 

lines. 

CASA reduced my operational status as follows: 

• On the 23rd October 2018, you advised me that it was likely my business only had those 7 

days to continue operating. 

• From the period 30th October until 25th January 2019, my business operated literally on a 

minute by minute approval. 

• On 25th January 2019 you notified me that my business could continue operating for three 

months until 25th April 2019. 

• On 12th February 2019 you advised me that my business could continue operating until 

13th May 2019. 

• On 3rd May 2019 you advised that my business could continue operating until 1st July 2019. 

• The matter was not resolved by July 1st, and I sold the business under duress with no 

certainty of future operations, for a nominal value only. 

This CASA actions 

• Prevented me from marketing my product, as my business has had a potential expiry date 

placed on it. I would have been misrepresenting the business, which CASA had warned me 

not to do. 

• Anyone considering a course of training to obtain a pilot licence would not join a school for a 

12 month course if that school has no surety of operations. 

• Prevented me from taking on new member schools as APTA members. 

• I could not employ staff and graduating students with no certainty of operations. 

• Prevented me entering into long tgerm contractual agreements. 

• Prevented me looking after existing customers by not renewing expirations i.e. LTV Sim 

• Prevented me adding new capability i.e. Low Level course (LL), Multi Crew Co-operations 

(MCC) course etc 

• Forced two of my Members into closure of their business. 

• Prevented me being able to retain and attract staff due no employment certainty. 
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• Damaged the reputation of APTA and myself personally, and significantly 

• Reduced the business value to nothing with continuing doubt over its approval.. 

If you put any business in Australia in that situation for 9 months, it couldn’t survive, irrespective of 

whether it was BHP, Coles, ANZ or my own Business APTA. The action that CASA took is totally 

unnecessary. In order to take such action, one would imagine that there is a grave and imminent risk 

to Aviation Safety. That is not the case in this matter, and in fact in writing, CASA has supported 

APTA. So one has to question why they would work so diligently to bring it all undone. 

In the early days of this situation I sent the following letter to members, which provides an overview; 

“I have made representations to my Members, and potential members that APTA has a certain capability, and you have trusted 

me, to deliver on the promises that were made.  

It is important that you appreciate that APTA was actually designed with CASA personnel. The investment ran into many 

hundreds of thousands of dollars and took a number of years to achieve. CASA records will clearly indicate many documented 

hours working side by side with CASA as were assessed on over 600-line items as part of our Transition. Every one of those 

600-line items had associated procedures written that became the APTA Exposition (suite of Operations manuals). This system 

was designed from the ground up, in conjunction with CASA to become what we now know as APTA. 

During the process comments were made by CASA personnel along the following lines; 

“you are the first person to actually understand what a Part 142 is all about”, “this isn’t a concept we are unfamiliar with, the 

Airlines do it all the time” etc. There is no dispute from CASA that they were heavily involved in the Project.  

Proudly we were amongst the first 5% of Australia’s 350 schools to achieve the Part 141 and 142 approval in April 2017, 

months before the Transition deadline date of September 1st, 2017. Prior to us “flicking the switch” and Transitioning, we 

received assurances from CASA that the Transition date was not going to be extended. 

Only weeks after we Transitioned, CASA announced a 12 month delay due to the small percentage of schools that were ready 

by Transition Date. That CASA postponement after assurances that there would be no delay was significant.  

• It deprived the business of its market for 12 months as there was no requirement for APTA. 

• It left me with a “White Elephant” for 12 months at a cost running into many hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

• It significantly diluted the value of the business. On the original scheduled Transition date, I would have had only 12 

competitors across Australia. The 12-month delay facilitated a total of over 60 competitors in the market place. 

• The associated costs associated with the dealy as the value of the business is determined on the average last four 

years profit. 

Despite this delay, the business did manage to continue on, at great cost for twelve months as we waited for the postponed 

date of September 1st, 2018 to come around.  

We built up our customer base and worked towards repairing the damage caused by the CASA induced 12 month delay. 



15 
 

We continued working professionally with CMT 2 (Certificate Management Team 2) This being a small CASA team of Subject 

matter Experts. There are three teams in Victoria and Tasmania with each school nominated as falling under one of those 

teams. We had for many years operated under CMT 2. The CMT is the primary point of contact for a flight training organisation 

and the FOI (Flight Operations Inspector) would be the primary point of contact.  

When I was later notified of a change of CMT 2 to CMT 3, I have on record, a requested one on one meeting with my then 

Regional Manager (RM) to express my concerns. I had concerns about a member of my new team. My concern with the new 

CMT Team was that I felt a member of that team would have an apprehended bias and would not act impartially.  

Then without any prior notice at all. I repeat, none at all, I received the notification (Appendix A) that I was to produce contracts 

and in 7 days CASA would make a determination as to the continuity of operations.  

This was alarming as on reading that correspondence it made me feel that it was most likely my business would be shut down 

in 7 days, and CASA was attaching significant liability on myself for engaging those other entities. As I had previously provided 

Master contracts to CASA on multiple occasions, I had no new information to provide, other than the individually signatures on 

the contracts. My assumption was that as CASA had held the contracts for over 18 months, and they had been provided on 

multiple occasions, that they were happy with the content.  

It only became obvious later in the proceedings that CASA had missed the fact that they held the contracts. Once I was 

satisfied that the issue was not the contractual content, and CASA wanted the signatures, I supplied them. That did not satisfy 

CASA as that is where the process began falling apart, and CASA pursued a course of an alternate narrative. Once CASA 

realised that they did in fact hold the contracts, the lack of ethics and good governance began, and that struggle of constantly 

changing goal posts began, and continues for now over 7 months. This alternate narrative has been never-ending, and during 

it, CASA really have thrown absolutely everything at the Organisation that they possibly can. Unfortunately for CASA, nothing 

stuck. 

Since that initial and unnecessary bullying and intimidating initial notification I have remained 100% willing to write whatever 

additional text CASA require of me in the contracts, and despite the journey I have been on, and all the other “tactics” that 

CASA has used, that view has not changed. I call the initial action, bullying and intimidating in nature because a simple face to 

face discussion would have sufficed, yet CASA chose to follow a more combative approach, in breach of their own Regulatory 

Philosophy. 

I have made several attempts to address the CASA perceived deficiencies at significant legal expense. Those changes do not 

satisfy CASA. My position throughout this has been simple, and the same message that I drummed into my kids.  

“in order to determine something is wrong, it is fundamental that you know what right, looks like” 

If my repeated attempts at writing additional text for the contracts is wrong, then it is incumbent upon CASA to tell me what is 

right. After 7 months, that is where we are, although CASA assure me that we are “nearly there”.  
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To be frank, CASA can play ping pong with me for three years if that is how they want to conduct themselves, but my main 

issue is the fact that they have simultaneously applied a “freeze” on this business.  

That “freeze” was initiated on that initial notification which was a simple request for documents. Despite repeated requests, 

CASA refuse to provide any supporting paperwork in support of such a significant action. The effect of that freeze has cost this 

business many hundreds of thousands of dollars and most likely substantially more when one considers the stress and damage 

to reputation of me personally and the APTA brand, and indeed threatens the very continuity of the business.  There can be no 

doubt that significant damage has been inflicted on current and potential customers, and I will be asking those organisations 

The matters are detailed and complicated, but one only needs to be familiar with CASAs own regulatory philosophy, to 

recognise that there have been significant breaches. 

CASAs imposed “freeze” has meant that I  

o Cannot sign up new customers 

o Not market my product 

o Not renew existing capabilities as they expire 

o Not add on new courses 

It is an impossible situation for any business to be, and for this matter to continue for 7 months is totally unacceptable. The 

effects of such a drawn-out process by CASA have impacted on every aspect of this business.  

My Business like many other aviation businesses across Australia, relies heavily on CASA in order to conduct its Business. 

Provided I conduct my business safely, compliantly and in a well-intentioned manner I have a reasonable expectation that: 

CASA; 

• Will act with fairness and integrity and hold personnel accountable for their decisions. 

• Will treat all operators equally, and not single me out for requirements not placed on other operators. 

• Will act in accordance with its own published Regulatory Philosophy (Appendix G) 

• Will act in accordance with the Ministers Statement of Expectations (Appendix Y) 

• Will act in accordance with its own Enforcement Manual (Appendix E) 

• Will act in accordance with the Public Governance, Performance, and Accountability Act (Appendix P) 

• Will provide “clear and concise aviation safety standards”, as required of CASA and stated as CASAs function in the 

Civil Aviation Safety Act (Appendix J) 
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• Will recognise that in instances where CASA has not achieved clear and concise aviation safety standards, that 

becomes a starting point for well intentioned discussion, not substantial punitive action that is unnecessary and 

brings harm to a business. 

• Will demonstrate good governance, and consistency. 

• Will act proportionally and in accordance with the level of safety risk identified. 

• Will work professionally to build confidence and trust. 

• Will act within appropriate timelines. 

• Will be able to provide evidence in support of their substantive claims when they make them. 

• Will admit when it has made a mistake, and confront that mistake, rather than try and cover it up so that it 

compounds. 

• Will not work diligently to “paint a picture,” but will deal only in fact. 

• Will not act in a passive aggressive manner. 

• Will not threaten to shut down business, unless on substantial and demonstrable  safety grounds. 

• Will not bring personal opinions to decision making, and will act on safety or regulatory considerations.  

• Wil not demonstrably and deliberately act to take action that simultaneously reduces safety, potentially reduces 

regulatory compliance, and risks peoples livelihood. 

• Will act in accordance with its public statements (Please find attached Appendix O) 
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Background 

 

On September 1st, 2014, (after CASA postponed the date from December 2013) the Civil Aviation 

Safety Authority (CASA) introduced a legislative change referred to as: 

• Part 61 (covering pilot licencing, and the rules commencing on that day)   

• Part 141 and 142 (covering flying school operations and providing until September 1st , 2017 

for schools to comply) 

The latter legislation i.e. 141/142 would require all of Australia’s 350 Flying Training Organisations to 

undertake a full and comprehensive rewrite of their procedures, and “Transition” to either of the new 

categories. i.e. Part 141 or Part 142. This process or “transition” was to be completed within 3 years, 

but no later than September 1st, 2017.  

The Part 141 being the simpler structure and more suited to the “Mum and Dad” type business, such 

as mine.  

The Part 142 being a more complicated and expensive to operate structure, more suited to larger 

international pilot training colleges, requiring at least three Key Personnel as a minimum, a Safety 

Manager, a Safety Management System etc. 

My business’s size, sales, and my personal wishes were that it would suit the new lower Part 141 

classification and that was my intention, as much as practical, to continue as I was delivering 

predominantly the Integrated 150-hour CPL. The CASA consultation process did not make any 

mention that 141 Schools would lose access to the Integrated 150-hour CPL Course. This was 

important, as my business, like many other businesses, generated 90% of my revenue from this 

course. It was the fundamental cornerstone of the business. 

The CASA consultation program for this change had commenced in 2002 with a scheduled 

completion of its implementation in 2005. The task was enormous and there is no doubt that CASA 

significantly underestimated it. That is evidenced by the fact that CASA was significantly behind 

schedule, and the actual completion of implementation did not occur until September 2017, (12 years 

behind schedule), with both Industry and CASA are still dealing with substantial and ongoing issues.  

In CASA’s own Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) released in 2012 (please find attached Appendix 

F), they assured industry; “whilst these represent a deviation from existing standards the changes are 

relatively minor”.  

With hindsight now, and the program over a decade behind schedule, we can see how fundamentally 

flawed CASAs Regulation Impact Statement was. Quite simply, the changes were “enormous” rather 

than “relatively minor”. Industry depended on CASA to produce an accurate RIS. To review that RIS 

now, it can be seen how negligently inaccurate it was. CASA were doomed to fail due to their 

underestimation of the project size. This failure of the RIS impacted substantially on Industry. 

The entire industry would concur that the project was enormous, and the costs associated with the 

required support structure created by the rules is unsustainable. The transition process alone was an 

enormous task requiring thousands of hours rediverted to the project, and costing businesses many 

hundreds of thousands of dollars. The ongoing costs have also increased substantially in Industry, 

particularly related to Internal Training and checking, more complicated change, additional 

qualification requirements on personnel etc. 

It is in fact that gross underestimation of the implementation program, highlighted by the grossly 

inaccurate RIS that continues to cause so many challenges for CASA and industry. But first I will 

provide a timeline. The timeline goes back some way in order to provide a background.  

The real issues and basis of my legal argument really commence on October 23rd, 2018 and 

corresponded with a change of Regional Manager within CASA and a change of CMT (my CASA 

oversighting team, and first point of contact with CASA) from CMT 2 to CMT 3.  I believe CASA has 

acted inappropriately and in a bullying and intimidating manner. They have also breached their own 
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procedures, and regulatory philosophy. They have placed a freeze on my business, effectively limiting 

any growth, that has cost many hundreds of thousands of dollars, and more importantly significantly 

and negatively impacted on my businesses, and my own personal and professional reputation. I 

believe I will demonstrate that CASA have acted for reasons that are not related to safety or 

regulatory compliance, but of a more “personal” nature. At no stage during this process have CASA 

ever provided any written notification of that freeze. It is in fact the most substantial action taken 

against a flying school during my 35 years in the Industry. It is not related to Safety and after 5 

months with the “freeze” continuing, CASA cannot tell me what they want, only that they are 

confused. 

I am seeking legal support to initiate a claim on CASA. That claim would extend to the full value of my 

business, impact on staff, and impact on members. I am not prepared going forward, to seek an out of 

court settlement. I want this matter taken all the way to a determination. It is about actually having a 

determination of who is “right” and who is “wrong”. I anticipate this claim will extend to a substantial 

amount and am asking for your consideration to accept my case. The matter could also be reasonably 

expected to consider the damage done to members as well. 
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A Timeline 
 

March 2002  In March 2002 CASA commenced the “Part 142 Project”. It was scheduled for 

completion of implementation in 2005. There was no mention, that schools such as 

mine would lose access to the Integrated 150-hour CPL which my Business derived 

90% of its income from. 

July 2003 CASA released Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM312FS), (please find attached 

Appendix N). It made no mention that schools such as mine would lose access to the 

Integrated 150-hour CPL. 

January 2006, I opened my Business, and in accordance with my Business Plan derived 90% of my 

revenue by delivering the Integrated 150 hour CPL. There had been no suggestion that 

schools such as mine were to lose access to this course. 

March 2006 CASA issues an Aviation Ruling on “franchised AOCs” to address some of their 

concerns (please find attached Appendix B and Appendix R). Let me provide a 

background. 

Prior to my Management Team and I working in conjunction with CASA to design 

APTA, the Industry had operated under a far “looser” arrangement of “operating under 

an AOC,” or “franchising” an AOC, with an AOC being CASA’s approval to operate. 

This occurred when one AOC holder would come to an agreement with another AOC 

Holder. This was quite common in the Charter Industry.  

A particularly notable example, among the many, that occurred in a Capital City many 

years ago.  

‘Operator X’ was flying charter operations, but their operation was suspended by 

CASA on the grounds of some airworthiness issues. The company simply popped up 

the next day by using the AOC of ‘Company Y’. A suitable commercial arrangement 

was made, and operations continued. The risk associated with this being that 

‘Company Y’ is an entirely different company with different systems, procedures, 

standards, aircraft etc. The two parties are acting independently and not in each 

other’s interests. 

CASA responded by producing a document called the Aviation Ruling in 2006. It was 

intended to address the issue, and it did initially. At the time of its introduction, CASA 

explained to the Flight Training Industry, that in fact, the Aviation Ruling didn’t apply to 

flying schools, which made it all the more surprising when that became the basis of 

CASAs initial claims. 

Then over the years, the practice crept back into the industry, and CASA accepted it 

over the next decade. The practice became quite common and in fact many flying 

schools also adopted the “model,” despite its deficiencies. I don’t have the exact 

numbers but if called upon, CASA could state how many organisations operated 

under this arrangement.  

In fact, one of our APTA members operated under such an arrangement with a third 

party, immediately prior to joining APTA. They would be able to provide a 

comprehensive overview of the differences between the earlier more arm’s length 

arrangement, compared to their current obligations within APTA. They could also 

address other differences, such as the mentoring, supervision, safety systems, and 

other changes that APTA offers. That Member will concur that the APTA model offers 

increased safety and regulatory compliance. CASA accepted our Member operating 

under the previous agreement with another operator, so I query why the superior 

APTA model is not acceptable. 

December 2011 CASA produced a consultation draft of the upcoming legislation. It made no mention 

of the loss of the 150-hour CPL to my Business. It dealt entirely with other non-related 

matters. 
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December 2012 CASA released the Regulation Impact Statement. It made no mention of the loss of 

the 150-hour Commercial Pilot Licence course. 

December 2013 Scheduled implementation date of Part 61, and commencement of three year transition 

process for Part 141 and 142 schools. 

February 2013 Part 61/141/142 became law and was scheduled to commence on 4th December 

2013. This was a complete overhaul of the entire legislative framework, and now 

identified that my school would lose 90% of its revenue unless it Transitioned to the 

larger Part 142 Organisation. 

March 2013 An enormous project commenced for my business as we began to upgrade towards a 

Part 142 Organisation. I had no choice as my business would be forced into closure if 

it were to lose 90% of its revenue. To compound my difficulties, I could not sell the 

business, as there were no buyers for a business that was to lose 90% of its revenue 

i.e. the 150-hour Cpl course in a little over 4 years.  

April 2013 We identified that the cost structure associated with the Part 142 requirements was 

prohibitive, and very few Australian owned businesses, including mine, would be able 

to continue. The costs associated with going from the previously acceptable 1 X “Key 

Person” to a new requirement for 6 X “Key Personnel”, and other required procedures 

actually added more to the business’s costs in one year alone than it made in profit 

over the previous decade. It was very concerning. CASA by their own admission had 

no demonstrable safety case to support the changes, and they were opposed by 

Industry. 

 Fortunately, we were proactive and somewhat ahead of the industry generally. We 

were seeking a solution that had to meet stringent requirements. It had to reduce 

CASA costs, and Operator costs, while simultaneously; 

• Increasing Safety. 

• Increasing Regulatory compliance. 

• Increasing the quality of training. 

• Protecting the Australian owned sector of the industry. 

• Create jobs. 

• Provide a range of solutions to cater for commercial operators such as my 

own business, but also have a more altruistic component to protect the less 

commercial, regional aero clubs. 

In conjunction with CASA, impossible to dispute by CASA, and in fact agreed to by 

CASA, we set about designing the Australian Pilot Training Alliance (APTA). Most 

simply, an approach similar to that used by IGA supermarkets, where a group of small 

businesses work collaboratively in a joint venture arrangement. Fundamental to the 

design is the recognition that there is only one Authorisation Holder and we operate 

as one organisation.  

Early November 2013 Repeated CASA assurances that new legislation was to commence on 4th December 

2013, even though it appeared to Industry CASA would not be ready. It appeared to 

industry that as CASA had not finalised the Manual of Standards (MOS), which was 

the underpinning and essential document for Flying Schools, a delay must occur. 

CASA repeatedly assured me the legislation was proceeding. Nevertheless, the 

investment was made, and my business was prepared. 

Mid November 2013 CASA, as predicted by Industry, reversed their decision and announced a delay to 

Part 61/141/142 until 1st September 2014. This had a cost impact on the business as 

significant resources had been diverted to the project. 

May 2014 Release of Aviation Safety Regulation Review. This addressed CASAs inappropriate 

engagement with industry among other concerns, and lead to the creation of the 

CASA Regulatory Philosophy (Please refer Appendix S in the appendices). 

September 2014 New legislation finally commenced. The Part 61 Licencing rules commenced, and 

flying schools had three years, until September 1st, 2017, to transition to what was 

classified as a Part 141 (lower category) or Part 142 (higher category school). 
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March 2017 Received assurances from CASA that the new Part 141 and 142 rules were in fact 

commencing on September 1st, 2017. After that date CASA advised that if a school 

had not transitioned to a Part 141 or 142 organisation that school could not continue 

to operate. It appeared to Industry that there must be a delay as most of the schools 

had not completed the Transition process, and many, if not most, would be shut down. 

April 2017 Based on the CASA assurances only a few weeks earlier, APTA completed the Part 

142 Transition approximately 4 months ahead of the September deadline. This 

resulted in APTA operating to the new and far more costly legislative requirements. At 

the time that CASA approved our Transition we were operating with two fully CASA 

approved bases. Those bases were my own, MFT and a base at Bacchus Marsh, 

called TVSA. The fact that the bases were approved provided validation of the APTA 

concept. At the time of Transition only 5% of schools in Australia had completed the 

project, we were one of the first. 

May 2017 Surely enough, CASA does a complete reversal and in fact announces a further 12-

month delay to the deadline. The new Transition date became September 1st, 2018. 

This occurred only weeks after I had received reassurances that it would not happen. 

The effects of this on me and my business were significant. 

o I incurred many hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional and 

unnecessary operating costs, as I was committed to the new 

expensive structure but had no additional capability. 

o My business went from having less than 20 competitors with Part 

142 capability on the original date of September 1st, 2017, to having 

over 60 competitors, 12 months later by September 1st, 2018.   

November 2017 CASA conducts a week-long level 1 audit of APTA. This being the highest-level audit 

that CASA conducts. No concerns regarding our model were raised. 

May 2018 On May 2018, I received notification that I was to have a change of CMT Team from 

CMT 2 to CMT 3, this corresponded with a change of Regional Manager. 

On receiving this notification of a change of team, I bought my concerns to the 

Regional Manager’s attention, initially by an email on 11/05/18 requesting a meeting 

one on one to provide feedback on my concerns. My concerns were significant, I sent 

a follow up email on  

“Cheers Michelle, Lets go for 3.30PM on Thursday. I wanted the opportunity for a one on one 

(but not, off the record) meeting, and if CASA protocol is for someone else to be in attendance, I 

would be happy for John to participate. I anticipate it will be fairly brief, only about 15 minutes. 

After that I would be happy to meet Grant. Ideally, I would like to arrange a time, at that meeting, 

for the new CMT to come to Moorabbin, cheers. Glen” 

• CMT 2 had a professional relationship with APTA and the personnel within CMT 

2 were regarded by industry as “technically competent”. I make no assertion 

about CMT 3, only that CMT2 was widely perceived as the most “professional 

and competent” team by Industry.  

• Peers in industry had provided feedback that a member of CMT 3 may not be 

supportive of APTA and myself personally. I brought those concerns to the 

attention of my Regional Manager, and who assured me the relationship would 

be professional. I still had concerns but felt comfortable that they were at least on 

record with CASA. 

APTA continued, however there was noticeably less contact from CMT 3 than we had 

experienced previously with CMT 2. In fact, I believe this lack of contact from CMT 3 

is a significant contributing factor to the misunderstandings on CASAs behalf that 

continue to this time. It was also obvious that CMT 3 had most likely not had a 

“handover” as they should have. This could be verified by CASA records.  This lack of 

“handover” appears to be a contributing factor to the confusion that exists within 

CASA CMT 3. Quite simply they did not understand APTA and made no attempt to 

understand APTA.  

July 2018  CASA RELEASE- JULY 2018, outlining how supportive of Industry they are. 

Seriously, who writes that rubbish!!! 
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 Although previously postponed from initial transition date of September 1st, 2017 was 

introduced, Part 142 was finally introduced and enforced. As APTA had completed the 

process by the previously nominated date, 12 months earlier this was of little 

consequence to us. Schools that had completed the transition to either a Part 141 or 

Part 142 school could continue operations. Those that had not, were forced into closure. 

Although I do not have figures there were a significant number I believe. 

October 23rd 2018 CASA issues notification to APTA, CASA reference F14/9540 (please refer to Appendix 

A) 

Without any prior notification of any sort, after operating my business Melbourne Flight 

Training (MFT) for over 12 years delivering industry leading levels of safety and 

compliance and having operated APTA for over 18 months I received correspondence 

from CASA on 23/10/18. 

It notified me that it is more likely than not, that my entire business, and importantly, 

my Members will be shut down at any time after 7 days. This was a CASA approved 

business with 13 years operating history, delivering industry leading safety standards 

and high levels of compliancy, with approximately 50 pilots and staff depending on 

me.  

Simultaneously CASA places a freeze on my business, preventing me from adding 

any new customers, or adding any new capability. This has now continued on for 5 

months, and is yet to be resolved. No business owner can expect that level of punitive 

action from any Government Department, on such unsubstantiated grounds. 

The initial notification was extremely heavy handed and completely unnecessary. 

There was absolutely no need to take such a bullying and intimidating approach and 

is contravention of CASAs own Regulatory philosophy. It contained statements such 

as  

1. “APTA would be a party to such contraventions” 

2. “not authorised by your certificates” 

3. “within 7 days whereupon CASA will make a final determination” 

CASA made absolutely no attempt to communicate any concerns at all, or in any 

manner whatsoever prior to initiating that contact. I cannot understand why CASA 

chose that approach as it was not proportional and highly inappropriate to say the 

least. At any time at all, CASA could have finalised this entire matter with one to two 

hours of well-intentioned face to face discussion. CASA decided to pursue a more 

aggressive and totally unnecessary approach, which has now continued on for well 

almost 5 months, and it is likely it will take another couple of months for CASA to 

finalise this matter. For clarity, that correspondence suggested that; 

1. My own business Melbourne Flight Training which had been operating safely and 

compliantly for 13 years, and was where my family derived their livelihood, would 

be shut down. 

2. My other members, LTF, Avia (who had already been approved under our CASA 

procedures), ARC, Whitestar Aviation and Simjet would also not be permitted to 

operate. 

3. The two aeroclub members, Ballarat and Latrobe Valley would have to cease 

operations. 

4. It would allow LTF to continue operating but they had to operate from their 

original inferior base rather than the larger purpose-built facility, which seemed 

quite absurd, and degrades safety. 

I was truly shocked to receive that correspondence. APTA was a fully established and 

operational business. It had been established in its current format for 18 months. 

There were no changes of legislation that were the trigger for the CASA action.  

• CASA was briefed prior to commencing the design of APTA over four years 

ago. 

• CASA was encouraging of the concept. 

• CASA records will indicate many, many hours of CASA personnel working 

with APTA in the design of APTA 
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• We adopted many CASA suggested procedures, from their guidance 

material and suggestions. 

• CASA held the Master copy of our contract. 

• CASA approved APTA to a Part 141 and 142 Organisation in April 2017 with 

this structure already operating. We had Melbourne Flight Training (MFT) 

and TVSA at Bacchus Marsh as bases. 

• CASA was provided on multiple occasions with the contracts that we 

proposed to use with our Members. 

• CASA subsequently approved bases under APTA, exactly in accordance 

with the CASA suggested procedure that we adopted i.e. AVIA and Learn to 

Fly (LTF). 

• CASA audited APTA with a level 1 audit in November 2017. No concerns 

relating to the “model” were raised. This audit incorporated our previously 

CASA approved bases at Moorabbin and Bacchus Marsh, as well as auditing 

two of our operational Temporary locations at LTF and AVIA at Moorabbin. 

• CASA allowed APTA to operate for 18 months with no concerns expressed 

at all. 

• CASA endorsed APTA and recommended the concept to other entities. 

 

CMT 3 headed up by Mr Will Nuttall in conjunction with Mr Brad Lacey initiated this 

action against APTA and its members. They chose the course of action. They could 

have chosen an alternative course of action such as face to face discussion to raise 

their concerns. They chose a more passive aggressive approach and initiated a 

process that would most likely bring my entire operation to a closure. Basic ethics 

would dictate that face to face, well intentioned discussion is the best way to move 

forward, and especially in a situation where CASA has failed to achieve clear and 

concise aviation safety standards. That is further reason for CASA to adopt a more 

conciliatory approach. When CMT 3 chose their preferred course of action, I believe 

they acted in breach of the following points in the Regulatory Philosophy (please refer 

to Appendix G): 

• Maintaining the trust and respect of the aviation community. How can I 

reasonably be expected to have trust and respect for my CMT, when they 

choses such a totally unnecessary and heavy-handed action? No attempt 

was made to raise any concerns with me. The initial notification was 

completely unexpected, there had been absolutely no prior warning. 

• Mindful of the primacy of air safety, CASA takes account of all 

considerations including cost. How can I reasonably be expected to 

believe that my CMT adopts this philosophy, when in fact they chose a 

course of action that caused the most negative financial impact it possibly 

could, although there haven’t been any claims at all about safety. By CASA’s 

own admission, APTA increases safety. My CMT has applied a “freeze” to 

my business that has costs me hundreds of thousands of dollars, and 

damaged my reputation, as well as that of my business. This was totally 

unnecessary. Had CASA at least spoken to me or aired any concerns this 

entire matter could have been avoided. Instead CASA has 

• CASA takes risk-based approaches to regulatory action. Many of my 

peers in industry have commented that this is the strongest action they have 

ever seen taken against a flying school. At no stage has my CMT made an 

attempt to bring my attention to their perceived “risks”. There is no safety risk 

identified by CASA. 

• CASA performs its functions consistently. CMT 2, who helped write and 

approve APTA, sit across the desk in the same office as CMT 3. Policy is 

applied in opposites within the same office. CMT 3 absolutely did not show 

consistency in application of policy and procedure. 

• CASA approaches its functions consultatively and collaboratively. CMT 

3 has shown little to no evidence of any consultation or collaboration with our 

previous CMT. They initiated an action to shut down my business with 

absolutely no inclination of any concerns. I would absolutely refute that CMT 

3 adhered to this point. 
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• CASA communicates fully and meaningfully with all stakeholders. CMT 

3 chose a passive aggressive approach, and chose not to communicate with 

me at all. 

• CASA fairly balances the need for consistency, with the need for 

flexibility. Our CMT were aware of the existence and continuing existence of 

the looser arrangement of “shared AOCs”. APTA was the first attempt in 

Australia to make a well-intentioned attempt at addressing the deficiencies in 

industry, increasing safety, and compliance, yet CMT 3 appears to have 

‘made an example’ of my businesses as the initial object of the actions. To 

the best of my knowledge, CMT 3 hasn’t placed a freeze on any other 

operators. It is fair and reasonable that I would feel somewhat “targeted” by 

my current CMT. 

• Where reasonable alternative approaches to the fulfilment of a 

regulatory…. CASA will readily entertain such alternatives where they 

are proposed and accept them. CMT 3 totally disregarded this regulatory 

philosophy item, in their dealings with APTA. Any attempt to understand the 

APTA concept was negligible. 

• CASA embraces and employs rational ‘just culture’ principles. CMT 3 

has initiated an action that has bought my business to its knees. They have 

not acted in the interests of safety or compliance, but for other reasons. This 

point of the philosophy talks of  olicies being developed to avoid 

“inappropriate punitive action” . CASA may well have the policies to protect 

against this, but I feel CMT 3 chose to operate outside of policy. 

• CASA demonstrates proportionality and discretion. I am strongly of the 

opinion that taking action that prevents me taking on customers, is not 

proportional. In fact, it is the most substantial action that I have seen taken 

against a business. By placing a freeze on my business, seems highly 

punitive, and inappropriate, particularly considering there are no 

compromises to safety. 

Since CASA initiated the action and freeze on my business, I have made repeated 

requests to find out where the “trigger” for this action was. Of the 900 personnel 

working within CASA my very first point of contact is the position of FOI within my 

CMT. The FOI within the CMT could reasonably be expected to raise any concerns 

with me, rather than decide on a more substantive course of action. If indeed the 

trigger for this action was in fact my very own CMT, that would be extremely 

concerning. As my repeated requests on this matter have been ignored, my 

assumption, is that in fact it was initiated from within my team. I will leave this to the 

Industry Complaints Commissioner to investigate, and I anxiously await the result. 

Even if the action wasn’t initiated by my team, they were obligated to raise any 

concerns with me. 

October 23rd, 2018 Established contact with my new Regional Manager Mr David Jones via telephone as 

he was the signatory to the letter. Disappointingly, on receipt of this initial 

correspondence CASA records will indicate that I established contact with Mr David 

Jones and expressed my concern. It was my first ever contact with the new Regional 

Manager. He explained that he was “new in the position”, wasn’t “all over “the matter 

and would need to “organise a meeting of his team” in order to get back to me.  

Admittedly, I became somewhat agitated at this stage and expressed that frustration 

as I could not comprehend how a CASA officer would put his signature to such a 

substantive action against a business without being “all over” the matter. I strongly 

suggested that next time he hold off signing something until he does have a “handle” 

on it.  

We scheduled a meeting, which he subsequently postponed. The reason for the 

postponement was that he had to arrange further meetings. This highlighted to me 

that there was indeed a high level of confusion within CASA, and it reasonably 

appeared to me as the business owner that “they were buying time to get their stories 

straight.” When the meeting did proceed, the Regional manager advised that CMT 2 

should not have let APTA get that far”. We had been operating for 18 months, so that 

seemed an usual comment, and to be honest only suggests “bad governance” on 

CASAs behalf.  
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October 24th, 2018 Initial response to CASA’s letter (F14/9540), please refer to Appendix M. This is a 

fairly important read at this stage, as it will assist with an understanding. 

 First notification to CASA of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

 First request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. No 

response. 

October 29th, 2018 Second notification to CASA of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

November 2nd, 2018 Third notification to CASA of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

November 5th, 2018 First request for change of CMT. 

November 7th,2018 Second request for a change of CMT. 

 Second request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. No 

response 

 Fourth notification to CASA of the commercial impact on APTA and Members 

November 9th, 2018  Third request for change of CMT. 

 Third request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. 

 Fourth request for change of CMT. 

Fifth notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

November 12th,2018 Sixth notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

November 28th, 2018 First request for CASA to provide details on the alleged breaches of CASR 

141.310,142.390 and CASR 117. CASA chose not to respond as the allegations are 

not correct. 

November 29th,2018 First request by APTA calling on CASA to provide supporting evidence of the false 

allegations of flight and duty time exceedances. 

Second request for CASA to provide details on the alleged breaches of CASR 

141.310,142.390 and CASR 117. CASA chose not to respond as the allegations are 

not correct, and cannot be substantiated. 

November 30th, 2018 Second request by APTA calling on CASA to provide supporting evidence of the false 

allegations of flight and duty time exceedances. 

December 1st, 2018 Third request by APTA calling on CASA to provide supporting evidence of the false 

allegations of flight and duty time exceedances. 

December 4th, 2018 Seventh notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

December 5th, 2018 Third request by APTA calling on CASA to provide supporting evidence of the false 

allegations of flight and duty time exceedances. 

Third request for CASA to provide details on the alleged breaches of CASR 

141.310,142.390 and CASR 117. CASA chose not to respond as the allegations are 

not correct. 

Fifth request for change of CMT. 

 Eighth notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

December 5th,2018 First request to reactivate Ballina. 

December 10th,2018 Fourth request for CASA to provide details on the alleged breaches of CASR 

141.310,142.390 and CASR 117. CASA chose not to respond as the allegations are 

not correct. 

December 12th,2018 Second request to reactivate Ballina. 

December 21st, 2018 Ninth notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 
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January 2nd,2019 Four attempts to contact the Board. All ignored and not acknowledged. 

January 7th,2019 Third request to reactivate Ballina. 

 Fourth request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. No 

response. 

Sixth request for change of CMT. 

January 7th, 2019 Email from David Jones advising “my designated CMT are operating completely within 

CASA policy and procedures and as such, there is no necessity to have the existing 

arrangements changed. 

January 8th, 2019 Tenth notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and members. 

January 10th, 2019 First request to lift the freeze 

January 14th, 2019 Second request to lift the freeze 

 Notification from Will Nuttall that processing of Ballina was not proceeding. 

January 14th ,2019 The Executive Manager of Regulatory Services and surveillance sends an email 

containing “My observations and the feedback provided, provides strong support for 

the APTA model. So why, am I still dealing with this two months later, and almost 5 

months after this all stared. 

It’s here that the situation becomes increasingly concerning, and it weaves several different paths, as CASA 

pursues an alternative narrative. I am strongly of the opinion that CASA made several fundamental errors. 

Elements within CASA were motivated by reasons that are not related to safety or regulatory compliance. These 

“other reasons” for their motivation were strong. In fact, so strong that it led to fundamental errors that have 

impacted significantly on me, my business, my members, my family, and my staff, as well as my personal and 

business reputation. Significant commercial damage has been bought to me, and of equal importance, my 

members. 

March 4th, 2019  Third request to lift the freeze 

March 5th, 2019  Fourth request to lift the freeze 

March 13th, 2019  Fifth request to lift the freeze. 

 Fifth request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. 

 Eleventh notification to CASA of the of the commercial impact on APTA and 

members. 

March 19th, 2019 Sixth request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. 

March 21st 2019 Seventh request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. 

March 26th, 2019 Eighth request for supporting CASA documentation in support of their action. 

 Skynews Interview between Peta Credlin and Ben Morgan of the Australian Pilot 

Owners Association of Australia.  https://www.skynews.com.au/page/peta-

credlin?clip=_6018021218001 

 Formal response to Dr Jonathan Aleck, please refer to Appendix X. 

July 1st 2019 APTA sold at 5% of its agreed value to new owners. CASA had not yet resolved their 

“concerns”, and with no future certainty and  

 

You will see how CASA initially pursued a path of using the Aviation Ruling and our Temporary base procedure. 

As that line of attack failed, they moved to audit results from Latrobe Valley that were proven to be in error. The 

argument them moved to content of the contracts, then moved to a requirement for signed contracts, and that 

has now moved on to the content of the contract again.  

Let me outline the three “stages” that I have been through with CASA. 

https://www.skynews.com.au/page/peta-credlin?clip=_6018021218001
https://www.skynews.com.au/page/peta-credlin?clip=_6018021218001
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STAGE ONE: Aviation Ruling and Temporary Locations 

Procedure 
 

I will deal with the issues in Stages, and deal with Stage One first. Stage one deals with the initial 

CASA notification on October 23rd 2018.The CASA notification of the intention to close APTA was 

based on the following allegations. Importantly, neither of these are a “safety risk” so I question 

the appropriateness of the heavy-handed action, in fact it conflicts with CASAs own published 

regulatory philosophy. 

1. The Aviation Ruling. 

2. Our Temporary locations procedure. 

The Aviation Ruling 
 

Please find attached Appendix B and Appendix R. 

When CASA issued the action against my business, they used the Aviation Ruling in support of the 

CASA case. At that time CASA was of the misunderstanding that we did not have a contract in 

place with our Members. That is crucial, as had CASA realised, that they in fact held the “master 

“contract, and had done for many months, they may not have used the Aviation Ruling against 

me, and in fact none of the last 12 months may have occurred. This was only one of the many 

CASA misunderstandings within CMT 3, that lead to the confusion within CASA, most likely as a 

result of the substandard handover from CASA CMT 2 to CASA CMT 3. I suggest that CASA records 

will indicate no handover was competed, because it was apparent that CMT 3 had very little 

understanding of APTA. 

When the correspondence arrived from CASA, my assumption was that CASA hade made their 

decision based on all of the information available to them. I believed that they were aware that 

they in fact had the contracts I used between members and APTA. These contracts had been 

provided previously on multiple occasions. 

CASA called on me to provide the contracts within 7 days at which time they would make a 

determination as to my continuity of operations, I was highly stressed. I felt it was inevitable that I 

would be shut down, as I had no new information to provide. I thought that CASA had made their 

decision on all of the information available. I was simply going to be providing the same 

documentation that they already had so why would CASA reverse their decision. As you will 

appreciate, I was extremely concerned.  

The Aviation Ruling was written for charter organisations, (not flying training organisations) having 

an “arm’s length contractual arrangement”, when in fact we had a far more robust procedure and 

had legally drawn up contracts.  

Importantly after discussing this matter with a number of HOOs and business owners that were 

around at the time, and drawing on my own recollection, we specifically recall CASA going to great 

lengths to explain to industry that the Aviation Ruling was not intended to impact on flying schools 

and was intended for the charter industry. These people are prepared to sign a stat declaration if it 

would assist with bringing clarity to the matter. 

When CASA brought up in a meeting with APTA that we did not have contracts, I reminded them 

that we did in fact have a contract. The CASA personnel present seemed somewhat bewildered. I 

reminded them that the contracts had been provided on multiple occasions to CASA, and I 

forwarded evidence of that to CASA the next day. At the next CASA meeting all the personnel had  

a newly printed contract in front of them. Had CMT 3 chosen the same approach with me as CMT 

2. There is absolutely no doubt in mine, or my management teams’ minds, that in fact none of our 

current issues would have occurred had we not changed CMTs. 
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Now that CASA CMT 3, and the Regional manager were aware they had the contracts, they stated 

that they now needed to see individual signed contracts. I was initially relieved. CASA was now 

aware that they had in fact held the contracts for a year, so my assumption was that CASA had 

previously been satisfied with the content, so the argument must be about signatures, as the 

individual signed contracts were held by us, not CASA. For clarity, the ONLY new information I had 

to provide to CASA was the signatures, as they already held the master contract. I reasonably felt 

that producing the signed contracts would allay CASAs concerns. They had the contract content for 

almost a year so that could not possibly be the issue. It must be the signatures. Therefore, signed 

copies were provided to CASA. I felt comfortable that CASA had the content, and now they had the 

signatures, all would be resolved. 

As the topic then moved back to content, it then became obvious that CASA was really moving the 

goal posts around. It felt very much that they were trying to “catch me out,” but every attempt 

was unsuccessful due to the misunderstandings on CASA’s behalf.  

After 9 weeks of robust discussion with CASA, CASA conceded that the Aviation Ruling was not 

relevant in this case and took it “off the table”. The Aviation Ruling was not the appropriate 

document to be using to take such substantive action.  I recall the introduction of the Aviation 

Ruling and the circumstances around its introduction. It was a consequence of Charter Operators 

having their operations shut down by CASA, and they would “pop” up the next day under a 

different Operators approval. There was a specific occurrence at Essendon Airport that prompted 

its release. From initial receipt I made it clear that it was not the appropriate document to be 

using, as it; 

• Does not have a “head of power”. 

• Was written in 2006 for an entirely different regulatory environment.  

• Was written for the Charter Industry or what is referred to as Civil Aviation Regulation 206 

(CAR206) operation (please find attached Appendix C). CASA themselves determined that 

flying training was not a CAR 206 operation in September of 2014 and removed it. 

• The terminology refers to personnel positions that are in CAR 206 operations, and do not 

exist in flying training organisations. 

• Was written for an entirely different legislative environment. 

 

A factor that I believe quite significant in this case. For decades many flying schools and charter 

organisations adopted a practice of sharing an Air Operators Certificate (AOC). i.e. more than one 

company operating sharing a single approval. In fact my own business looked after a company 

called TVSA by providing  AOC coverage at the time that APTA transitioned to the new format.  

Many of these shared AOC arrangements were very loose, and are still in use today. Often the 

organisations operate independently and there is no oversight, standardisation, auditing etc 

conducted by the organisation that holds the AOC.  

APTA was in fact a direct response to this deficiency and addressed all of the previous deficiencies. 

It seems unlawful that CASA would chase after APTA, when in fact they turn a blind eye to the 

looser and less safe options that other operators utlise. i.e. CASA are actually chasing after the 

good guy. 

 

 

Temporary Bases Procedure 
 

At a meeting between CASA and APTA on Tuesday October 30th, the confusion within CASA 

became obvious.  

The Regional Manager who signed off on the CASA action, stated that he had “legal advice that the 

temporary base procedure that CASA wrote was not intended for use in flying schools”. Quite 

simply that demonstrates the lack of technical competence at a Regional Manager level or deceit. 
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Considering that it was CASA that wrote it, and they themselves put it into the “how to guide” of 

setting up a flying school, which is a CASA publication, that they encourage us to use, how could it 

not be intended for use in flying schools. It was ridiculous for the RM to be pursuing that approach, 

and clearly demonstrated that he was not familiar with the material. 

I feel that the Regional Manager was probably not the person to be initiating and managing such a 

substantial action against APTA. He was; 

• An Acting Regional Manager, usually working in a less substantive role 

• Was not from a flight training background 

• Drew on the CMT 3 SME on Flying Schools, who I believe may not have been acting in the 

interests of safety or compliance 

• Was from a completely different region, had little local knowledge 

• By his own admission was underprepared 

Nevertheless, it is the aviation industry, and we operate in an environment where we constantly 

assess threats and weaknesses and address them. He should have realised that he needs to act 

with care and consideration. He did not do so. If he was in doubt, he was obligated to hold off 

signing the action against my business. Once he signed that document, he became complicit. 

Similarly, a CASA FOI stated to us in that same meeting that we were in breach of our manuals 

because the Temporary location wasn’t an approved procedure. I alerted him to the fact that it 

was in fact, CASAs own procedure that CMT 2 recommended to us. He obviously didn’t believe me 

and retorted “did you get that in writing”. I didn’t need to get it in writing because it was actually 

CASA’s own procedure, and can be found in CASAs guidance material, of which he should be 

aware. It was this ongoing lack of technical competence that compounded my problems. 

The same FOI then bought our attention to the fact that the proposed temporary bases were 

supposed to be temporary like a farm, and that because of that, we were in breech.  This was a 

topic of discussion amongst the APTA management post meeting. He was correct, in that they 

were not a farm. In fact, they were substantially safer and better equipped. We were somewhat 

confused by this attitude as he seemed to be arguing and have a preference for, a less safe option. 

The confusion within CASA regarding the temporary base issue was alarming, and I will use this 

opportunity to state very clearly that; 

• It was actually CASA CMT 2 that suggested the procedure to us. It was an existing and 

approved CASA procedure, that had existed in industry as long as I could remember, but 

certainly over 20 years. 

• CASA suggested this procedure to us because they stated that it would take CASA 6 to 8 

weeks to process a base. By adopting this CASA temporary locations procedure, it would 

facilitate continuing operations, rather than shut the base down while CASA spent 6 to 8 

weeks to process the paperwork. It was extremely fortunate that we adopted this 

procedure, as CASA timelines were extremely long. In fact, one of our first bases, Learn To 

Fly was quoted by CASA as a 7-hour task for them to attend to. We paid the associated fee 

to CASA for the 7-hour task, and unfortunately it took them 12 months to process that 7-

hour task, including a reimbursement for unused time from the initial quote. If CASA had 

not recommended the Temporary locations procedure, that business would have remained 

inactive throughout the 12 months wait for CASA. Without that procedure, and due to the 

lengthy CASA timelines, it is crucial for industry. 

• CASA had guidance material on the procedure to use, so we adopted it, in its entirety, and 

then overlaid far, far more robust and substantive procedures over the top of that. Those 

procedures are all well documented, and on CASA file. At the time of CASA initiating their 

action, they had failed to realise that important point. I will strongly assert that once CASA 

unravels the confusion they have with the submitted paperwork, they will realise that we 

have got the most robust procedure of any flying training organisation in Australia with 

regard to activation of a Temporary location. Had CASA chosen to talk to me, I could have 

highlighted their knowledge deficiency prior to them initiating such substantive action, had 

they have chosen a more conciliatory and professional approach in line with their own 

regulatory philosophy. 

• Ironically it was CASA that approved their very own procedure within APTA. 
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• CASA subsequently approved bases under their own procedure that APTA had adopted. 

• CASA then conducted the highest-level audit that can be done, being a Level 1 audit, and 

absolutely no concerns at all were highlighted, including the audit of two temporary bases 

(AVIA and Learn to Fly). 

To get that notification from CASA on 23rd October, that CASA was most likely closing my 

operation as I had not followed approved  procedure. To be provided a procedure by CASA, that is 

later questioned by the very same organisation raises very large concerns to say the least. To 

reiterate, it was CASA’s own procedure. The stubborn refusal of CASA to acknowledge their 

mistake and their misunderstanding, only caused the problems to continue and expand, and was 

in my opinion the reason that they had changed tact and we therefore moved to stage two in the 

alternating narrative. 

STAGE TWO: The CASA-lead change from Temporary 

Locations and the Aviation Ruling 
 

I believe that it became increasingly obvious to CASA that their arguments around the temporary 

locations and aviation ruling were not valid, and in fact quite embarrassing. CASA had now realised 

that in fact the Aviation Ruling did not apply, and in fact the procedure we used for Temporary 

locations were in fact, their own procedure. Further to that, we had actually substantially 

documented and submitted procedures to CASA that far exceeded their requirements of us.  The 

direction then moved off in a different direction, and the previous concerns were “parked” by 

CASA. 

20/11/18 - The line of attack moved to a new topic. Now it was the audit results from the Latrobe 

Valley audit. This was identified by the Regional Manager Mr David Jones as a Level 2 audit. Let 

me provide a further chronological timeline; 

03/09/18  - CASA conduct the level 2 audit at LTV. CASA conducted an Exit Meeting as they are 

required to in their own procedures. The verbal Exit Meeting should be followed up by a matching 

written report, and we were advised of such. There were no safety or regulatory concerns 

expressed. We acted immediately on the minor points raised and awaited the written report from 

CASA as promised. 

05/09/18 - CASA conducted the level 2 audit at BLT. CASA conducted an Exit Meeting as they are 

required to in their own procedures. The verbal Exit Meeting is supposed to be followed up by a 

matching written report, and we were advised of such. There were no safety or regulatory 

concerns expressed. We acted immediately on the minor points raised and awaited the written 

report from CASA as promised. 

23/10/18 - In fact the next written notification we received from CASA was notification from CASA 

of intention to bring a cessation to APTA operations (please find attached Appendix A). 

18/11/18 Meeting at CASA Regional Office highlighted that CASA had not provided written audit 

report as advised, and importantly required. They failed to meet their obligations under 

Administrative Law. CASA made commitment to provide those audit results. At that meeting the 

Regional Manager confirmed that it was in fact a level 2 audit conducted. The Regional Manager at 

that meeting, expressed the CASA concern that there were incorrect and outdated Latrobe Valley 

forms everywhere. Interestingly that was a new topic not raise at the verbal debrief on site at LTV 

on the day, and that complaint did not resurface in the subsequently produced audit results. It 

made me feel that he was somewhat clutching at straws, so to speak. 

20/11/18 - In the contents of an email, Mr David Jones stated that “the assessment of the Latrobe 

Valley Aero Club was used as the basis of seeking CASA legal advice…” I question how the audit 

results can be used by CASA to shut down my operation without me having had the “right of 

reply”. 

24/11/18 - CASA provided the audit results. These results differed entirely from the verbal debrief 

and contained several new and substantive allegations that had not been raised before. These 

included breaches of - CASR 141.310, CASR 142.390, and CASR 117 (please refer link to the 
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regulations below). I had not previously been made aware of these and am strongly of the opinion 

that this was a breach of administrative law/natural justice/procedural fairness. How could these 

audit results be used as the basis of legal action if I had not had the opportunity to respond.  How 

could completely new allegations occur? I strongly refute those allegations and have made 

repeated requests to get the supporting evidence. CASA have consistently and repeatedly ignored 

all requests for the specifics of the breech. I am strongly of the opinion that they cannot be 

substantiated, and therefore no matter how many requests I make, they will never be able to 

address the outstanding allegations. 

Also, I point out that I requested the audit results be provided in the standard format that CASA 

provides to other Operators, as it had been identified as a level 2 audit. In CASAs own procedures 

they nominate identified issues as either a Safety Alert, Safety Finding, or Safety Observation. On 

hindsight I appreciate that would not be practical, as I don’t believe any concerns raised by CASA 

have anything to do with safety, therefore CASA is unable to produce their audit in the standard 

format. 

Now CASA alleged breaches of CASR 141.310 (1),(5) and (6) and CASR 142.390 (1),(5), and (6): 

http://www5.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_reg/casr1998333/s141.310.html 

http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_reg/casr1998333/s142.390.html 

CASA also alleged a breach of CASR 117. That is also a ludicrous statement and frequent requests 

to have clarification of this have been totally ignored. Regarding this allegation CASA referred to 

the Latrobe valley Website. I am unable to identify the breech when I go to the website. I have 

asked CASA to identify the “offending page”. This simple 30 second  task has not been attended to 

by CASA despite repeated requests over many months. It is impossible for me to reply to the audit 

and finalise the matter if CASA steadfastly refuse to provide the supporting evidence, and help me 

resolve their perceived issues. 

28/11/18 David Jones the Regional Manager now raises completely new allegations and substantial 

allegations that differ to the original allegations made on site at Ballarat and Latrobe, which 

differed to the allegations made at our meeting, which differed to the allegations made in writing.  

The new allegations were about flight and duty times, and in an email he stated; 

“These anomalies should be known by Ermin (as the APTA HOO) as there were problems identified 

with the FSM system and Flight and Duty (F&D) management, in particular associated to the F&D 

exceedances”.  

On receipt of that email I immediately knew that it was a false statement and that it should be 

known to be untruthful at the time of writing. Despite numerous requests to have those allegations 

substantiated with any evidence, none will be forthcoming as it was a blatant untruth. My concerns 

being that once again it appeared the Regional Manager was trying to “paint a picture.” He also 

cast aspersions on my HOO by stating “should be known by Ermin”.  CASA had not sent any audit 

results, so how could he possibly know! The deficiency was on CASAs behalf, not ours! 

05/12/18 I wrote to Regional Manager David Jones requesting substantiation of false allegations  

05/12/18 Out of frustration at my inability to get the original audit results provided to me by CASA 

I made a request under FOI to try and obtain my audit results. CASA determined that I was not 

entitled to those and I was provided with a completely redacted statement that was of no value to 

me at all (please find attached Appendix Z). I subsequently appealed that decision and that appeal 

was also rejected. Still to date, I have not been able to get access to the audit results and their 

associated notes from the day of the audit. I have only had access to notes written up after it was 

identified that notes had not been provided. 

 

  

http://www5.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_reg/casr1998333/s141.310.html
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_reg/casr1998333/s142.390.html
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STAGE THREE: The change of direction of the audit 

results back to contractual requirements 
 

After dealing with the Aviation Ruling initially and the Temporary Bases, the line of attack from 

CASA had moved to the audit results. As the tenuous nature of that approach became increasingly 

obvious, we have more recently moved back to the contracts, and particularly point 3, being the 

content of the contracts. My queries regarding the initial audit results remain unanswered, and 

CASA has been unable to provide any supporting evidence of their allegations. I have submitted 

complaints to the ICC on these matters and anxiously await the accompanying explanations. 

Anyway, we now moved back to the content of the contracts. CASA expressed that they are not 

satisfied with the contracts but are unable to state what they require. The original contracts were 

legally drawn up and were reviewed independently by another lawyer.  

CASA advised that my contracts were deficient but could not provide guidance on what they 

wanted. This seemed ludicrous because as I drilled into my kids, “in order to say something is 

wrong you MUST know what is right.” If CASA were telling me my contracts were wrong, it is a 

reasonable expectation that they would tell me what they want.  

I approached my lawyer and embedded changes along the lines of what I thought CASA required, 

and these changes were later deemed not to be acceptable to CASA.  

I relayed my extreme frustration to CASA and have requested a meeting with my Barrister and 

CASA lawyers. I expect CASA lawyers to clearly and concisely explain their requirements at that 

meeting.  

As of today, my Barrister has provided 6 options that he can facilitate that meeting, and I am 

expecting a response from CASA to that offer. 

Update 15/03/18. 

I have written to CASA yet again calling on them to lift the “Freeze’ I have also asked them to 

support their verbal notification with a formal written notification.  

I had the opportunity to meet with Mr Hanton, the Industry Complaints Commissioner on Thursday 

15/03. He travelled from Canberra for the meeting. It was a highly productive meeting, and I have 

asked that my complaints be responded to by April 13th 2019. 

CASA have replied regarding a meeting scheduled for next week with the CASA lawyers, the 

intention being to finally bring this matter to a close and finally work out the actual area of CASA’s 

concern. This matter has now dragged on for over 5 months. My reasonable expectation is that 

CASA must by now have a clear idea of what they are after. At that meeting, they should be able 

to clearly and concisely outline their expectation.  

Previously we have had a legally drawn up contract that fully meets the requirements of APTA and 

its Members. CASA is wanting to have input into that two-way contract, that effectively makes it a 

three-way contract. I am of the opinion that CASA should therefore become a signatory, or the 

CASA contractual requirements placed on us should be clearly stated as CASA requirements. The 

legislation clearly states the responsibilities of the Authorisation Holder, and the Key Personnel. If 

CASA identify deficiencies or shortcomings in their current legislation, I am happy to discuss a 

mutually acceptable resolution. 
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Effects of CASA Action 
 

This matter has now extended on for over five months and is still not resolved. The effects of this 

CASA action have been significant. Importantly, after more than months and constantly changing 

goalposts, I have no understanding of what CASA is actually trying to achieve, and we have not 

moved forward at all. 

• No business owner in Australia, should have his business potentially shutdown and their 

livelihood taken away by any Government department, and especially not for reasons that 

are outside of that Departments stated functions. i.e. safety 

• Industry perceive that CASA’s action is “personal”, because it is not based on safety or any 

regulatory breach. 

• The stress and its associated effects on me, are understandably enormous. 

• My personal and professional reputation has been demonstrably and significantly 

impacted. 

• APTAs reputation has been significantly impacted to the point of being decimated. 

• The CASA action has demonstrably cost me many hundreds of thousands of dollars in 

direct costs and imminently risks a multimillion-dollar investment 

• It has caused a loss of confidence among my personnel, customers, and suppliers. 

• My ability to attract and retain staff has been impacted. 

• Lack of future certainty makes it impossible to enter into contracts with staff or suppliers 

• Existing customers are now seeking to leave APTA. 

• As the CEO I have concerns of “revenge” being bought against me or my organisation at a 

later date. CASA have created a situation whereby it is impossible for me to continue in 

the industry. I now have firsthand experience of what it is like to incur the wrath of CASA, 

and I fear that at a later date this is likely to reoccur. 

• I have obligations on me as a Company Director. My business has been operating on a 

temporary approval that could be removed within 24 hours. It is an impossible situation in 

which to run a business as this has gone on for 4 months now. The CASA action is 

continuing to bring enormous harm to my business and placing it under financial duress.  
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Effects of CASA “freeze” to date 
 

Simultaneously CASA placed a “freeze” on my business that stopped me, or any of my members 

adding any capability. This has had a significant commercial impact on many of my members. I 

have training at several member bases that has completely ground to a halt. From my own 

experience and feedback from my peers in Industry, this is the harshest punitive action on a flying 

school that anyone can remember, and its not based on safety concerns. Its not fair, ethical, or 

appropriate. 

• Ballarat Aero Club - Addition of a new simulator. APTA unable to deliver IFR training or IF 

training as result. A significant investment is sitting idle. There entire future is tied into 

APTA, so they are extremely concerned. Have been waiting months to activate Lethbridge 

aerodrome. Members of the aero club have had their training halted due to the delays in 

having their sim activated. This has also impacted on instructors’ livelihoods. 

• Latrobe Valley Aero Club - renewal of existing simulator. APTA unable to deliver IFR 

training or IF training as result. Waiting addition of important low-level course, which has 

now been waiting for CASA to attend to for over 6 months. There entire future is tied into 

APTA, so they are extremely concerned. 

• Simjet Brisbane - Addition of a very important Multi Crew Project is not proceeding. They 

have advised me of a “lack of confidence” which I fully understand. They are making plans 

to leave APTA and work with Boeing. This is extremely concerning as Simjet was an 

integral part of APTA, and what we deliver. The Directors of Simjet have advised that the 

delay is significantly impacting their operation, and they have re-emphasised the 

importance of CASA bringing this to a resolution. 

• Bathurst - An innovative pilot training program for indigenous youth cannot proceed. This 

program has now been on hold since late 2018. They are awaiting confirmation that CASA  

• Whitestar Aviation Ballina - Operation has completely shut down, with 3 pilots not 

delivering Part 141 and 142 Flight Training, which affects their livelihood. We have made 

repeated requests to Mr David Jones to resolve this and all requests have been ignored 

and not responded to. Importantly at our meeting with CASA, the CMT 3 team leader was 

specifically asked if we could reactivate Ballina, he stated that we could not, and should 

standby for written notification, which has still not arrived. 

• Learn To Fly - This organisation is accelerating plans to move outside of APTA. The impact 

of this on APTA is substantial. 

• Vortex Air Elite Training Academy - Has advised that they will be working towards their 

own approval in case APTA does not proceed. Waiting to add a full motion 737 sim. 

• Rural Aeroclub - Advised that majority of committee voted not to proceed with APTA due 

to uncertainty about its future, generated by CASA newsletter. 

• Melbourne Flight Training - My own business significantly impacted as it tries to fund the 

loss of revenue caused by the CASA action. 

• AVIA Aviation - Reviewing operations 

• ARC Aviation - No concerns raised. 

The CASA freeze has also prevented us adding new courses and increasing capability or addressing 

customer requirements. Other consequences of the CASA action are, that is effectively stopped me 

1. Marketing my product. 

2. Adding new customers. 

3. Activating existing customers. 

4. Adding new courses. 

5. Adding Key Personnel 

6. Increasing my capability. 

 

It is totally unacceptable that after more than 4 months with the associated impact, CASA are 

unable to tell me clearly and concisely what I have done wrong. No Government Department in 

Australia should have the power to close down a business on such meagre grounds. The Civil 

Aviation Regulations quote CASAs functions and they are based around safety. CASA confirms that 



37 
 

they do not see any safety risk with APTA. They have identified a “regulatory risk” but are unable 

to identify the “rule/s” that have been broken. Surely to take such heavy-handed action against a 

business there must be something akin to grave and imminent risk to aviation safety. My 

reasonable expectation is that CASA can clearly and concisely identify in writing their concerns. 

My frustration extends from the fact that this entire matter could have been resolved to CASAs full 

satisfaction with two hours of well-intentioned face to face discussion. Instead CASA chose to take 

a more unnecessarily bullying and intimidating approach that has cost CASA many thousands of 

dollars, and trashed my business and reputation, and impacted on so many safe and well-

intentioned Members. 

Importantly, the member of my CMT operating in the role of FOI, is my first point of contact with 

CASA. Why would that individual make absolutely no approach to me? I am sure that as the facts 

unravel, we will find that the “trigger” for this action came from within my own CMT. The very 

people who are supposed to be working with me to improve safety. 
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How I have attempted to resolve this amicably and in 

line with procedures to avoid legal assistance. 
 

1. I have exhausted all attempts to resolve this within CASA at CMT level, Regional Manager, 

and CEO level, Board level and the Industry complaints commissioner. Nobody that is not 

on the CASA payroll has reviewed this matter. 

2. I have written to the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr McCormack, but that correspondence was 

not acknowledged as received, and was not responded to. Multiple attempts to contact him 

have been unsuccessful. I did have an opportunity to meet with Mr Barnaby Joyce, who I 

found to be exceptional.  Although it was a matter outside of his portfolio, Mr Joyce was 

able to provide some exceptional guidance and I am highly appreciative of his time.  

3. I have made four submissions to the CASA Board, and they were totally ignored. I did not 

receive an acknowledgement from the Board, or a response. The Acting CEO of CASA did 

write back on 04/01/19 with the following email;  
“Dear Mr Buckley, 

For clarity, we will not be arranging a meeting with APTA and the CASA Board and whilst I appreciate 

you may not like that outcome, I kindly request you accept that is CASA’s position.”   

On receipt of that email I felt that avenue was exhausted. 

4. I submitted complaints to the Industry Complaints Commissioner (ICC). The first 

complaints were lodged in December 2018, the ICC contacted me one month later asking 

me to consider putting my complaints on hold. I felt very much that this was CASAs 

preferred course of action as the responses to the complaints would be quite “telling”. 

While it suited CASA to delay, the ongoing commercial impact of the CASA action on APTA 

and the Members was too significant, so I was not prepared to comply with CASAs stated 

preference and notified them of that.  

Email from the ICC dated 29/01/19:  

“Hi Glen, 

 

I’m emailing further to the complaints you’ve raised on behalf of APTA with the ICC about CASA’s 

oversight of APTA. I understand that since making the complaints, significant progress has been made in 

APTA’s relationship with CASA following a visit by Peter White to APTA and Ballarat Aero Club on January 

11 and 12. I’m emailing to ask if in light of these developments if you’d be willing to place your ICC 

complaints on hold until such time as a final position is reached? If you remain dissatisfied or feel you have 

been treated unfairly, I could at that point assess which issues remain live and within ICC jurisdiction and 

investigate accordingly.”  

Approximately one week later the ICC contacted me again and suggested that he would use a 

“cumulative approach” rather than respond to complaints individually. That alarmed me 

because on initial phone discussions it was he that expressed his preference for the  “individual 

approach” rather than the “cumulative” approach. I was concerned that he had now done a 

complete backflip, and felt that CASA may be trying to avoid answering the complaints, or at 

least “diluting” them.  

His email sent to me on the 05/02/19 follows; 

 “Hi Glen, 

Thank you for your email, confirming your position with respect to the 28 complaints you have separately 

raised with the Industry Complaints Commission (noting I continue to have no record of matters you’ve 

labelled ‘W’ and ‘X’).When ICC resourcing permits, I will review the central themes presented in the 28 (or 

26) complaints to date that relate to CASA’s oversight of APTA. At this stage it’s my intention to consider 

the key issues cumulatively rather than individually — that is by reviewing CASA’s oversight and assessing 

whether it was lawful, fair, reasonable and non-discriminatory. I consider it would be an unreasonable 

burden on the ICC’s resources to provide 28 separate responses given the central issues in each complaint 

aren’t dissimilar. At this stage, ICC resource is directed to complaints that were received before APTA’s ICC 

approach, so I envisage a response being completed in the first quarter of this calendar year.  Please give 

me a call if you have any questions about my proposed approach or indicative timelines. My number is 02 

6217 1249. In the event you’re unhappy with my proposed approach, I can explain your available review 

rights which include the Commonwealth Ombudsman or a complaint to CASA’s Board”  
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I responded on the same day 05/02/19 to the ICC with the following email, I 

was becoming increasingly concerned about the integrity of the office 

“Thank you for the opportunity to chat on the phone today. I acknowledge your suggestion that the 

responses be “grouped”. For perfect clarity, that would not be acceptable to me. The complaints do not 

relate to CASAs “oversight”. They are more specific in nature, and I need them to be responded to in that 

manner.  

A “grouped” response will result in delayed response compared to attending to the matters individually, 

and as you are aware my business has been placed under significant duress by this process to date. My 

timelines are critical. My strong preference is to begin receiving “drip fed” responses rather than playing a 

waiting game over many more months. 

A “grouped” response will result in more likelihood that individual items are “diluted” or not attended to in 

the detail that they should be. The result of this would be follow up questions with associated prolonged 

response times. I feel that attending to items individually will reduce the burden on the ICCs office as it 

would give the opportunity to attend to matters individually. Individual responses will bring more clarity to 

the process. 

My experience to date is that outstanding matters with the ICC are already experiencing protracted 

timelines, and particularly for matters that were not really complicated. I am reluctant to allow this 

process to drag on any further. Finally as per our previous phone conversation, the preference expressed 

by both you and I, and agreed on by both parties was an individual approach, so the changing of goal 

posts makes me feel that the office could potentially be acting in CASAs interests which would degrade the 

integrity of the office. Please appreciate that from my perspective, I have been treated unfairly by CASA 

and I am trying to resolve the matter and “get to the bottom of it”.  To date, I feel I have been treated 

unfairly. and understandably I have little trust and confidence. If CASA insist on using their preferred 

approach rather than mine, it will only further degrade any remaining trust and confidence, and that 

feeling would extend to the office of the ICC. Can you please advise if CASA insist on using their “grouped” 

approach, or in fact will CASA act in accordance with the individual approach that both you and I 

expressed as our preference, on our recent telephone call, and remains my preference.” 

Then on 18/02/19 the ICC notified me by email that I was to expect delays, “……..the ICC is 

currently reviewing complaints received in August and September 2018”….  

I continued to feel that CASA was stalling the process, so wrote an email on 27/02/19 

 “Dear Mr Hanton, Just to ensure clarity. I am wanting to move forward with all complaints that I have on 

file. You have advised that your office is dealing chronologically with all matters and that it currently has a 

backlog of approximately 6 months before attending to matters. This is extremely concerning. If the Board 

is not aware of those delays, I feel that they should be made aware. You are obviously under resourced 

and that has significant implications on Industry. 

My complaints are significant. I have been very clear that the CASA action has caused significant harm to 

me and my business and threatens the livelihoods of a number of my staff. Unfortunately, I am not in 

apposition for the ICC to start looking at complaints 6 months after submission.  

Can you confirm that you do not have the authority to look at my matters earlier based on the significant 

nature of those complaints. i.e. I am trying to ascertain if you are bound to attend to matters in 

chronological order, or are you choosing to deal with matters in chronological order. 

Initially I was under the impression that I could expect a 30-day response time, although that now seems 

to have increased to approximately 6 months.  

One of my concerns is that when the ICC finally gets to them, you may make a determination that you 

cannot deal with them. It is a fair request that you at least review them and identify any matters that fall 

outside of your jurisdiction. Many complaints have been with your office in excess of two months. 

Many matters are uncomplicated and should not require an extended process. For example, some are 

simple requests for a meeting, seeking a resolution. That should be able to be attended to fairly efficiently.  

CASA has also made allegations of breeches of legislation, and the impact of those errors on CASAs behalf 

is significant. If CASA has indeed made such serious allegations, they must have the supporting evidence. 

I have made repeated requests via internal channels and all requests have been ignored. I am merely 

asking for details to support CASA allegations made in October last year. If CASA has made such 

substantive allegations, they MUST have the supporting evidence. If it does not exist, why were allegations 

made. If the evidence does exist, it must be easily accessible and on CASA record. I should be provided 
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that information as part of natural justice and procedural fairness. It is quite ludicrous that I have to go to 

the ICC to extract information that should already have been provided as part of a fair process. 

This is not directed at you personally, but just an extreme frustration from the chronic under resourcing 

within your department. Yours respectfully, Glen Buckley” 

As the ICC did not answer my query regarding their obligations to deal with matters 

chronologically as opposed to any sense of commercial consideration of the impact on 

business, I sent a follow up email on 27/02/18  

“Thank you, Mr Hanton, Regarding the prioritising can you confirm that your office is bound to deal with 

matters chronologically without due consideration for severity and consequences, or is a decision that has 

been made by your office”  

Once again that second request for clarification was again ignored. I reviewed the ICC 

Governance Arrangements (please find attached Appendix I) and I believe the ICC could 

accelerate my complaints if they chose to, but they have chosen the more protracted option. 

On 27/02/19 the ICC emailed the following to me; 

“To be fair to those who made complaints before you approached the ICC, as a starting point equity and 

fairness means they should be reviewed first, and this is a consideration in the triage and allocation of 

complaints.  

My understanding is that simultaneous with your approach to the ICC you were and are continuing to 

engage with Peter White. You’ve made it clear you consider your interactions with Peter are regulatory and 

in no way related to the complaints you’ve made. However, viewing all the circumstances holistically my 

opinion was the issues you’ve raised with the ICC and the discussions you have and continue to have with 

Peter cross over. That you’re continuing to have this level of dialogue is also a consideration in the triage 

and allocation of complaints.  

As noted earlier, I’ll be back in contact soon (late next week or early the week commencing 11 March) with 

a preliminary view on how I intend to manage complaints that are assessed as falling outside ICC 

jurisdiction. Thanks Jonathan  

I responded on the same day, 27/02/18  

“Thank you, but I feel I must have this on written record again. I reiterate that the matters I am dealing 

with, with Mr Peter White are totally and absolutely unrelated. Irrespective of any outcome of my 

discussions with Peter White, he is absolutely removed from this process, and quite simply, I don’t want 

him dragged in or tarnished. He has nothing at all to do with it. For the ICC to try and justify their delay 

based on my dealings with Mr Peter White is not fair, not ethical, and further concerns me that the office 

of the ICC is complicit. Extremely concerning!!!! 

My complaints will all stand, irrespective of any other matters that Mr White is dealing with. They are 

totally unrelated, and to try and entangle them only further concerns me. They are complaints about 

CASAs bullying and intimidating nature, complete fabrication of “evidence”, negligent handling of my case, 

and lack of technical knowledge on behalf of CASA personnel and other matters that all occurred before I 

even knew about Mr Peter White.  The matters are totally independent.  

The more I communicate with the ICC, the greater my concerns become. This is truly concerning. I will 

follow the process, but I am so concerned about the integrity of that office. As a minimum, all I seek is 

fairness. 

Your office has made a decision not to prioritise my complaints, despite the serious nature, and the 

ramifications it has on me, my health, and my staff. Unfortunately, I have no influence over your decision, 

but at least it is very clearly on record that you have made a conscious decision to handle the matter this 

way, despite me drawing your attention very clearly to the high commercial priority of it, Glen Buckley” 

The current state of play is that the complaints have not been addressed but the Industry 

Complaints Commissioner will meet with me on Thursday 14th March. 
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Some considerations for a lawyer 
 

Me personally, and my business have no “skeletons in the closet” that can be used against me. We 

have had consistent feedback from CASA that our safety record is industry leading. 

How can a Government Department have such power, to take such strong action on matters that 

are outside of its stated functions. 

I am not popular with many in CASA. I have been a vocal critic of CASA and their impact on the 

Industry. When confronted with a critic in CASA, my question is simply, why don’t they like me? I 

can assure you their responses will not have any criticism of safety or compliance. That dislike will 

be for “other” reasons. 

CASA is required in the Civil Aviation Act to provide clear and concise aviation safety standards as 

one of their core functions (please find attached Appendix J). The root cause of the current issue is 

the failure by CASA to achieve those clear and concise aviation safety standards. I would very 

much like to pursue this line if it can be achieved. Something along the lines of “It is CASAs failure 

to achieve clear and concise aviation safety standards, as is its stated function in the Civil Aviation 

Act, that has caused the issues that I am now confronted with”. A success along these lines may 

be of benefit to the wider industry, as this is the root cause of Industry’s challenges.  

Consider that CASA has not and cannot pursue any “safety” argument. My system demonstrably 

increases safety, and members will attest to that. In fact outside of APTA they won’t have a safety 

department. 

I am advised by CASA that there are 350 flight training organisations in Australia. Most of them 

have a CASA approved procedure to implement Temporary Bases. I would relish the opportunity to 

call on CASA to produce a more robust procedure in Australia. If ours is not the most thorough in 

the Country, it WILL be in the top 5%. Why are the other schools’ procedures acceptable but not 

APTAs?  

Many of Australia’s flying schools operate under a far looser arrangement than APTA. In fact, APTA 

is the first Organisation to address theses deficiencies. Why would CASA turn a blind eye to all the 

others, and continue to turn a blind eye? Why is APTA, the first purpose-built response, to the 

“deficiencies” chosen to be the target.  

Of all the organisations sharing AOCs in the flight training area, do CASA hold contracts on all of 

them, or is it a new and unique requirement placed on APTA. I can assure you they have never 

required contracts of any other operator. 

CASAs own Regulatory philosophy was completely disregarded by CASA in pursuing this action 

The Regional Manager signed off on the documentation without having a sufficient understanding 

of what he was signing, and that was by his own admission on my original telephone call with him 

This action appears to be based on matters that are not related to safety or regulatory compliance, 

in fact I feel CASA personnel abused their positions to bring harm to me and my business. 

Operators throughout Australia continue to operate with the looser “shared AOC’ arrangement. 

APTA is the first time a Company in Australia has specifically identified the deficiencies and 

designed something to address it. Why would CASA choose to come after me first? 

CASA require contracts. I assert that CASA will never have required this of anyone before and will 

have no contracts from any school for any such arrangement on record. The contractual 

requirement appears to be a new requirement. 

CASAs blatant disregard for its own Regulatory philosophy especially points 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8, and 9 

but perhaps not no. 10. 

I am not sure what CASAs concern is. The only difference between APTA and any other school is 

that instructors may draw their salary from different entities. That actually improves safety 
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because it very clearly separates the operational, safety and compliance (APTA) from the 

commercial interests of the other entity.  

Consider this. A father walks into a flying school with his son who is a newly qualified flight 

instructor. In order to get his son a start in the industry, the father offers to pay his sons first 

three months salary instead of the school owner paying it. The flying school owner greedily 

accepts the offer. Once the son commences at the flying school, he falls under the full operational 

control of the flyig school (authorisation holder). The father has no operational control over his 

son, irrespective of the fact that he pays the salary. At the end of the three months, once the 

father stops paying and the school starts paying, there is no change to operational control. 

Therrefore, I cannot see CASA concerns regarding who pays the pilots salary. In fact many 

“QANTAS “ pilots flying QANTAS aircraft are in fact paid by other entities. CASAs argument is 

fundamentally flawed in my opinion. 

Importantly CASA have stipulated that all pilots salaries must be paid by APTA (the AOC holder). 

This must be unlawful because CASA regularly permits this with all other operators in Australia and 

is applying this requirement uniquely to me. 
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List of submitted matters to the ICC 
 

Matter 331 Failure to achieve clear and concise aviation safety standards 

Matter 332 Request for reimbursement of expenses  

Matter A Attempts to get the audit results from Latrobe Valley, and the lack of procedural 

fairness,  

Matter B Trying to ascertain why CASA decided to initiate an action against APTA as the 

initial target. 

Matter C I believe my own CMT initiated the action against me and chose not to raise any 

concerns prior to initiating the action. It seems highly unethical, and unfair. I felt 

my CMT may be working against my organisation. I made multiple requests for a 

change of CMT. All were ignored.  

Matter D After 4 months CASA cannot clearly and concisely identify the issue that they are 

trying to address.  

Matter E CASA has obligations in the Public Governance and Performance and Accountability 

Act. I query how CASA could justify wasting so much money on a problem that 

could have been easily resolved with a well-intentioned discussion. 

Matter F Addresses CASAs use of the Aviation Ruling 

Matter G Seeking a detailed explanation of how false allegations of flight and duty times 

could be made by CASA against my organisation. 

Matter H Trying to ascertain why CASA would blatantly disregard its own regulatory 

philosophy, and particularly “CASA is committed to maintaining the trust and 

respect of the aviation community” 

Matter I Trying to ascertain why CASA would ignore the second principle of their own 

regulatory philosophy- “mindful of the primacy of air safety, CASA takes account of 

all relevant considerations” 

 Considering that the CASA action is not based on safety, has cost CASA many 

many thousands of dollars and hours, and bought potential multimillion-dollar 

damages to my business. I am trying to find out why CASA chose this approach 

when a 2 hour well intentioned discussion would have had the entire matter 

closed. 

 

Matter J CASAs own regulatory philosophy requires of CASA that they take a “risk-based 

approach to regulatory action and decision making. To threaten to close a business 

in 7 days would indicate that they have ignored their own philosophy. 

Matter K CASA claims in its regulatory philosophy that it will act with consistency. How can 

completely different policy application generate from the same office 

Matter L CASA claims in its regulatory philosophy to act consultatively and collaboratively. I 

have to ask, why would my own CMT initiate an action that closes down my 

business without at least trying to act in a well-intentioned manner and raise their 

concerns. This is highly unethical a dishonest way in which to act. 

Matter M “CASA claims to communicate fully and meaningfully” This complaint is self-

explanatory. 
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Matter N CASA incorrectly claimed that we were opening “unapproved” bases. The Ballina 

base closed, and for many months I have simply been trying to see if Ballina could 

re-open.  

Matter O This complaint relates to me still trying to get CASA to substantiate their 

allegations. These requests have been ignored for over three months. 

Matter P This complaint relates to me still trying to get CASA to substantiate their 

allegations. These requests have been ignored for over three months. 

Matter Q CASAs own regulatory philosophy states that CASA demonstrate “proportionality 

and discretion”. I strongly, absolutely and totally refute that CASA has acted in this 

way. On the contrary, a decision has been made to take a different course of 

action. 

Matter R seeks an explanation as to why CASA decided not to follow procedures outlined in 

their own Enforcement Manual. 

Matter S Trying to ascertain why CASA would need my Employment contracts 

Matter T Querying why CASA processing times are so long. 

Matter U Seeking an explanation as to why CASA acted as it did 

Matter V Request to meet with CASA. 

Matter W Reserved 

Matter X Reserved 

Matter Y CASA not operating in accordance with the Ministers Statement of Expectations. 

Matter Z Impact of CASA actions on me. 

Matter A1 Trying to get someone to explain what is going on. 

Matter B1 CASA have chosen not to respond to previous requests regarding activation of 

bases. Out of desperation I am trying to get an answer through the ICC. 
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Appendix A Initial Notification from CASA (CASA REF F14/9540) 
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Appendix B Aviation Ruling 

 

CASA Ruling 1 of 2006 
Page 1 of 3 

-------------------------------------------------

------------ 
Aviation Ruling 
Franchise AOC arrangements 
Effective Date: This ruling is effective from I March 2006. 
Catchwords: AOC 
Franchised AOC 

AOC holder's organisation 
Act s.28BE 
Information about rulings 

Aviation rulings are advisory documents setting out CASA’s policy on a particular 
issue. 
 

CASA makes rulings available to CASA officers and the public to ensure that there is 
a consistent policy adopted in administering particular aspects of the air safety 
regulatory regime. Rulings are intended to apply to a range of factual situations and 

are necessarily general in nature. CASA will proceed on the basis that a person who 
relies on a ruling is complying with the 

law, as long as that person: 
 
i) Exercises due care in acting in reliance on the ruling – ie a person who 

carelessly misreads the test of a ruling will not be entitled to rely on that 
misreading; Relies on the ruling in good faith – ie CASA will not allow a person to 
frustrate the intent of the ruling by adopting an extreme or contrived 

interpretation of the words of the ruling which results in consequences 
that were clearly unintended by CASA at the time the ruling was issued; 
 

ii) Only relies on the clear statements of fact and policy in the ruling – ie the 
ruling is completely self-contained and does not permit any additional 
interpretation of the relevant law, or application of the policy to different 

fact situations. 
 
A user of aviation rulings should also be aware that a ruling is only a statement of 

CASA’s policy. It is not a restatement of the law. Accordingly, while rulings are 
drafted to be consistent with the law referred to in the ruling as understood by CASA 
from time to time, they cannot displace any inconsistent legal requirements. You 

should notify CASA’s General Counsel if you believe that compliance with this ruling 
would lead to a breach of a legal requirement or if you believe that a ruling is based 
on an erroneous factual assumption. 

Members of the public can contact CASA via its national number 131 757. 
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CASA Ruling 1 of 2006 

Page 2 of 3 

Aviation Ruling: Franchise AOC arrangements 

Effective Date: 1 March 2006 

Catchwords: AOC 
Franchised AOC 
AOC holder's organisation 

Act s.28BE 
 
Issue 

1 From time to time, issues arise about the use of Franchise AOC arrangements 
under which an AOC holder allows another person (who does not hold an 
AOC) to use the privileges of that AOC. These ruling states CASA’s position on 

the use of Franchised AOCs. 
 
Background 

2 The Act creates a regime for the issue and regulation of AOCs. Section 28 of 
the Act authorises CASA to issue AOCs to natural or legal persons. 
 

3 A Franchise AOC arrangement may arise where an AOC holder (A) and 
another person (B) enter into an arrangement under which B uses’s A’s AOC 

to conduct commercial operations and does not hold a separate AOC. 
Franchised AOCs may reflect one or more of the following characteristics: 
 

3.1 B advertises to the public in its name (not A's name) that it will 
conduct commercial aviation operations. The advertisements may 
refer to an association with A; 

 
3.2 B hires the staff engaged in carrying out the operations, organises 
maintenance and controls all financial dealings including contracts for 

the flying activities covered by the Franchised AOC; 
 
3.3 B’s operations are not supervised by A’s Chief Pilot; 

 
3.4 usually B would pay a franchise fee to A, although a Franchise AOC 
arrangement may not involvement payment of a fee; 

 
3.5 B’s operating systems are not integrated into company A’s approved 
systems and have not been reviewed by CASA for the purpose of the 

issue or regulation of the Franchised AOC. 
 
4 Persons using company B’s services, including passengers, are unlikely to 

be aware that CASA does not regulate B or its operating systems. 
 
 

Ruling 
5 It is CASA’s view that the scheme of the Act and CARs intend that the 
activities 

authorised by an AOC are carried out 'within the organisation of the AOC 
holder. 
 

6 Among other requirements in the Act, CASA requires that to comply with 
the Act all AOC operations must be conducted: 
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6.1 in accordance with the systems of an AOC holder; 

 
6.2 under the oversight and management of the key personnel of that 
AOC holder; and 

 
6.3 using the facilities and documentation of that AOC holder. 
 

7 The AOC holder at all times remains responsible for the actions of another 
person conducting operations under the AOC. 
 

8 It is possible that operations to be conducted by B under a Franchised AOC 
will not be carried out within A’s organisation and, accordingly, will not be 
authorised by A’s AOC ( ie, the AOC that has been franchised to B). Further, 

unless those operations are authorised under another AOC, the operation may 
not be authorised by any AOC. 
 

9 It is therefore CASA's view that a Franchise AOC arrangement could result 
in the serious consequences that a person in the position of B breaches 
s.27(1) of the CAA by conducting operations for CAR 206 purposes without an 

AOC (see section 27(9) of the Act) ; and 
 

10 Additionally, if A, as an AOC holder, enters into a Franchise AOC 
arrangement that does not comply with the requirements of this ruling, CASA 
will view such action on the part of A to be highly relevant as to whether A 

complies with its obligations under section 28BE of the Act to ensure that 
every activity covered by the AOC, and everything done in connection with 
such an activity, is done with a reasonable degree of care and diligence. 

 
 
Definitions 

 
11 In this ruling: 
"A" means a hypothetical natural or legal person who holds an AOC and enters 

into an arm's length contractual arrangement with B, by which A intends to 
allow B to use the privileges of A's AOC, resulting in the creation of a 
Franchised AOC; 

 
”Act” means the Civil Aviation Act 1988; 
 

”AOC” means an air operator’s certificate issued under section 27 of the Act; 
 
"B" means a hypothetical natural or legal person who enters into an arm's 

length contractual arrangement with A, by which B intends to exercise the 
privileges of A's AOC, resulting in the creation of a Franchised AOC; 
 

”CAR” means the Civil Aviation Regulations 1988; 
 
“Franchised AOC” is an AOC where some or all of the operations authorised 

by the AOC are conducted by a legal entity (eg "B") other than the AOC holder 
(eg "A"), in accordance with an arm's length contractual arrangement between 
A and B. A Franchised AOC arrangement may, but does not necessarily, 

include any or all of the circumstances described in paragraph 3. 
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[Signed Bruce Byron] 
Bruce Byron 

Director of Aviation Safety 
21 February 2006  
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Appendix C CAR 206 operations, CASA removes Flying Training 
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Appendix D Notification from CASA of a change of CMT. 
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Appendix E CASA Enforcement Manual 

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/publications-and-resources/publication/enforcement-

manual  

  

https://www.casa.gov.au/publications-and-resources/publication/enforcement-manual
https://www.casa.gov.au/publications-and-resources/publication/enforcement-manual
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Appendix F Regulation Impact Statement. Grossly inaccurate. 

 

 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2013L00218/6b3523f0-4a46-4cd9-

a6b9-358947eec395 

 

  

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2013L00218/6b3523f0-4a46-4cd9-a6b9-358947eec395
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2013L00218/6b3523f0-4a46-4cd9-a6b9-358947eec395
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2013L00218/6b3523f0-4a46-4cd9-a6b9-358947eec395
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2013L00218/6b3523f0-4a46-4cd9-a6b9-358947eec395
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Appendix G CASA’s own Regulatory Philosophy. 
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Appendix H Article about APTA in Australian Flying (provides overview) 
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Appendix I Industry Complaints Commissioner Governance Arrangements 

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/icc_gov.pdf 

 

  

https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/icc_gov.pdf
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Appendix J Civil Aviation Act highlighting CASAs functions.  

 

9  CASA’s functions 

(1)  CASA has the function of conducting the safety regulation of the 

following, in accordance with this Act and the regulations: 

                   (a)  civil air operations in Australian territory; 

          (b)  the operation of Australian aircraft outside Australian territory; 

 (ba)  ANZA activities in New Zealand authorised by Australian 

AOCs with ANZA privileges; 

by means that include the following: 

(c)  developing and promulgating appropriate, clear and 

concise aviation safety standards; 

(d)  developing effective enforcement strategies to secure 

compliance with aviation safety standards; 

(da)  administering Part IV (about drug and alcohol management 

plans and testing); 

                     (e)  issuing certificates, licences, registrations and permits; 

  (f)  conducting comprehensive aviation industry surveillance, 

including assessment of safety-related decisions taken by industry 

management at all levels for their impact on aviation safety; 

(g)  conducting regular reviews of the system of civil aviation 

safety in order to monitor the safety performance of the aviation 

industry, to identify safety-related trends and risk factors and to 

promote the development and improvement of the system; 

(h)  conducting regular and timely assessment of international 

safety developments. 

             (2)  CASA also has the following safety-related functions: 

(a)  encouraging a greater acceptance by the aviation industry of its 

obligation to maintain high standards of aviation safety, through: 

(i)  comprehensive safety education and training programs; and 

                   (ii)  accurate and timely aviation safety advice; and 

         (iii)  fostering an awareness in industry management, and within 

the community generally, of the importance of aviation safety and 

compliance with relevant legislation; 

(b)  promoting full and effective consultation and communication 

with all interested parties on aviation safety issues. 
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Appendix K APTA Agreement 
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Appendix L Latrobe Valley Audit Results (subsequently produced) 
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Appendix M Initial Response to CASA claims 
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Appendix N NPRM as part of consultation process  

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/files/nprm0312fspdf 

  

https://www.casa.gov.au/files/nprm0312fspdf
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Appendix O CASA Release (Support for Industry)  

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/publications-and-resources/publication/casa-briefing-

july-2018 

CASA RELEASE- JULY 2018 

Minister requires CASA to look at costs 

CASA is required to consider economic and cost impacts on individuals, businesses and the 

community in its regulatory approach. That was a key message delivered by Deputy Prime Minister 

and Infrastructure and Transport Minister, Michael McCormack, to the general aviation summit in 

Wagga in July 2018. Mr McCormack said CASA was also required to take a pragmatic and 

proportionate approach to regulation as it applies to different aviation sectors. He said these 

requirements were contained in the Government’s Statement of Expectations issued to the CASA 

Board in March 2017. “These are not just words,” Mr McCormack said. “The statement of 

expectations is a legislative instrument and I expect the Board of CASA to ensure its requirements 

are met. I can also assure you that I will work in partnership with our aviation agencies and 

industry in tackling the challenges and opportunities for the general aviation sector, identified in 

the Government commissioned Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics 

(BITRE) study released late last year……………..I am keen to hear from you on the key issues you 

want tackled by Government and industry that relate to general aviation operations in Australia.” 

 

From acting CEO and Director of Aviation Safety, Graeme Crawford 

Recent debate about safety regulation and the general aviation sector has focused on the need for 

a sustainable and viable aviation industry. Implicit in this debate is the suggestion by some people 

that CASA does not support a sustainable and viable general aviation sector. I would like to assure 

everyone this is simply not true. There is no CASA agenda against general aviation and we regard 

the sector as a vital component of the national aviation community. Many of CASA’s staff are 

participants in general aviation, or started their careers in the sector, and have a practical 

understanding of the issues and challenges the sector faces. CASA can’t deliver solutions to the 

broader economic and social changes that are affecting parts of general aviation, but we can and 

will do our best to provide an appropriate safety regulatory framework that creates confidence in 

general aviation across the broader community……….. CASA is focused on regulatory solutions that 

are both practical, proportionate and address aviation safety risk………CASA will continue to 

develop regulatory solutions that consider risk appetite and safety consequences….”Best wishes, 

Graeme Crawford 

(Shane Carmody is on leave) 

 

  



103 
 

Appendix P PGPA Act 

 

Please refer to the link below for the PGPA Act: 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2017C00269 

  

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2017C00269
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Appendix R CASA’s definition of an Aviation Ruling. 

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/rules-and-regulations/standard-page/aviation-

rulings 

Aviation rulings 

Aviation rulings are advisory documents setting out CASA's policy on a 

particular issue. CASA makes rulings available to CASA officers and the 

public to ensure that there is a consistent policy adopted in administering 

particular aspects of the air safety regulatory regime. 

Rulings are intended to apply to a range of factual situations and are 

necessarily general in nature. 

CASA will proceed on the basis that a person who relies on a ruling is 

complying with the law, as long as that person: 

• exercises due care in acting in reliance on the ruling - ie a person who 

carelessly misreads the text of a ruling will not be entitled to rely on that 

misreading; 

• relies on the ruling in good faith - ie CASA will not allow a person to 

frustrate the intent of the ruling by adopting an extreme or contrived 

interpretation of the words of the ruling which results in consequences 

that were clearly unintended by CASA at the time the ruling was issued; 

• only relies on the clear statements of fact and policy in the ruling - ie the 

ruling is completely self contained and does not permit any additional 

interpretation of the relevant law, or application of the policy to different 

fact situations. 

A user of aviation rulings should also be aware that a ruling is only a 

statement of CASA's policy. It is not a restatement of the law. 

Accordingly, while rulings are drafted to be consistent with the law 

referred to in the ruling as understood by CASA from time to time, they 

cannot displace any inconsistent legal requirements. You should notify 

https://www.casa.gov.au/rules-and-regulations/standard-page/aviation-rulings
https://www.casa.gov.au/rules-and-regulations/standard-page/aviation-rulings
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CASA's General Counsel if you believe that compliance with this ruling 

would lead to a breach of a legal requirement or if you believe that a 

ruling is based on an erroneous factual assumption.  
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Appendix S Aviation Safety Regulation Review 

 

https://infrastructure.gov.au/aviation/asrr/files/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf 

  

https://infrastructure.gov.au/aviation/asrr/files/ASRR_Report_May_2014.pdf
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Appendix T APTA - Additional Background 

  

 

Welcome to the Australian Pilot Training Alliance (APTA). My name is Glen Buckley, the 

CEO of the organisation and I’d like the opportunity to provide an overview of APTA, 

what we do, and how we operate, as an understanding of APTA is essential for all staff 

operating within the APTA framework. 

Background 

Between 2014 to 2018, a legislative change referred to as Part 61/141/142 was 

introduced to the flight training industry, a consequence of that change, was that it 

significantly increased the costs, and administrative burden of running a flight training 

organisation. Many organisations, and particularly in regional areas, faced closure. The 

current critical skills shortage of experienced personnel has exasperated the situation 

and left many organisations struggling to provide the required supervision and 

mentoring. A solution to this challenge was the model that we now operate under. We 

call it the Australian Pilot Training Alliance, or “APTA.” 

Allow me to digress a moment before getting back, “on track”. No doubt you’re familiar 

with the major Supermarket chains, Woolworths, Coles, ALDI and IGA. Interestingly, IGA 

take a different approach to the way they do business, compared to the other three 

retailers. Rather than me try and tell their story, I have copied from their website: 

“At IGA, we’ve never taken a ‘one size fits all’ approach to the way we do business. We recognise that every one of us is an individual 

and that each city or town where we have stores is different. We understand that we are a culturally diverse nation of more 

that 23 million people with different likes and dislikes. As a result, through our network of independently owned stores 

(all 1,400 of them) we tailor our ranges and brands to give our local customers more of what they like. This includes many of 

your favourite brands, the ones you may no longer find on shelves in other supermarkets. We proudly support Aussie 

producers too by stocking ranges of locally made products. We actively participate in the communities around our stores doing 

whatever we can to help local schools, surf clubs or hospitals whether it’s footie balls for the under 14’s or life-saving 

equipment. Though IGA Community Chest we continually raise funds to support local communities, charities and other 

worthwhile causes, to date we’ve put well over $60 million back into communities across the country. 

But at the beginning of each day, we open our doors for one reason and one reason only, to deliver a shopping experience how 

the locals like it.” 

So, IGA is a network of independently owned Stores working collaboratively under the 

control of an IGA Head Office.  

Even though each store is a separate entity, responsible for its own costs i.e. salaries, 

utilities, etc they answer to Head Office and operate to standardised procedures. That 

Head Office is accountable to various Government departments for licencing, compliance, 

OHS etc. For all intents and purposes, IGA is the one retail company. The whole 

organisation acts as one, to standardised procedures, their relationship is closely 

intertwined, they act in each other’s interests, they depend on each other and they all 

share the same vision. If they elected to operate independently outside of the IGA 

group, they would be significantly weaker, and in fact its highly likely that they wouldn’t 

be in business. By distributing the expenses among a group of stores it facilitates a 

stronger and more robust business model. If you asked that person where they worked 

they would nominate “IGA” rather than Bill Smith Pty Ltd.  
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Similarly, you can think of APTA Head Office as the IGA Head Office, and you can think 

of the APTA bases, as the IGA stores. APTA was designed from the ground up, over 

many years to closely replicate the approach that IGA chose, and in fact we share the 

same values.  

Whereas IGA has 1400 stores, APTA aims to maintain a more modest 10 Members within 

the group at any time. This will be small enough to ensure we can work closely together, 

and in each other’s interests, while maintaining a well-resourced operation with 

unparalleled capability. 

Let’s move away from discussing IGA and spend a bit more time on our own 

organisation, APTA, the bases, and how we operate.  

APTA 

APTA holds more capability and capacity than any other Australian owned organisation in 

the Country. It is a Part 141 and 142 Organisation, ARN 759217 with Head Office located 

at Moorabbin Airport in Melbourne, Australia. The Organisation is a Registered Training 

Organisation and holds CRICOS approval to train International Students. As a group we 

operate from several bases across Australia, delivering all levels of pilot training from the 

RPL right through to the MCC Course. By utilising the groups bases, we have capacity to 

handle large student volumes, and potentially pursue larger contracts.  

For those that aren’t familiar with the two types of flight training organisations in 

Australia, they are referred to as either a  Part 141, or Part 142. The Part 141 will 

generally be a smaller school, whereas the Part 142 capability brings with it the ability to 

deliver multi crew and integrated training. APTA is both a Part 141 and 142 Organisation. 

Considering that the Part 142 approval is the highest accreditation available to a flying 

school, in Australia, it carries with it, significant responsibilities. For a Part 142 

Organisation to operate, CASA stipulate a requirement for three, “Key Personnel”, the 

Chief Executive Officer (CEO), Head of Operations (HOO) and a Safety Manager (SM). 

Those three Key Personnel are based in APTA Head Office. For redundancy APTA 

maintains CASA approved standby personnel for each of those three roles. Should one of 

the Key Personnel become unavailable, the pre-approved standby can move into the role 

seamlessly to ensure continuity of operations. A third HOO will soon be CASA approved, 

which will give APTA unparalleled levels of redundancy, and especially so in the current 

environment where organisations find it increasingly difficult to attract and retain staff. 

In fact, investing in the future and forward planning of personnel is a significant part of 

our investment into APTA, and available to us, because we choose to take a shared 

approach. Its highly unlikely that a single organisation operating alone, could build that 

level of redundancy into their own organisation. 
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Also located in the Head Office facility is the Internal Co-Ordinators office, Finance, and 

Admin. The Internal Co-Ordinator Office in particular, is a core function within APTA, as 

this is where the workflows are directed, and communications managed. This office 

maintains several important tasks including our Registered Training Organisation (RTO) 

compliance, our Commonwealth Register International Courses to Overseas Students 

(CRICOS) compliance, Continuous Improvement Program. Within the Internal Co-

Ordinators Department is a part time Technical Writer assisting with the substantial 

changes in documentation. Increasingly, the IC office will be taking many of the 

administrative functions out of the bases and into head office. The intention being for the 

bases to be freed up, to focus more of their attention on delivering quality instruction, 

rather than on administrative tasks. 

We have a Manual Suite for our operations, these Operations manuals are abbreviated 

as 

• OM1 General operating procedures 

• OM2 A/C Operations 

• OM3  Aerodromes and Routes 

• OM4 Internal Training and Checking 

• OM4A Flying School Operations 

• OM5 Safety  

Operations Manual 1(OM1) outlines the position descriptions for each of the positions 

within the Company, and I encourage you to familiarise yourself with all roles within 

APTA, and on site at the bases. I also draw your attention to the repeated use of the 

word “ensure,” in the position descriptions for the Key Personnel. The burden on them is 

significant, and they depend highly, on everyone within APTA acting professionally.  

We have an overriding series of manuals, but each base will also have its own manual 

referred to as the Base Procedures manual or BPM. This will contain items that are 

specific to each base. Its contents will include, the facilities located at each base, the 

base specific Emergency Response Plan (ERP) etc. 

We expect all personnel to have a high level of knowledge of our policies and 

procedures. This is achieved by referring back to the manuals on an almost daily basis, 

and not simply on induction day. From the moment you start reading the following 

manuals you have an important role to play. If something isn’t clear, isn’t addressed, or 

could be improved, we need to know about it 

APTA maintains a robust “continuous improvement process”, and we are always looking 

for ways to improve how we operate. Throughout your time at APTA I will be highly 

appreciative of your involvement in this program. If you come across situations where 

you are unclear, or think something could be done more effectively, or just better, bring, 

it to our attention. Delivering flying training is becoming an increasingly demanding task, 

but our buzzwords are, Simple, Accountable, and Effective. That’s what we need to work 

towards, but we do need your involvement.  
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The Bases 

You will recall that the bases, are separate entities, although under the full operational 

control of APTA and its associated procedures. While the cost of APTA is shared by the 

Members, the bases are responsible for their own expenses. So how does this increase 

safety and compliance. 

APTA stipulates requirements on the entities to ensure that they maintain a sufficient 

number of appropriately qualified personnel, necessary facilities, infrastructure, and 

support materials at the locations where operations are conducted. Those requirements 

can be placed on the entity with the consideration being safety, supervision, and 

regulatory compliance, and not on the “cost of operating”. Obviously we respect that the 

entities have a commercial requirement, although our decision making can be more 

independent than would normally be achieved.  

On site, at the base level, the person previously referred to as the Chief Flying Instructor 

(CFI) or Head of Operations (HOO) becomes what is referred to as, the Senior Base Pilot 

(SBP) in the APTA structure. As the title suggests, it is the senior person on the base. 

This is an important role in the structure, and the Key Personnel depend highly on the 

SBP at each of the bases.  

On site, the SBP will have the support of a Safety Officer (SO), and a Maintenance 

Administration Officer (MAO). Importantly, the whole system is designed to be scalable. 

Potentially a base could be a limited one-person operation, with the one person in the 

role of SBP, Safety Officer and Maintenance Administration Officer.  

More typically, a school such as MFT at Moorabbin will operate with an SBP, Two Training 

Managers managing 5 instructors each, a Safety Officer, and an MAO. Wherever possible 

we use MFT as the training hub, and personnel move through that school prior to being 

placed at the respective bases. That is not always possible, but that is our aim. We have 

ex MFT personnel in SBP roles at almost all current and proposed bases. By using MFT as 

the central training school, it ensures continuity of thoroughly inducted staff as required 

at the bases. It is effectively, the “feeder” school. This approach assists us to have 

access to personnel throughout the group that are fully inducted into APTA procedures. 

As part of our forward planning we aim to operate the MFT base with two SBPs,  so the 

group has access to a SBP should a Member  have their own SBP, move on at short 

notice. 

A bit more detail about APTA 

Obviously having bases across Australia requires high levels of communication. We 

achieve this through a number of methods.  

We all use a system called Flight school Manager. You will be trained in Flight School 

Manager. You need to be aware that this isn’t an “app” designed to be fun. It is a 

regulatory compliance tool, and complex in its nature. It is the only system available 

that fully meets APTAs needs. Without FSM, APTA would be unable to satisfy CASA that 

suitable supervision is in place, and remote bases simply would not be able to operate. 

The system is used in many flying schools across Australia, and a significant investment 

was made to modify this product for our operations. Specifically, we needed to break 

down and build walls. For example we needed the flight and duties to talk to each other 

when pilots operate from a number of bases, but we need to keep the business element 

i.e. customer details, base specific.We run regular and ongoing training on the system, 

so if at any time you have concerns, please approach the IC department and further 

training will be provided. 
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The Flight School Manager System was redesigned specifically for our requirements, and  

is critical to our procedures. It provides APTA and CASA with  high levels of oversight 

across all bases. From this system we administer the entire operation from staff 

qualifications, safety reporting, training records, flight and duties, communications, 

document library, and share and redeploy resources etc. 

Nothing can replace face to face engagement wherever practical, so we are regularly at 

each of the bases, and of course always available on phone or email. As a group we all 

come together at intervals not greater than fortnightly, for our  management meeting. 

As a group we attend to compliance, safety, resourcing, cross deployment of resources, 

adequacy of supervision, staff development, qualifications, test feedback, continuous 

improvement etc. 

Frequently we will base APTA nominated personnel at bases to meet any requirements 

identified at Management meetings, and this would be a routine part of APTA 

procedures. It could be the Safety Manager conducting an audit, or it could be an FSM 

trainer located on site. Frequently during the first few months of a newer base you would 

expect more frequent contact as its critical that all staff are familiar with, and operating 

in accordance with all procedures. APTA will provide whatever ongoing support is 

required initially, and on an ongoing basis. Its not uncommon for us to place a staff 

member at a base for a protracted period in order to ensure a thorough induction has 

been completed. 

We also communicate by rotating staff, and this is an important concept to appreciate. 

You will appreciate that we all work under the same Part 141/142 approval. We are all 

pre-employment drug and alcohol tested into the same organisation, all standardised 

and proficiency checked into the same organisation, we are all inducted and trained in 

the same procedures, and we all utilise Flight School Manager. This gives APTA a unique 

opportunity for supervising, mentoring and developing, that is not available to a single 

organisation acting alone. As an APTA staff member you may be called on to be deployed 

to another base from time to time, and when this occurs you can effectively walk into 

that base and commence operating, because we are one large flying school. Some real 

life examples of how we operate. 

For example, Base “A” may have an unusually high demand for IFR training that they are 

unable to resource. That base would contact the Internal Co-Ordinators office and 

identify the requirement. At the fortnightly group management meeting that requirement 

would be highlighted. Another base, Base “B” with a surplus IFR instructor may opt to 

deploy their excess IFR instructor to base “A” for a period. During the deployment the 

salary associated with that IFR instructor would be met by Base “A”. The instructor can 

readily deploy between bases, because they are inducted into the one organisation. 

Throughout the deployment, irrespective of where the salary is being drawn from, that 

Instructor is operating as an APTA instructor. 

Similarly, Base “C” may have a junior instructor that needs more mentoring and 

development. It may be identified that Base “D” has more Grade One Instructors 

available to take on this responsibility. The junior instructor would be redeployed to Base 

‘D’.  

Base “E” may have an upcoming demand for some aerobatic training. It could be that 

the aerobatic instructor on site has limited experience. A highly qualified instructor, from 

Base “F’” may be deployed to Base “E” to provide the required mentoring. 
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We have fortnightly group meetings and monthly safety meetings which are attended 

either personally or via video conferencing. These regular meetings are integral to group 

operations. They are generally attended by all Key Personnel, SBPS, and safety 

personnel, but all are welcome and a standing invitation has been provided to CASA 

personnel. At these meetings we discuss resourcing, upcoming leave, test results, 

compliance, continuous improvement, maintenance, supervision, mentoring etc. 

In fact, this will become one of the significant advantages of APTA. In an environment 

where many organisations face critical skill shortages that stretch operations, APTA has 

an enormous depth of experience amongst the bases, and this knowledge base can be 

efficiently re-deployed to address skill shortages and provide supervision and mentoring 

at other bases as required. Within the group we have ex airline and military pilots, and 

flight examiners, we have Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) on everything from aerobatics, 

tailwheel, formation, low level, multi crew training, warbirds, instructor training, safety, 

auditing, and airline  recruiting,  

Importantly APTA provides us with the opportunity to improve safety and compliance. 

Operating individually, most entities would not have a Safety Department. But by 

working collaboratively, we have a well-resourced group safety department. Our monthly 

Safety meetings regularly demonstrate the benefit of a number of entities working 

collaboratively to improve safety outcomes.  

Similarly, our regulatory compliance improves. We continually audit our systems and 

procedures. In fact, this internal auditing is a significant part of what APTA does in the 

background. We conducted 85 internal audits during the last 12 months alone. 

APTA provides access to CASA via the FSM System, which provides CASA with the 

highest levels of oversight available in the Industry. We are a transparent organisation 

and have nothing to hide, but with that level of openness we do depend on our staff to 

act professionally.  

 

Closing 

Some of you reading this will be new to the industry and many of you will have many 

years of exposure. For those of you, that have been around for some time, you will have 

seen what appears to be enormous change. In many ways, it isn’t. We have always been 

required, to maintain flight and duties, complete training records, familiarise ourselves 

with new procedures, make bookings, and juggle aircraft due maintenance. The job 

hasn’t fundamentally changed. What has changed is the level of accountability.  

Not that long ago, a CASA audit at a flying school was associated with a week of late 

nights prior, as the flight and duties were all bought up to date, and missing pages of 

training records attended to. The staff qualifications board was all bought up to date and 

the audit proceeded.  

In the environment that we now operate in, everything is tracked, as is the time of data 

entry. Flight and Duties bought up to date the night before will be obvious at audit. 

That’s nothing to be alarmed about, it simply means APTA will have a high expectation 

on you to act professionally. Basically, the majority of the work has been moved from 

when it “had to be done” to “when it should be done”, fundamentally there isn’t a lot 

more work, its just being done at a different time.  

 

Saying that, we all know that the “paperwork” has increased significantly. This simply 

means that each entity needs to recognise that, and instructors in the “new 
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environment”, do need more support than they did previously. In order to deliver safe, 

compliant operations we do need to be adequately resourced. and CASA has been very 

clear on their expectation of APTA, and have put it in writing;  

 

“APTA ensures a sufficient number of appropriately qualified personnel and necessary 

facilities, infrastructure, and support materials are in place at the locations where APTA 

operations are conducted” 

 

There is no doubt that the APTA concept is new to the Industry and it has been 

controversial. From my own perspective it has been a far larger project than I could 

have ever anticipated. Understandably, there were elements within CASA that were, and 

possibly still are, cautious of the concept. A small group of open minded senior personnel 

within CASA became involved, and APTA now has the opportunity to really move 

forward. What has been granted by CASA, as with any flight training organisation, is an 

approval to demonstrate; “we do, what we say we do”. It is not an approval to go 

forward and do whatever we want.  

I can argue that APTA increases safety and compliance, facilitates aero clubs, and 

creates jobs in rural areas, reduces CASA resources and supports Australian owned 

businesses, but irrespective of all that CASA expect us to be safe and compliant. We do 

depend on each and every one of you to walk into work each day committed to acting 

professionally. We need instructors that are highly conversant with procedures and 

operate in accordance with those procedures. 

What APTA is not. This is not a group of organisations operating independently and doing 

“their own thing”. This is in fact, one organisation, APTA. 

From a regulatory perspective, and in the interests of safety, the essence of this model is 

that the authorisation holder is fully accountable under the applicable legislation and is 

demonstrably able and willing to do everything that needs to be done in order to ensure 

that its safety-related legislative obligations are effectively fulfilled.  As a matter of 

operational control, and integral to the very object of the authorisation[s] involved, 

CASA must be satisfied that all these considerations have been, and will continue to be, 

satisfied by the authorisation holder. 

It is reasonable to expect going forward that CASA will be closely monitoring APTA, to 

ensure we remain safe and compliant. Whether the member be a larger organisation or 

an aero club, all bases and personnel at those bases will have a high expectation placed 

on them. You need to be aware that you are working as part of a larger group.  

 

Thankyou in anticipation of your co-operation and understanding 

Glen Buckley 
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Appendix U  ICC Process 
 

Appendix U (a)  ICC Initial Complaints Review 
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Appendix U (b)  Preliminary Review Outcome 
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Appendix U (c)  APTA Response to Preliminary Review Outcome 
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Appendix V CASA Vision and values 

 

https://www.casa.gov.au/about-us/standard-page/our-vision-mission-and-
values 

 

Our vision, mission and values  

 
Our vision 
Safe skies for all. 

 

Our mission 
To promote a positive and collaborative safety culture through a fair, effective 
and efficient aviation safety regulatory system, supporting our aviation 

community. 
 

Our values 
Excellence - to strive to excel in all we do. 
 

Courage - to act with strength of character and conviction while being 
accountable for our actions. 
 

Teamwork - to work together to promote a strong, cohesive and highly 
effective workforce. 

 
Fairness - to ensure our actions and decisions are informed, consistent, risk-

based, evidence driven and without bias. 
 
Integrity - our actions and behaviour are open, transparent and ethical. 

 
Respect - to engage with our peers, colleagues and the wider aviation 

community in a clear, concise and respectful manner at all times. 
 
Innovation - to challenge existing practices and look for opportunities to 

support effective continuous improvement. 
 

 

  

https://www.casa.gov.au/about-us/standard-page/our-vision-mission-and-values
https://www.casa.gov.au/about-us/standard-page/our-vision-mission-and-values
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Appendix W  Part 141 Technical Assessor Worksheet & Handbook 

 

 

Part 141 Worksheet 

https://www.casa.gov.au/files/part141-sheetxlsm 

 

 

CASR Part 141 Technical Assessor Handbook 

https://www.casa.gov.au/file/124361/download?token=VAVyrBzr 

 

 

CASR Part 142 Technical Assessor Handbook 

https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/part_142_technical_assessor_handb

ook.pdf 

 

 

  

https://www.casa.gov.au/files/part141-sheetxlsm
https://www.casa.gov.au/file/124361/download?token=VAVyrBzr
https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/part_142_technical_assessor_handbook.pdf
https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/part_142_technical_assessor_handbook.pdf
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Appendix X Formal Response to Dr Jonathan Aleck   
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Appendix Y Ministers Statement of Expectations on CASA. 

 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2017L00288  
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Appendix Z Latrobe Valley Audit redacted results released under Freedom 

of Information 
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