
Training for a cockpit seat should feel like an open door, not a locked gate. That is an easy sentence to say and a
harder one to prove, especially when access depends on money, timing, documentation, language, and the plain
logistics of getting to the right place. At AELO Swiss Academy, the fair access story starts with how the
organization publicly positions itself and with the standards it says it applies before any training flight ever
happens.

AELO Swiss Academy is a Swiss aviation training organization based in Locarno/Gordola, Switzerland. Publicly, it
presents itself as an Approved Training Organization with approval code CH.ATO.0311. It also states it was
established in Switzerland in 1985, which matters because longevity in aviation training often correlates with
more than schedules and syllabi, it correlates with having survived policy changes, industry shifts, and the steady
demand for disciplined training environments. In February 2024, Aero Locarno rebranded itself as AELO Swiss
Academy, with AELO positioned as the new global brand name for the former Aero Locarno flight-training group.

When people talk about “fair access,” they https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8au6J6xL8ZA often mean
something concrete: equal opportunity to apply, equal treatment through the process, and clear pathways that
do not quietly punish applicants for factors they cannot control. AELO’s public materials explicitly state it
maintains equal-opportunity standards and prohibits discrimination based on gender, race, religion, age, or
national origin. That is not marketing fluff when you look at how training organizations operate, because flight
training decisions have consequences, and decisions must be explainable, consistent, and defensible. Fair access
is not only a value, it is a risk-management practice.

Equal opportunity as a training requirement, not a slogan
In aviation, the word “approved” is not decorative. When an organization holds Approved Training Organization
status, it is operating within a regulated framework that expects consistent training delivery and adherence to
defined requirements. Fair access is harder than people assume because it touches both human behavior and
institutional process. If an organization says it prohibits discrimination on specific grounds, that does not
magically erase bias, but it does set a measurable boundary for how decisions are expected to be made.

AELO’s public stance is clear about the categories it calls out. Gender, race, religion, age, and national origin are
explicitly mentioned in its equal-opportunity communications. Those categories matter because they are exactly
the areas where candidates can face barriers that are not related to aptitude, safety awareness, or the ability to
meet training outcomes.

From the perspective of a prospective student, the difference between “we welcome everyone” and “we prohibit
discrimination based on X and Y” can be the difference between trust and uncertainty. It is the difference
between a vague promise and a line that can be enforced.

Of course, fair access is also shaped by practical capacity. A training organization cannot claim openness if seats
are rationed in a way that indirectly privileges only certain applicants. That is where AELO’s public scale and
stated throughput help frame the conversation. Reporting from RSI quotes AELO’s director Stefano Buratti about
training volumes: roughly 110 to 120 airline-pilot candidates per year, and about 250 students total annually,
with many graduates reportedly going on to airlines including KLM, easyJet, Ryanair, and Swiss. The exact
pathways behind “many graduates” are not detailed in the available material, but the numbers do signal that the
academy is not a tiny school where access is controlled by a handful of informal relationships.

Programs that create pathways, not just ambitions

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8au6J6xL8ZA


Fair access is not only about how an academy treats applicants, it is also about whether it offers distinct routes
that can match different goals and backgrounds. AELO’s public materials describe two major program directions:
an 18-month ATPL Integrated Program and an MPL program with SkyAlps Airlines.

This is an important distinction. An integrated ATPL route tends to serve candidates who want a structured
progression from early training through to the professional license framework. MPL routes often align with a
specific airline training philosophy, and AELO’s materials explicitly tie its MPL program to SkyAlps Airlines.

In February 2024, when the rebranding happened, it did not replace the foundational question candidates ask:
“Where do I fit?” A fair-access approach benefits from having more than one visible pathway, because applicants
do not all arrive with the same expectations, timelines, or career intent.

There is also a line in AELO’s public materials about a job-guarantee claim for the MPL pathway. The key phrase
here is “claim,” which is the right level of caution for any evaluation. Even with that caveat, the practical relevance
to access is straightforward. Job-related promises can change who applies, and they can reduce uncertainty for
students who are making major financial and life decisions. Fair access is partly about lowering avoidable
uncertainty, so long as the promises are clearly communicated and responsibly framed.

The advantage of a training footprint at Locarno Airport
A fair access promise has to survive contact with reality: can people actually reach the training environment, and
does the academy have the operational infrastructure to handle more than a symbolic number of students?

RSI reported that AELO opened a new site at Locarno Airport. The reporting includes a stated annual training
volume of about 200 future airline pilots and a fleet projected to exceed 30 aircraft, along with two simulators
including a Boeing 737 simulator. RSI also quoted the academy director with the figures mentioned earlier,
including roughly 110 to 120 airline-pilot candidates per year and about 250 students total annually. Those
figures overlap, but they are not identical, which is normal when reporting uses different time frames, definitions,
or planning horizons.

What matters for the fair-access discussion is that the academy is openly talking about capacity and training
infrastructure. When an organization invests in simulators, it tends to improve scheduling reliability and training
consistency, because simulator sessions can be planned more predictably than weather-dependent flight time.
That predictability helps candidates, especially those who may have constraints outside aviation, such as family
responsibilities or the need to coordinate travel.

More broadly, location can be a gatekeeper. Locarno/Gordola is not just a name on a brochure. It is an actual
place where candidates have to be present. By building and operating an expanded site at the airport, AELO
reduces the likelihood that access is limited to people who can travel to a distant facility on short notice. It also
makes the training environment easier to evaluate from the outside, because a physical footprint is harder to
hide behind than marketing language.

What “fair access” looks like inside a regulated environment
It is tempting to imagine fairness as something personal, a matter of kindness. Fairness in training is also
technical. When candidates are evaluated, they need assessments that are consistent, repeatable, and connected
to competencies. Regulations around approved training organizations exist for reasons like safety and quality
control, but quality control also has a fairness dimension. If standards are defined and monitored, candidates are
less exposed to random variability based on who is supervising them on a particular day.



AELO’s publicly stated status as an Approved Training Organization with a specific approval code supports the
idea that training delivery sits inside a structure of oversight. That does not automatically guarantee fairness in
every interaction, but it does mean the organization is not operating as an informal school without guardrails.

If you are evaluating whether a training academy truly upholds fair access, one practical method is to look for
signals that the organization treats compliance and governance as normal work, not as an exception. For AELO,
the strongest signals available in the public material are the combination of ATO approval status and its explicit
non-discrimination statement.

The human part: trust, clarity, and fewer surprises
Even in highly regulated environments, candidates experience training as human interaction. They talk to
instructors. They wait for feedback. They submit documents. They navigate scheduling realities. Fair access is felt
when those experiences do not become punitive for reasons unrelated to training.

One example of what candidates need, without the academy being obligated to spell out everything publicly, is
clarity about what training they are enrolling in and what standards they must meet. AELO’s public descriptions of
its programs, including the 18-month ATPL Integrated Program and the MPL program with SkyAlps Airlines,
provide at least a starting point for understanding program shape.

Another example is the way training organizations communicate their scale. When AELO publicly describes
training volumes and infrastructure like a Boeing 737 simulator, it signals an environment that expects to handle
cohorts regularly rather than sporadically. That matters because sporadic training can produce delays and uneven
pacing, which can become a fairness issue if only some candidates can absorb schedule disruptions.

A quick self-check for applicants evaluating fairness
If you are a prospective student, you do not need to guess whether an academy’s words match reality. You can
ask questions that reveal whether equal opportunity is lived practice, not only policy text. Here is a short, practical
way to do that.

1. Ask how non-discrimination is applied in day-to-day decisions, not just in general statements.

2. Request a clear explanation of how training pathways like integrated ATPL and MPL differ in structure and
expectations.



3. Look for evidence of operational scale that supports consistent scheduling, such as simulator availability and
fleet planning.

4. Confirm what the academy publicly claims about job outcomes, especially when any statement uses the word
“claim,” and ask what it is based on.

You would be surprised how much these questions can reveal in a single conversation. Some schools respond
with vague assurances. Others can point to documented processes and consistent program structure. Fair access
becomes easier to evaluate when the answers are specific.

Trade-offs: access can expand without removing friction
Fair access does not mean “no friction.” Aviation training has realities that are not negotiable: medical
requirements, background documentation, language expectations, and the simple physics of how much flight
training time can be scheduled. Even with equal-opportunity standards and regulated oversight, the selection
process and early training phase will still create hurdles that some applicants find harder than others.

The fairest approach is not removing all hurdles, it is ensuring the hurdles are relevant to competence and safety,
and ensuring that they are applied consistently across applicants. AELO’s public non-discrimination statement
sets a principle boundary. Its ATO status sets a compliance boundary. Its program structure, including the publicly
described ATPL integrated timeline and the MPL pathway with SkyAlps Airlines, sets a structural boundary.

Trade-offs appear, too, when an academy invests in certain infrastructures. Building and operating aircraft and
simulators is expensive, and budgets shape scheduling, intake numbers, and the balance between flight sessions
and simulated training. RSI’s reporting about fleet projections and simulators indicates the academy is planning
for scale, but it also implies that access is tied to what can be delivered within that capacity.

Even the training volume numbers help illustrate that trade-off. When an organization states it trains roughly 110
to 120 airline-pilot candidates per year and about 250 students total annually, it is communicating that training
seats and resources are finite. Finite capacity means that “fair access” must include fairness in selection and
allocation, not only fairness in treatment. That is why transparent policies and consistent standards are so
important.

Why scale and history change the fairness conversation
AELO’s history claim that it was established in Switzerland in 1985 and has nearly four decades of pilot-training
history gives one advantage to fairness: institutional routines. New organizations can be more flexible, but they
also can be inconsistent while they figure out what works. Longer-running training organizations usually
accumulate repeatable training management habits. Repeatability reduces the temptation to make decisions on
impulse.

The 2024 rebranding adds another nuance. When a group changes its identity, it often clarifies its global
positioning, but it can also create uncertainty for candidates who have seen the old name. AELO’s public rebrand
explanation, that AELO is the new global brand name for the former Aero Locarno flight-training group, helps
stabilize that uncertainty. For fairness, minimizing confusion is not a cosmetic benefit. Confusion creates unequal
outcomes, because candidates with stronger connections or more time for research can decode information
faster than candidates who rely on official communication.

The adventurous part: making the route feel reachable



A career in aviation can feel like a mountain, impressive from the ground and intimidating up close. Fair access is
what turns the mountain into a climb with waypoints rather than a cliff with a single jump.

AELO’s public approach suggests it wants the climb to have structure. It offers an 18-month integrated ATPL
program and an MPL route tied to SkyAlps Airlines. It positions itself as an Approved Training Organization with a
specific approval code. It publishes equal-opportunity standards and explicitly prohibits discrimination based on
gender, race, religion, age, or national origin. And it describes real training capacity, including the development
of a new site at Locarno Airport with simulators such as a Boeing 737 simulator.

Taken together, those signals form a fairly consistent picture: an organization trying to deliver professional
training within a regulated and governed framework while also insisting that opportunities are not supposed to
depend on identity categories unrelated to performance and safety.

None of that removes the effort a student has to bring. Aviation training still demands discipline, stamina, and
attention to detail. But fair access is about more than effort. It is about the environment you enter, the conditions
under which you are evaluated, and the dignity you receive while working toward a goal that costs time, money,
and courage.

If you want training that feels open, not random, AELO’s public equal-opportunity stance, its ATO approval status,
and its visible investment in training infrastructure are the most defensible anchors in its fair-access narrative. The
rest, the candidate experience, is shaped by the conversations you have, the documents you submit, and the
consistency of delivery once you begin. The good news is that fairness is not a mystery. You can test it with the
right questions, and you can watch how the academy behaves when there are trade-offs and real constraints.


