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CAUTION!

ihe data used in this analysis was, like
some otherr data assembled te help get
tAIS Initiative Underway, not gained iiom
dl randem stratified sample

Tihe analysis itselff usesia degree of
SUlpjectivity,

Soi - the findingsare indicative rather
than conclusive
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AND....

Whilst it gives some insights; intos the possible
differences between go arounds! that proceead
nermally, and that denot, the source data fieom
the events in the sample varied in depth

SO that:
. AIthou&;h COmMparisons within the sample; sheuld be

treated witi cautionrandl theil: potential voracity
COMNSIGered onl a case-by-case DasIs

= [njseme cases, findings that factors appear linked to
go around sarety would still'be valid even i all the
MISSing, datal Indicated the opposite

s But apparent causal links may: be misleading| Since a
similartassociation may: exist fior' events not externally.
Investigated
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THE REPORTS

Covered 66 gorarounds during| the: period 2000 -
2012 which were either the stubject or the
consequence off Annex 13! or AIRPROX
IRVestigations

Tihese go arounds)incltided 10! fiatal accidents in

which 614 people died

Only: Reporits publis
With' al bias tewar@s
Englishy/Official Eng

ned online were included
rieports available; in

ISh| transiation

Only’ leoked at eventsionrPublic Tiransport filights
operated by multi engine; aircrafit
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Tiwoi Stages of data simplification:

s Eachievent: tagged™ from| a selection ofi 185 — around
12000 cells available! Blend of objective-
factual/subjective-judgemental With no taxenomic
Dasis

s Review: of this datal o characterise; eachi event against
d liande of criterial off potentiall Interest

Using this summary, an informed but subjective
division ofi the 66 events| into:

s Highi Risk : 19 events
= Moderate Risk : 25 events
= Non risk-bearing : 22 events
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SIX GO AROUND
SAFETY ISSUES AND THEIR
OUTCOME RISKS

Crew! Initiation i go) areund ineffective [LLOC,
CFIT]

Crew. control of aircraft net subsequently.

maintained [LOC]

Crew! fiall te fiy required track [[CEIT
Tirafific, Separation not maintained [MAC]
Significant low’ level wind shear [LOC]

Wake turbulence hazard to another aircrafit
created by the go around aircrafit [LOC]
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SOME HEADLINES

Crew! perfermance; ISsUes were the cause of all
10 fatal gorareund accidents and of 77% of the
other 34 risk-Dearing go around events

LOC was the most common outcome; risk —

especially in High' Risk events

Go arounds initiated by ATC were; unlikely te be
fiSk Dearing

INone of the go areunds made because; of
Runway Incursions (6 events) were risk-bearing
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GO AROUND DECISIONS

Out of all decisionsto make;a goraround WRIchi BECame
fsk-bearing| (44):
s 45% (20) were made because of an unstabilised approachi prior

to thellandingl phase; - but only: 3 off these decisions were made
at a formal challenge point (i.e. at. DA/MDA or SApp Gate)

s A further 18% (8) were made because of a mishandled landing
attempt at or below: 10051t agl (Includinglwhen;on the ground)
but only: one; off these was preceded! by ani unstabilised approach

/4% off the;"ad Nec” go areund deCiSIONS Were made
pelow: 500 1t aglf (ether than at DA/IMDA)

14% of the decisions which were followed by risk-
Pearing go arounds were made >1000rt agl - halfi of
them| because off ani unstabilised" approach
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SOURCE OF GO AROUND RISK

Out offthe 44 risk-Dearing gor areunds
examingd, the fellowing originsi o go
around risk couldl be identifiedl (5 events
Involved beth types off crew: falltre):

5 57Y% - crew fall to) efifectively. initiate; the, go
around

s 34Y% - crew fail'tor aviate/mavigate; once
established

s 18% - controller misjudgement: or error
x 2% - microburst effect on climb rate
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WHO WAS PF?

In the 10 fatalf accident gor arounds:

s the PIC was' PE prior to 6 of them andl remained Soias
the go around washinitiated

= |0l just ene of the other 4 inrwhich the €o; Pilotiwas PE
up: te the goraround decision did the PIC then take

OVEl as/ P
Ad hoe changde of PE'at or seen after the point
Of go areund Was nearly twice as common: in

moderate; risk and non| risk-bearing go arounds
as In high risk enes
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IMC/VMC & MANUAL/AP

[HIGH RISK GO AROUNDS]

Slightly: more of those go) areunds Where crew.
PErformance Was the cause appeared to have
peen initiated in IMC than in VMC

Similar nUMBPers of these crew-caused go
arounds were flown by day andl by night
iegardless off Whether Instrument: fiying was
NECEessary.

VoSt off these gor areunds were; filown manually,
and over'haliwere already: beingl flewnrmanually
when the go around decision was taken

Go around Safety Forum
Brussels 18 June 2013




NON COMPLIANCE/VIOLATION

Significant: procedurali non compliance (SPNEC)
was muceh more likely te precede High' Risk go
arounds (74% of such events) than all' others
(30% of such events)

Significant violation of approeach minima

wWas a precursor to 50% of the 10 fataligo
around accidents. ThESE approaches Were
usually’ stabilised but all were followed by failtre
to initiate the go arounadl properly.

‘SPNC" occurred prior to all five cases where
dpproach minima were vielated! prior'to a fatal
do around’accident
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CREW EXPERIENCE

Y .ow’ Experience” pilots figured dispropoertionately
N UnSafe; go areunds - the crew: includeal at least
one; low: experience pilot in 12 of the 19 High
Risk eventsiandiin 8 ofi the 10! fatal go: around

accidents reviewed:
s Ini 3 (Including 1 fatal accident outcome) only the PIC
Was! IoW EXPEriEnce
s In 5 (Includingl 3 fatall accident outcomes) only: the €o
Piloti was| Iow! EXpErience

s [n4 (@llf'were fatal accident: outcomes) boethi pilots
WEre Iow! experience
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CROSS MONITORING

5 of they 10 fatalfaceidents net invelving training Were
preceded by a delay inithe go around decision where
violation off landing minimal eccuried with the tacit
acceptance or' declared intention; of the PIC

In 4 euti of these 5 cases, the; fiorward visipility: had
deteriorated from that anticipated; three, of these
violatiens occurred with the Co; Pilot asi PEand twe with
the PIC as Pk

In all'5 cases the Cor Pllot wWas, Iow: eExperience:

Inr the tWo: cases Where the violation occurred with the
PIC as Pk, both PIC and Co: Pilot were ‘low: experience:
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CONCLUSION!

Whilst these findings cannot provide the; sole
justification fier'any: action| tor Inprove go: around
safiety at a time When| more; gor areunds are
ikely tor be encouraged, they inclide some
Interesting pointers for rsk mitigation

WITH MY THANKS T0: Captain Hans-Jeachim

Ebermann, Captain Stephen Eggenschwiler and Michel
Tiremaud, for' some early stage, tag” validation!
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