










4.3 ATC observation was visibility 3 - 4 kms, but there was no intimation of deterioration in visibility by 
ATC. 

4.4 Auto pilot was disengaged at 500' AGL, on an ILS established approach. 

4.5 First Officer was pilot flying for the sector. At Decision Attitude (DA 218 feet AGL) captain took over 
control and became Pilot Flying and continued approach below DH in partial contact with runway. 

4.6 Frequent/ unsteady change in headings indicates unsure of runway 25R and visual contact. 

4.7 The Captain was unsure of runway environment/ layout (centre line Vs rwy edge lights) at the time of 
making approach and misjudged edge lights to be runway centre line. 

4.8 Missed approach / go-around was initiated below the DA, and aircraft made a uncontrolled touch and 
go. Aircrew (Captain) displayed delayed as well as incorrect decision making. 

4.9 After un intentional touch and go, aircraft achieved bank angle equal to 19.5° right, pitch angle of 12· 
up, IAS 123 kts at just 10 feet above the ground. 

4.1 O Bank angle of 19.5° at 10 feet was enough for right wing tip to touch the surface. 

4.11 The Captain as pilot flying was unaware of the possibility of wing tip touching the surface therefore did 
not report the incident. 

4.12 Similar visibility conditions prevailed for next several minutes but incident aircraft did not divert from 
Karachi Airfield. Rather attempted second approach on same runway. 

4.13 Aircraft landed on subsequent approach. Whereas, there was no significant change in the visibility 
conditions. 

5. SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 SAi to review their operations / maintenance procedures to ensure serviceability of CVRs and FDRs,
and availability of possible read outs for monitoring (FDM).

5.2 SAi to employ all necessary measures to ensure adherence to the procedures of FOM/SOPs by
aircrew on LVP and decision to go to alternate.

5.3 DFS, CAA as well SAi to provide practice of similar situations during Simulator training / checks and
evaluate decision making of Captains in such situations.

5.4 Airline policy for employing aircrew from other counties and their recurrent training scheme may be
studied I reviewed to address the observations made in this investigation.

5.5 Simulator checks of foreign aircrew be accomplished under the supervision of Company/ PCM Flight
Inspectors.


