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INCIDENT

Aircraft Type and Registration:  Boe�ng 737-300, eC-JUC

No & type of Engines:  2  CFM 56-3C� turbofan eng�nes

Year of Manufacture:  �990 

Date & Time (UTC):  �8 July 2006 at �425 hrs

Location:  Near Aldergrove A�rport, Belfast

Type of Flight:  Publ�c Transport  (Passenger) 

Persons on Board:  Crew - 6 Passengers - �42

Injuries:  Crew - None Passengers - None

Nature of Damage:  None

Commander’s Licence:  A�rl�ne Transport P�lot’s L�cence

Commander’s Age:  39 years

Commander’s Flying Experience:  7400 hours (of wh�ch 5800 were on type)
 Last 90 days - 2�0 hours
 Last 28 days -   90 hours

Information Source: A�rcraft Acc�dent Report Form subm�tted by the p�lot, 
radar data, R/T transcr�pts and w�tness �nformat�on

Synopsis

Whilst	flying	a	non-precision	approach,	the	flight	crew	
mistook	an	unlicensed	runway	under	the	final	approach	
track to be Runway 07 at Belfast (Aldergrove) A�rport.  
A go-around was carr�ed out from a low he�ght and the 
a�rcraft subsequently pos�t�oned v�sually for a land�ng 
at	Aldergrove.	 	 The	 final	 approach	 was	 unstable	 and	
included	significant	manoeuvring	close	to	the	ground.

History of the flight

The	 aircraft	 was	 flying	 from	 Liverpool	 to	 Belfast	
(Aldergrove) A�rport when the �nc�dent occurred, and 
was be�ng operated by a Span�sh a�rl�ne on a charter 
arrangement for a Br�t�sh carr�er.  The a�rcraft had been 
vectored by Aldergrove Approach Control for a VOR/

DME	approach	 to	Runway	07.	 	The	weather	was	fine,	

w�th CAVOk cond�t�ons reported. Once establ�shed 

on	 final	 approach,	 the	 crew	 were	 transferred	 to	 the	

Aldergrove Tower controller and, after call�ng ‘short 

finals,’	were	cleared	to	land.	

The Approach controller was alerted to the fact that the 

a�rcraft had descended to an unusually low alt�tude by 

the	 lower	 height	filter	 on	 his	 display,	 set	 to	 trigger	 an	

alert as an a�rcraft descended below 400 ft.  He warned 

the Tower controller that the a�rcraft was apparently 

prepar�ng to land at Langford Lodge, a pr�vate and 

unlicensed	airfield	3.5	nm	south-west	of	the	Runway	07	

threshold.  The Tower controller �mmed�ately �nstructed 
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the crew to cl�mb, wh�ch they d�d.  In a br�ef report, the 
commander stated that the crew were aware of Langford 
Lodge	 airfield,	 but	 that	 in	 the	 excellent	 visibility	 they	
st�ll m�stook �t for Aldergrove A�rport.  He also reported 
that he checked the approach chart when �t became clear 
that the a�rcraft was h�gh on the approach and, real�s�ng 
at	 that	 point	 that	 they	 had	 misidentified	 the	 runway,	
�n�t�ated a go-around.

After the go-around the crew were g�ven the opt�on of 
repos�t�on�ng v�sually for land�ng, wh�ch was accepted.  
The	Tower	controller	watched	the	aircraft	fly	a	wider	than	
normal	visual	circuit,	before	‘flying	through’	the	runway	
centre l�ne, prompt�ng her to th�nk that the crew may have 
misidentified	 the	 runway	 again.	 	 However,	 the	 aircraft	
corrected to the centre l�ne by mak�ng a ser�es of turns 
at low alt�tude before land�ng.  There were no �njur�es to 
the 6 crew or �42 passengers on board, though several 
passengers	appeared	upset	and	at	least	one	made	an	official	
compla�nt to the charter�ng a�rl�ne about the �nc�dent.

The low approach at Langford Lodge and the unstable 
approach at Aldergrove were reported to the charter�ng 
a�rl�ne by a pos�t�on�ng staff member on board the 
aircraft.		The	subsequent	return	flight	to	Liverpool	was	
cancelled as a result, and passengers were accommodated 
on	later	flights.

Recorded information

Radar and R/T data were recorded and ava�lable to 
the	 investigation.	 	 On	 first	 contact	 with	 Aldergrove	
Approach Control, the crew acknowledged rece�pt of the 
current ATIS �nformat�on and were placed under radar 
vector�ng for a VOR/DMe approach to Runway 07.  
When the crew reported that they had establ�shed on 
final	 approach,	 they	 were	 cleared	 to	 descend	 on	 the	
VOR/DMe procedure and were transferred to the 
Aldergrove Tower controller.

There	 was	 other	 landing	 traffic	 ahead,	 and	 the	 crew	
were �nstructed by the Tower controller to cont�nue the 
approach.  About two m�nutes later the crew made a ‘short 
final’	 call,	 but	 this	 was	 made	 over	 the	 transmission	 of	
another a�rcraft and so was partly blocked. The controller 
asked	 the	 crew	 to	 confirm	 that	 they	were	 calling	 ‘short	
final’,	to	which	the	crew	replied	“SHORT FINAL” aga�n, 
and then the controller �ssued clearance to land on 
Runway 07.  Very soon afterwards the Approach controller 
sa�d to the Tower controller “(CALLSIGN)’S	 GOING	
FOR LANGFORD”.  The Tower controller �mmed�ately 
transm�tted “(CALLSIGN)	CLIMB	IMMEDIATELY,	I	SAY	

AGAIN CLIMB IMMeDIATeLY”.  The crew responded 
with	“We ARe CLIMBING IMMeDIATeLY”.

The Tower controller then sa�d “…ALDERGROVE	 IS	

THRee MILeS FURTHeR ALONG THe APPROACH, ARe 

YOU VISUAL WITH THe LIGHTS OF ALDeRGROVe?”, 
and the crew repl�ed “OK	 SORRY	 SORRY,	 WE	 WAS	

APPROACHING TO AN OLD RUNWAY”.  The crew then 
reported v�sual w�th Aldergrove and were cleared to 
repos�t�on v�sually for Runway 07.

Radar data shows that the a�rcraft began to dev�ate to the 
r�ght of the �nbound VOR/DMe course at about 2.5 nm 
from Runway 08 at Langford Lodge, or about 6.5 DMe 
from the VOR/DMe (F�gure �).  Descent from 2,400 ft 
had begun at 7.2 DMe, wh�ch was the correct descent 
po�nt for the procedure.  Mode C �nformat�on showed the 
average descent rate to the po�nt of go-around to be about 
1,700	ft/min.		The	vertical	profile	also	showed	a	gradually	
�ncreas�ng rate of descent, w�th the lower �,000 ft be�ng 
flown	at	an	average	of	approximately	2,000	ft/min.	 	The	
aircraft	 took	 74	 seconds	 to	 travel	 from	 the	 final	 descent	
po�nt at 7.2 DMe to the po�nt of go-around, just short of 
the runway at Langford Lodge.  There are two returns at 
a m�n�mum alt�tude of 300 ft amsl, about 200 ft above the 
airfield	level,	before	the	aircraft	Mode	C	indicated	a	climb.
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The	 aircraft	 then	 flew	 a	 wide	 visual	 circuit	 to	 the	
north of the a�rport.  L�m�tat�ons on the accuracy of 
the radar data precluded a h�ghly deta�led analys�s of 
the	aircraft’s	manoeuvres	on	finals	to	Runway	07,	but	
the a�rcraft appears to have turned �ns�de the runway 
centre	line	initially,	and	then	‘flew	through’	the	centre	
l�ne to the south.  It then corrected to the centre l�ne 
aga�n w�th a relat�vely large angle, before manoeuvr�ng 
at	 low	 altitude	 to	 align	 with	 the	 runway.	 	 The	 ‘fly	
through’ occurred at about 500 ft aal and the subsequent 
manoeuvr�ng to rega�n the centre l�ne was st�ll tak�ng 
place as the a�rcraft descended through 250 ft aal.

Witness information

A capta�n w�th the charter�ng a�rl�ne, who was fam�l�ar 

w�th Aldergrove A�rport, was pos�t�on�ng on the 
a�rcraft and occupy�ng a w�ndow seat.  He reported that 
the a�rcraft was not on the normal approach path and 
thought that the crew was probably mak�ng an approach 
to Langford Lodge.  A go-around was made at an 
est�mated 50 to �00 ft, after wh�ch a publ�c address was 
made	by	the	flight	crew	informing	the	passengers	that	a	
land�ng had not been poss�ble due to a blocked runway.  
The passengers reportedly rema�ned calm unt�l the later 
stages of the next approach, when the a�rcraft executed 
steep	turns,	first	to	the	right	and	then	to	the	left,	at	an	
est�mated �00 to 200 ft just before land�ng.  The Tower 
controller	also	described	significant	manoeuvring	close	
to the ground before the a�rcraft was al�gned w�th the 
land�ng runway.

Figure 1

Radar-der�ved track and he�ght �nformat�on
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Aerodrome information

Aldergrove Airport

Aldergrove A�rport �s ��.5 nm north-west of Belfast.  
The ma�n �nstrument runway was des�gnated 07/25, and 
was 2,780 m �n length.  Runway 07 was equ�pped w�th 
h�gh �ntens�ty centre l�ne l�ght�ng w�th one crossbar, 
h�gh �ntens�ty green threshold l�ghts w�th w�ng bars, and 
Prec�s�on Approach Path Ind�cators set for a 3º gl�de 
slope.  The runway �tself had h�gh �ntens�ty runway 
edge l�ghts and colour-coded centre l�ne l�ghts at �5 m 
spac�ng.   The runway was marked w�th the runway 
designator,	 threshold	bars,	centre	and	edge	 lines,	fixed	
d�stance mark�ngs and touchdown zone mark�ngs.  
Runway 07/25 was crossed by Runway �7/35, wh�ch 
was �,89� m �n length.

The VOR/DMe, coded ‘BeL’ was s�tuated on the 
a�rport, and was the only �nstrument approach a�d for 
Runway	07.		The	VOR/DME	final	approach	track	(FAT)	
was 059º(M), �2º offset from the runway head�ng, and 
�ntercepted the runway centre l�ne at �.5 nm from the 
threshold.  From the correct �ntermed�ate procedure 
altitude	 of	 2,406	 ft,	 final	 descent	 commenced	 at	
7.2 DMe, and an alt�tude / d�stance table was publ�shed 
to	assist	crews	to	fly	the	recommended	3º	approach	path.		
The approach chart publ�shed �n the Uk Aeronaut�cal 
Informat�on Publ�cat�on carr�ed the warn�ng:

“Langford Lodge aerodrome lies under the FAT 
3.5 nm before THR (threshold)”

Local procedures at Aldergrove requ�red that all runway 
and approach l�ghts be sw�tched on whenever Runway 07 
was �n use, regardless of the weather cond�t�ons.  The 
follow�ng message was attached to the ATIS broadcast 
dur�ng Runway 07 operat�ons:

“There is a disused airfield three miles west of 
Aldergrove with a similar runway layout.  Runway 
zero seven at Aldergrove is lighted.”

Langford Lodge Airfield

Langford Lodge (elevat�on approx�mately �00 ft) was an 
unlicensed	private	 airfield,	used	on	occasions	 for	 light	
aircraft	movements	by	the	corporate	airfield	owner.		The	
airfield	was	situated	near	to	the	shore	of	Lough	Neagh	
and had cross runways des�gnated 08/26 and 03/2�.  
Runway 08 was about �,450 m �n length.  There were no 
runway or approach l�ghts and, because of the poss�b�l�ty 
of p�lots m�stak�ng the runway for that at Aldergrove, all 
runway mark�ngs w�th the except�on of the centre l�ne 
mark�ngs, had been removed.  Add�t�onally, bu�ld�ngs 
on the s�te were closer to the runways than would have 
been allowed at a l�censed aerodrome. At the t�me of the 
�nc�dent, a Beech a�rcraft was tax��ng for departure on 
Runway 2� and was �n rad�o contact w�th the Aldergrove 
Tower controller.

Air Traffic Control

The	 Manual	 of	 Air	 Traffic	 Services	 (MATS)	 Part	 1	
conta�ns procedures, �nstruct�ons and �nformat�on wh�ch 
are	 intended	 to	 form	 the	 basis	 of	 air	 traffic	 services	
w�th�n the Un�ted k�ngdom.  MATS Part � conta�ned the 
follow�ng text:

“A landing aircraft, which is considered by a 
controller to be dangerously positioned on final 
approach, shall be instructed to carry out a 
missed approach. An aircraft can be considered 
as ‘dangerously positioned’ when it is poorly 
placed either laterally or vertically for the landing 
runway.”
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Analysis

The	 presence	 of	 Langford	 Lodge	 Airfield	 was	 well	
documented �n the relevant publ�cat�ons, and a warn�ng 
message was �ncluded �n the ATIS report rece�ved by the 
crew.   Although the commander reported that th�s had been 
cons�dered by the crew, subsequent events �nd�cate they 
had	 underestimated	 the	 potential	 for	 misidentification,	
part�cularly �n the preva�l�ng good v�s�b�l�ty.

Although	 the	 aircraft	 began	 its	 final	 descent	 from	 the	
correct po�nt on the VOR/DMe procedure, �ts rate of 
descent �ncreased qu�ckly to a value at least tw�ce that 
wh�ch the crew would normally expect to use, and the 
a�rcraft dev�ated towards the runway at Langford Lodge.  
The crew must therefore have been v�sual w�th the 
private	airfield	from	a	very	early	stage	on	the	approach,	
s�nce otherw�se they would have been follow�ng the 
recommended 3º approach us�ng alt�tude / d�stance 
�nformat�on and would not have dev�ated from the 
�nbound course.  

There were mult�ple cues to warn the crew that they 
were	making	an	approach	to	the	wrong	airfield.		Despite	
descend�ng at the correct po�nt, the apparent requ�rement 
for an �mmed�ate and susta�ned h�gh rate of descent of 
up to 2,000 ft/m�n throughout the approach, wh�ch �tself 
was	a	 significant	cue,	 clearly	did	not	alert	 the	crew	 to	
the s�tuat�on. The crew’s workload would have been 
high	during	the	steep	final	approach,	particularly	if	the	

aircraft	 still	 needed	 to	 be	 configured	 for	 landing	 and	
the land�ng checkl�st completed.  It �s probable that the 
crew’s	attention	would	have	been	so	focused	on	flying	the	
a�rcraft that the�r ab�l�ty to ass�m�late the other cues was 
drast�cally reduced, unt�l the po�nt that env�ronmental 
cues became overwhelm�ng or ATC broadcast the�r ‘cl�mb 
�mmed�ately’ �nstruct�on.  The recorded data �nd�cates 
that these th�ngs happened almost s�multaneously.   

The crew’s publ�c address that the runway was blocked 

may have been prompted by the presence of the Beech 
a�rcraft tax��ng on Runway 2� wh�ch, �f seen early 
enough, may have re�nforced the crew’s bel�ef that 
they were approach�ng what appeared to be an act�ve 
airfield.

The subsequent v�sual approach at Aldergrove caused 
more concern to the passengers than the m�ssed approach 
at Langford Lodge.  Radar data supports the accounts 
of passengers and the Tower controller that the a�rcraft 
carried	out	 significant	manoeuvres	at	 a	very	 late	 stage	
on the approach.  As the approach was clearly unstable, 
the crew would be expected to have carr�ed out a further 
go-around.  Add�t�onally, the Tower controller, who was 
observ�ng the a�rcraft’s manoeuvres, had the author�ty to 
�nstruct the crew to go-around �f she cons�dered that the 
a�rcraft was ‘dangerously pos�t�oned’ accord�ng to the 
definition	in	MATS	Part	1.


