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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Aircraft flying at altitudes different from those assigned by Air
Traffic Control (ATC), are frequently reported to the Aviation Safety Report-
ing System (ASRS). This study focuses on the probability distributions of
the magnitudes of altitude deviations obtained from 502 ASRS reports received

between May, 1978 and November, 1979, and the implications of those distribu-

tions.

The altitude deviations range from 100 to 16,500 feet, and occur with
nearly equal frequencies above and below assigned altitudes. A scatterplot
shows that large and small altitude deviations are not strongly associated
with high and 1low altitudes, respectively. The magnitudes of the altitude
deviations show marked concentrations at integer multiples of 1,000 feet.
Less than 20 percent of this concentration is attributed to rounding.
Rather, the concentrations reflect the tendency of deviating aircraft to be
flying 1level at cardinal altitudes or for their deviation to be detected at
cardinal altitudes. For approximately 100 reports involving conflicts where
avoidance or evasive action was taken, a scatterplot shows that large alti-

tude deviations are not associated with small miss distances.

The magnitudes of altitude deviations, without regard to sign, are found
to be exponentially distributed with a mean altitude deviation of approxi-
mately 1,080 feet. Exponential distributions are also found for various sub-
groups of the reports that include: failures-to-maintain assigned altitudes,
including premature departures; and failures-to-attain assigned altitudes,
including failures to meet crossing restrictions. The exponential distribu-
tions of the altitude deviations for these subgroups have mean altitude devi-
ations of 770, 1,240, and 1,960 feet, respectively. Exponential distribu-
tions of altitude deviations are also obtained for other subgroups that
include: reports 1involving pilot-initiated and controller-directed evasive
actions, reports received from pilots, reports received from controllers, and

reports involving military and nonmilitary aircraft.
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The exponential form of the distribution of magnitudes of altitude devi-
ations 1is explained by interpreting the results in a time domain. If the
magnitude of an altitude deviation is divided by a reference rate of climb or
descent, the resulting time can be interpreted as an estimate of the time
required to generate the altitude deviation at that rate. Because altitude
control mechanisms were inoperative, overriden, or failed to serve their
function in most narrative accounts of altitude deviations, such a time 1is
interpreted as referring to the time required for human detection of the
altitude deviation. The exponential forms for the detection times are also

implied by a direct argument given in the report.

Based on an assumed reference rate of 1,500 ft/min, it is computed that
half of the time an altitude deviation would be detected within 30 seconds.
Corresponding half-lives for altitude deviations involving failures-to-level,
failures-to-maintain, and failures-to-attain are approximately 20, 35, and 55
seconds, respectively. A change in the reference rate of climb or descent
yields an 1inversely proportional change in mean detection time but does not
change the exponential form of the distribution of detection times. A refer-

ence rate of 1,500 ft/min is used for illustrative purposes only.

The general argument for exponentially distributed detection times may
be applicable to a variety of other aviation safety problems. For the argu-
ment to be applicable, the problem must come into existence at some inception
time and then persist until detection. Problems involving heading errors and
communication errors are likely candidates for exponential distributions of
detection times; less 1likely candidates include problems associated with

fatigue or inexperience.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY . . . ..
INTRODUCTION . . & v & & v v v v e v o o o o o o o o o« o o &
OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE . . . . . ¢ v ¢ ¢ v e v v e o v o o o .
APPROACH . . . . . ¢ ¢ v i v v v i e v e e e e e e e e e
The Flight Pattern Geometry of Altitude Deviations
Definitions. e e e e e e e e e e e e
Flight pattern coding scheme. . . . . . . .
Computing the Deviation . . .. . . . . . . . . ..
Interpretation in the spatial domain. . . . .
Reinterpretation in the time damain
Data Content of Narratives . . . . . . . . . . ..
Partitioning the Population . . . . . . . . .
RESULTS e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Distribution of Altitude Deviations . . .

v

Signs of deviations . . "7 o . . .

Outlying altitude deviations. . . . . . . . .

Exponential distribution of the altitude deviations.

Analysis of Subgroups . . . . . . . . . . o o ...
Exponential distributions fitted to subgroups.
Means of subgroup distributioms. . . . . . . .

Concentrations of Computed Deviations at
Multiples of 1,000 Feet’. . . . . . . . « . . .

Some Noncorrelations , . . . . . . v v « o« « o . .

.

Page

12
13
13
13
13
15
15
17

22

25

26



DISCUSSION .

TABLE OF CONTENTS
(Continued)

’

o o . . . . . . . . . . o« . - ¢ o o o -

The Exponential Distribution . . . . . . . .

At Constant Rates of Climb and Descent, The
Times to Detect Altitude Deviations Are
Exponentially Distributed . . . . . . . . . .

Some Numerical Interpretations . . . . . . .

Mathematical Assumptions That Yield Exponentially

Distributed Detection Times . . .J . . . ¢

Possible Generalizations to Other Aviation

Safety Problems . . . . . . . . . o o o o . .
Some Statistical Caveats . . . . . . . .
CONCLUSIONS . . . . .
APPENDIX A. AN EXAMINATION OF THE CONCENTRATION OF
ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS AT INTEGER MULTIPLES
OF 1000 FEET . . . . « « « . . .
APPENDIX B. ANALYSIS OF ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS BY FLIGHT ]I
APPENDIX C. MATHEMATICAL DERIVATIONS . . . . . . . . .
APPENDIX D. SEARCH STRATEGY, ACCESSION NUMBERS, AND

DATA LISTING FOR ALTITUDE DEVIATION REPORTS

.

.

Page
26

27

28

29

30

30
31

32

35
47

63

75



PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTIONS OF ALTITUDE DEVIATTIONS

by

Ralph E. Thomas® and Loren J. Rosenthal®*

SUMMARY

This is a statistical study of the magnitudes of altitude deviations
obtained from 502 ASRS reports received between May, 1978 and November, 1979.
The deviations range from 100 to 16,500 ft. The magnitudes of altitude devi-
ations, without regard to sign, are found to be exponentially distributed
with a mean of 1080 ft. Exponential distributions are also found for various
subgroups of the reports that include: failures-to-level in which pilots
fail to level at assigned altitudes; failures-to-maintain assigned altitudes,
including premature departures; and failures-to-attain assigned altitudes,
including failures to meet crossing restrictions. These subgroups show mean
altitude deviations of 770, 1240, and 1960 ft, respectively. At a constant
reference rate of climb or descent, these results are interpreted as exponen-
tial distributions of times required for human detection of altitude devia-
tions. On this basis, at an assumed reference rate of 1500 ft/min, it is
computed that, half of the time, an altitude deviation would be detected
within 30 seconds. Corresponding half-lives of altitude deviations involving
failures-to-level, failures-to-maintain, and failures-to-attain are found to
be approximately 20, 35, and 55 seconds, respectively. A change 1in the
reference rate of «c¢limb or descent yields a change in the mean detection
time, but does not change the exponential form of the distribution of detec-

tion times.

*Senior Research Leader, Statistical and Mathematical Modeling, Battelle’s
Columbus Laboratories; Dr. Thomas is consulting statistican for BCL’s ASRS

Office.

**Research Scientist, Transportation Systems Section, Battelle’s Columbus
Laboratories.



INTRODUCTION

Altitude deviations are one of the most frequent aviation safety prob-
lems reported to the Aviation Safety Reporting System (ASRS). This study
examines the probability distributions of the magnitudes of altitude devia-
tions and their implications. It 1is based on an analysis of 805 reports
received between May, 1978 and November, 1979. Altitude deviation data were

obtained from 502 of the reports.

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

The objective of this research is to identify and describe the statisti-
cal properties of the magnitudes of the altitude deviations reported to the
ASRS. In this report, an altitude deviation is said to occur when an air-
craft is flown at an altitude different from that assigned by ATC. This
definition excludes from study those instances in which (1) aircraft were
flown at improper altitudes because of controller errors, (2) aircraft
climbed or descended from previously assigned to newly assigned altitudes,
and (3) altitude excursions resulted from the exercise of pilot emergency
authority. The research includes reports involving climbing or descending
aircraft that fail to level at the ATC assigned altitude, reports in which an
aircraft prematurely leaves an ATC assigned altitude, and reports in which an
aircraft fails to reach its assigned altitude. These are termed in this
report, respectively, failures-to-level, failures-to-maintain, and failures-

to—attain.

Initial research efforts analyzed altitude deviations as spatial
phenomena. ASRS incident reports are generally conducive to such an analysis
and provide sufficient data to estimate the magnitude of the deviation in

distance units.

As the research effort evolved, it became apparent that the altitude
deviations might wusefully be examined in the time domain as well. The sta-
tistical properties of the detection times of altitude deviations are of par-

ticular interest. The data provided in ASRS reports generally are



insufficient to directly measure the magnitudes of altitude deviations in
time. However, some broad inferences can be drawn in the time domain using

deviation distance measures as surrogate data.

The flight geometry of altitude deviations is not as simple as might be
imagined. The three basic altitude deviations cited above have varying spa-
tial and temporal characteristics. During the study effort, the geometry of
altitude deviations was 1investigated carefully. This exercise served two
purposes: (1) it provided a basis for explicitly defining alternative alti-
tude deviation measures in both the spatial and the time domain, and (2) it
permitted the authors to code the actual flight pattern of each altitude
deviation in terms of a standardized geometric form and to contrast that with

a coded version of the expected flight pattern anticipated by ATC.

The statistical part of this study is directed toward characterizing the
distributional properties of altitude deviations including the form and
parameters of the distributions and their interpretations. Later it will be
evidenced that the altitude deviations reported to ASRS are amenable to study
as exponentially distributed populations. Considerable attention is given to

partitioning the population in a search for statistically distinct subpopula-

tions.
APPROACH
The research approach is detailed in terms of: (1) the geometry of
altitude deviations, (2) the method used to compute the magnitude of devia-

tions, (3) the interpretation of the computed deviations in the spatial
domain, (4) the reinterpretation of the computed deviation in the time
domain, (5) the data content of ASRS altitude deviation reports, and (6) the

variables used to partition the data during the search for subpopulations.

The Flight Pattern Geometry of Altitude Deviations

Definitions. - Altitude deviation flight patterns are the deviating

aircraft’s flight characteristics at two points during the incident. These



two points are called the inception and emergence points. The inception
point is the first in space and time where an altitude deviation can be
observed or predicted with certainty by a knowledgeable observer. Accord-
ingly, the inception point corresponds to the first point at which the air-
craft is either in a deviant state; or, it represents a preceding point at
which the aircraft’s flight dynamics necessitate a subsequent altitude excur-

sion.

The emergence point is the first point where an aircraft’s actual flight
altitude differs from the 1level flight altitude expected by ATC. The ATC
expected level flight altitude is based upon ATC’s expectation that an air-
craft which receives an altitude assignment will (1) depart for the assigned
altitude in a timely fashion, (2) ascend or descend to the assigned altitude
at a rate consistent with ATC’s understanding of its performance characteris-
tics, (3) level at its assigned altitude upon reaching it, and (4) maintain

the assigned altitude until cleared or directed to another altitude.

Flight pattern coding scheme. - The altitude deviations investigated

are coded in terms of their flight characteristics at the inception and emer-

gence points. Specifically, an altitude deviation consists of four phases:

I1

The flight phase immediately before the inception point
I2 = The flight phase immediately after the inception point
El = The flight phase immediately before the emergence point

E2 = The flight phase immediately after the emergence point.
In each flight phase the aircraft would be in one of the following states:

1. Level Flight (L)

2. Ascending Flight (A)

3. Descending Flight (D)

4. Transition to Level Flight (TL)

5. Transition to Ascending Flight (TA)

6. Transition to Descending Flight (TD).



Each aircraft’s flight pattern is coded for the four flight phases using the
following format: I1/I2, EI/E2. The definitions and coding scheme are
illustrated for selected flight patterns in Figure 1 depicting the three

basic altitude deviation flight patterns:

1. Failures-to-level at assigned altitudes including all
flight patterns where the aircraft reaches its assigned
altitude and flies through it without levelling

2. Failures-to-maintain assigned altitudes 1including all
flight patterns where the aircraft departs or drifts from
an assigned altitude where it had been flying level

3. Failures-to-attain assigned altitudes including all cases
where the deviating aircraft fails to reach its assigned
altitude in a timely fashion.

Variations on these fight patterns are possible, but the categories are mutu-

ally exclusive and exhaustive. Each deviation can be placed in one, but only

one, of these categories.

Associated with each illustration in Figure 1 are the- codes correspond-
ing to the actual aircraft flight pattern and the ATC expected flight pat-
tern. Together they provide a standardized geometric description of the

altitude deviation.

Figure la shows an ascending failure-to-level that is designated A/A,
A/A. This 1is interpreted as when an ascending aircraft approaches its
assigned altitude and should have commenced levelling no later than the
deviation’s inception point, but instead, it continues to ascend. This is
denoted as A/A. At this point the pilot-not-flying or other observer could
have predicted the subsequent deviation if they were watching. As the air-
craft reached its assigned altitude it was still ascending and continued to
ascend thereafter. The deviation emerges at this point. This is also coded
A/A. The total flight pattern then becomes A/A, A/A. By contrast, the
flight pattern expected by ATC is: A/TL, TL/L denoting ascent followed by

transition to level flight at the assigned altitude.

A failure-to-maintain deviation with a flight pattern code L/TD, L/TD is

shown in Figure 1b. This incident might involve a level flying aircraft that
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mistakes another aircraft’s clearance as its own and descends without author-
ization. This deviation would be identifiable at the beginning of the excur-
sion but not before. Thus, the inception and emergence points of this and
all failures-to-maintain are simultaneous. The flight pattern denoting this
repeats itself: L/TD, L/TD. The ATC expected flight path for this incident

is L/L, L/L requiring the maintenance of level flight.

A failure-to-attain incident of the L/L, D/D variety is depicted in Fig-
ure lc. Such an incident involves an aircraft that belatedly descends to
meet a crossing restriction. The inception point is the last point where the
aircraft could have departed from the higher altitude and still met the
crossing restriction. In this incident the aircraft remains level after the
inception point, making the deviation inevitable and predictable. This is
coded L/L. Assuming that the failure is detected and the aircraft makes a
belated descent before the crossing restriction is encountered, the aircraft
would descend at the emergence point —- in fact, the crossing point. This is
coded D/D and the entire code then becomes L/L, D/D. The contrasting ATC
expected flight pattern is L/TD, TL/L denoting level flight with transition
to descent at the 1inception point followed by transition to level flight

before the crossing point with level flight thereafter.

Every altitude deviation in the database has a detection point subse-
quent to the inception point. Further, the detection point usually but not
always follows the emergence of the deviation. (Some of the failure-to-attain
incidents involving crossing restrictions have detection points preceding the

emergence of the deviation.)

The flight state at the detection point is generally the same as the
deviating aircraft’s flight state immediately following the emergence point.
However, this is not true for a few incidents. These incidents involve air-
craft flying through or departing from an assigned altitude and levelling
afterwards at an unassigned altitude where they fly for some time before the

deviation is detected.



Computing the Deviation

The ASRS narratives.in this study generally mention two altitudes: (1)
the ATC assigned altitude, and (2) a different altitude where the aircraft
actually flew. Most frequently the second altitude is the aircraft’s alti-
tude at the time the deviation was detected. 1In a few reports it is the max-
imum excursion point of the aircraft or some other altitude at which the air-

craft flew subsequent to the deviation’s inception.

In this study the magnitude of each altitude deviation 1is computed as
the absolute value of the difference between the ATC assigned altitude and a
different, actual flight altitude. Deviations measured in this manner are

amenable to analysis and yield statistically meaningful results.

The magnitudes of the deviations in 502 out of 805 incidents in the
database are measured in this way. Twenty-nine reports are excluded because
of unresolvable conflicts within the narratives as to the actual deviations.
An additional six reported deviations are excluded as outliers whose magni-
tudes far exceeded these of other reports. These are discussed more
thoroughly later. Deviation distances are not computed for the remaining 268
reports for one or more reasons: (1) the incident is not <clearly identifi-
able as an altitude deviation, (2) the data are insufficient to compute a
deviation, or (3) the report describes an incident already in the database.
The 1last occurs when two or more individuals independently report the same

incident to ASRS.

Interpretation in the spatial domain. - The deviations computed in this

study generally describe the vertical altitude differential between the ATC
assigned altitude and the actual flight altitude at the detection point.
Accordingly, the computed deviation can usually be regarded as a lower bound
measure of the maximum excursion distance during the deviation. This concept
is made clear in Figure 2 using a failure-to-level incident to illustrate the
computed deviation measurement and its relationship to the maximum altitude

excursion distance.



Reinterpretation in the time domain. - It is possible to reinterpret

the computed deviations in the time domain using the computed deviation dis-
tance as a proxy for the deviation time. This is reasonable because there is
a rough proportionality between the time that elapses during an altitude
deviation incident and the distance which the aircraft covers during the

incident.

In the time domain, an interesting measure is the time elapsed between
the inception of an incident and its detection. The computed deviation dis-
tance can be used to develop a lower bound approximation of this detection
time. Specifically, if one knows the average vertical speed of the aircraft
during the deviation, it is possible to calculate the time elapsed between
the emergence of a deviation and its detection. This is a lower-bound esti-
mate for the time that elapsed between the deviation’s inception and detec-—
tion. This latter quantity is meaningful because the inception point is the
first point where the deviation is capable of detection. These concepts are
illustrated in Figure 3 by reinterpreting a computed deviation distance for a

failure-to-level incident in the time domain.
Data Content of Narratives

The narrative portion of each ASRS- report was examined to extract quan-
titative information about the magnitude of the altitude deviation, and to
classify the report according to the flight patterns just described. Example
narratives are given 1in Table 1. The first three narratives are based on
pilot reports; the last two narratives were submitted by controllers. Under-
scoring indicates the altitude information used to compute the altitude devi-

ation.

The failure-to-level narrative shows that the difference between the
flight altitude and the assigned altitude is 1000 ft. This altitude devia-
tion is judged to underestimate the maximum excursion distance. Similarly,
an altitude deviation of 1200 ft is obtained for the failure-to-maintain
example. This deviation is also judged to be an underestimate of the maximum
altitude deviation. In the third example, a failure-to-attain incident

report provides data used to compute an altitude deviation of 2000 ft. This
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TABLE 1. EXAMPLE NARRATIVES FROM ASRS REPORTS
INVOLVING ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS

Accession
Number Narrative

(a) Example of a Failure-to-Level Narrative

15528 NARRATIVE: While climbing to FL190, reassigned to FL250. Requested FL270 at which
time the altitude alert was inadvertently set to FL270. The person flying thought
FL270 was assigned. As FL260 was reached Center asked altitude. They were told
and then replied FL250 was assigned. We descended back to FL250. The situation
occurred because of a misunderstanding between crew members and Center. However
the crews using altitude alert systems get programmed to listen for the aural warn-
ing and have a tendency to not pay close attention to altitudes.

(b) Example of Failure-to-Maintain Assigned Altitude

10529 NARRATIVE: Received a call from Center advising that our 9000 ft FL would not be
sufficient after AVE, which we were aware of. They asked if we would like 11000 or
13000. We acknowledged we would take 11000. Ctr in turn said, I believe, ACFT ABC
cleared to 11000. We in turn replied, ACFT ABC is out of 9000 for 11000. Another
aircraft, ACFT CBA, at the same time received a climb to 13000. When I was at 10200
Ctr called and asked if I was climbing. I replied I was and Center said that he had
not given me climb clearance. 1 replied that I thought I had received it and that I
had replied at least twice to him that I was climbing. I even discussed the sit-
uation with my co-pilot and we were in agreement. Ctr did say there was no problem
caused and that we could continue to 11000. Possibly the nearness of these two
numbers caused either myself or Ctr some confusion. I personally will be more dili-
gent myself in the future.

(c) Example of Failure-to-Attain Assigned Altitude

13727 NARRATIVE: The 8000 ft crossing altitude at Falon was moderately missed. ATC told
us about it and we descended to 8000. (There was no problem with other traffic or
anything else. We had stayed at 10,000 ft, 250K from FTZ). The main reason for the
missed altitude is that I overlooked the 8000 ft requirement when I initially looked
at the descent profile chart. Then I had that part of the chart covered with a
piece of scrap paper to copy frequencies and failed to look again. The co-pilot was
flying and had flown the route all month. However, during the course of the descent
we had been vectored off route thus canceling the profile descent and recleared to
maintain 12,000 versus 10,000. Then had been cleared via profile descent route to
12R. This meant to me via FTZ to Falon but not below 12,000. I later questioned
approach control on this and they cleared us via profile descent to 12R. Some dis-
cussion arose in the cockpit concerning the legality of all this being recleared,
etc. and as a result the co-pilot forgot to descend to cross Falon at 8000. To me
these profile descents are full of traps like this and I would much prefer not to
have them.

(d) Example Narrative with Insufficient Altitude Information

15386 NARRATIVE: On 7/79 Wed. I was the radar controller on HCH MT JAKEOS5, and F4 ACFT

A based at MEI was cleared by BHM APCH for entry IR069. At the completion of his
route JAKEQS reported to me for clearance back to MEI. JAKEOS stated that he was
at the HCH340 008 at 2500 MSL, contrary to his altitude profile and infringing on
IFR approaches to CSV. The pilot was unaware of his required altitude restrictions.
This is the third such operation I have been involved in since IR069 has been de-
signed, all involving the same pilot deviation.

(e) Narrative not Classifiable by Flight Pattern

15391 NARRATIVE: ACFT A was cleared to the Budat intersection to hold at 5000 ft. ACFT B
was cleared to the Austin 21 DME on the 230 degree radial to hold at 3000, This was
done at approximatelv (a given time). Shortly thereatter A asked if there was a
twin type ACFT holding in his area. I told A that there was but that he was at 3000
ft. A then informed me that he was at 3000 fr.

11




altitude deviation is judged to be a maximum altitude excursion. In the
fourth narrative, the flight altitude is 2500 MSL, but, the assigned altitude
is not reported. This narrative is an example of the altitude deviation

reports for which the magnitude of the deviation could not be computed.

The first example in Table 1 involves an aircraft that was 2000 ft below
its assigned altitude, so the altitude deviation is taken to be minus 2000
ft. However, there is insufficient information in the report to classify it
as one of the flight pattern categories. The report exemplifies 122 of the
502 reports that provide information on altitude deviations but cannot be

further classified according to flight pattern.

In summary, the approach used in this study involves examining 805 nar-
ratives to identify 502 reports containing altitude deviation information.
This group of 502 deviations is studied to determine its statistical proper-
ties. The group is then partitioned into a variety of subgroups to determine
whether the statistical properties of the altitude deviations differ markedly

from one subgroup to another.
Partitioning the Population

During the study effort, the authors considered the possibility that the
502 reports contained 1in the database could be partitioned into subpopula-
tions that differed statistically as to either their distributional forms or
parameters. One obvious partition is by flight pattern: failures-to-level,
versus failures—-to-maintain, versus failures-to-attain, versus wunclassifi-

able. Other partitions investigated include:

e Pilot versus controller versus pilot and controller
*
reports

e Military aircraft involvement versus no military involve-
ment

e Conflict, evasive action taken or no time versus con-
flict, no known evasive action taken versus no conflict
requiring evasive action.

*Tncidents where a pilot and a controller independently report the same in-
cident.

12



Findings are presented in this study in terms of the above partitions and for

the population as a whole.

RESULTS

Distribution of Altitude Deviations

Signs of deviations. - An altitude deviation is taken to be negative

when the aircraft is flown below the assigned altitude; positive when the
aircraft is flown above the assigned altitude. Among the 502 altitude devia-
tions, 261 (52 percent) are positive; 241 (48 percent) are negative.
Although more positive than negative deviations are reported, the difference
can be attributed to chance. Thus, it is concluded that positive and nega-

tive altitude deviations occur with approximately equal frequencies!

Moreover; a graphical examination shows that the magnitudes of the posi-
tive and negative deviations are generally symmetric about the origin. Based
on these findings, subsequent examinations of altitude deviations are made

without regard to sign.

Outlying altitude deviations. = All but six altitude deviations lie in

the range from 100 to 6000 ft. The six exceptionally large altitude devia-
tions are listed in Table 2. Because of the sensitivity of statistical cal-

culations to such outliers, these six are excluded from subsequent analyses.

Although the basis for excluding the outliers 1is computational, there
are additional grounds for segregating them from the other altitude deviation
reports. Four of the six (1, 4, 5, and 6) involve deviations where the final
magnitude of the excursion greatly exceeded its magnitude at the point of
detection. The deviations became larger because of mechanical malfunctions
impeding the reassertion of control or because of the pilot’s decision to
deviate from ATC directives. By contrast, most of the 502 computed devia-
tions measure the magnitude of the deviation as the difference between the
assigned altitude and the flight altitude at -- not after -- the detection

time.

13
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TABLE 2.

LARGE ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS EXCLUDED

FROM SUBSEQUENT ANALYSES

Altitude

Number
Deviation; of *
Number feet Reports Comments Based on Narratives

(1) 7,000 1 Aircraft stalled because of wing icing; dropped
from 33,000 feet to 26,000 feet before recovering.
(11395)

(2) 10,000 2 Failure to meet crossing restriction. due to crew
complacency and misreading of altimeters! (10088)

(3) 10,000 Failure to meet crossing restriction due to mis-
understood clearance! (10916)

(4) 11,000 1 Descended without authorization from 24,000 feet
to 13,000 feet; radio communication with ATC,
which had detected deviationj was disrupted?
(11046)

(5) 13,000 1 Descended without authorization from 35,000 feet
to 22,000 feet after cancelling IFR in an area
restricted to IFR traffic. (10991)

(6) 16,500 1 Military aircraft lost its heater during refueling
and descended from 26,000 feet to 9,500 feet with-
out clearance. (14312)

Total 6

% Numbers In parentheses indicate ASRS accession numbers?




Exponential distribution of the altitude deviations: - The 1lower por-

tion of Figure 4 1is a histogram of the 502 altitude deviations that range
from 100 to 6000 ft. The histogram shows sharp peaks at integer multiples of
1000 ft. Secondary peaks are shown at 500, 1500, and 2500 ft. The smooth
curve fitted to the data represents an exponential distribution with a mean

altitude deviation of 1080 ft.

The fitted exponential distribution provides estimates of the expected
number of reports at each altitude deviation! With this interpretation, more
reports than expected are shown at multiples of 1000 ft, and fewer reports
than expected are shown at most deviations measured in hundreds of feet.
These discrepancies are not due to rounding. This finding is discussed 1in

more detail later in this section and in Appendix A to this report.

The upper portion of Figure 4 shows a linearizing transformation for the
cumulative form of the fitted exponential distribution! The data points are
grouped into relatively disconnected sets corresponding to the 1000-ft inter-
vals!{ The sharp discontinuities at the 1000-ft intervals reflect the concen-
trations of data at these points: If the data were perfectly exponentially
distributed, the data points would fall exactly on the fitted straight line
shown in the figure! This is shown in the mathematical derivations in Appen-
dix C. To the extent permitted by the discontinuities at the 1000-ft inter-
vals, the fitted straight line provideé a good fit to the data! It is con-
cluded that the set of 502 altitude deviations is well-approximated by an

exponential distribution?
Analysis of Subgroups

To obtain a more detailed understanding of the database it was repeat-
edly partitioned into subgroups, separately analyzed, and compared. Atten-—
tion focused on determining whether (1) the means of the subpopulation dis-
tributions were similar, and (2) the individual subgroups were exponentially

distributed, like the overall population.

The population was partitioned into the following sub-
groups
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e Failures-to-level versus failures-to-maintain versus
failures-to—-attain versus unclassifiable flight pat-
terns.

e Pilot versus controller versus pilot and controller
reports.

e Military aircraft involvement versus no military air-
craft involvement.

e Conflict, evasive action taken or no time versus con-
fiict, no known evasive action taken versus no con-
flict requiring evasive action.

Exponential distributions fitted to subgroups. - Figure 5 shows plots

of linearized cumulative exponential distributions fitted to 12 of the sub-
groups associated with the various partitionings. If the altitude devia-
tions for each subgroup had a perfect exponential distribution, the data
for each subgroup would lie along a straight line passing through the ori-
gin. Except for the perturbations due to the concentrations of the data at
1000 ft intervals, it is seen that the fitted straight lines well represent
the data in each of the subgroups. These plots show that exponential dis-
tributions provide excellent descriptions of the altitude deviations for

each subgroup?

As shown in Appendix C, one estimate of the mean altitude deviation
for each subgroup is given by the réciprocal of the slope of the fitted
regression line that is constrained to pass through the origin. The numer-
ical wvalues of these estimated means are shown in Table 3, and discussed

later in this section.

Because of the markedly different types of groups represented by these
plots, it 1is concluded that the exponential distribution provides a
"robust" representation of altitude deviations. Many meaningful subgroups
of the original data, including partitionings not reported here, such as
low versus high altitude, and integer multiples of 1000 ft versus
noninteger multiples of 1000 ft, were found to be well represented by

exponential distributions.
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Means of subgroup distributions. - Table 3 shows the mean values of

the fitted exponential distributions for the various subgroups, with the
corresponding 95 percent confidence intervals for these means. These
values are rounded to the nearest 10 ft. The table shows, for example,
that 251 reports involve failures-to-level. The mean altitude deviation
for this group is approximately 770 ft. With a confidence of 95 percent,
the true mean for failures-to-level lies between 680 and 870 ft. The mean
values for flight pattern subgroups range between 770 ft (failures-to-
level), to 1960 ft (failures-to-attain). Appendix B discusses these find-

ings for flight pattern subgroups in detail.

Figure 6 shows graphical representations of the mean altitude devia-
tions and associated 95 percent confidence intervals for the subgroups
identified in Table 3. A rough graphical test for the statistical
equivalence among the means is obtained by noting whether or not the confi-
dence limits share common values. For example, a horizontal 1line can
intersect the vertical bars for the failures-to-maintain and the failures-
to-attain. Based on this test, it is concluded that the mean altitude
deviations for these two subgroups do not differ statistically. In con-
trast, no horizontal line can intersect the vertical bars associated with
the failure-to-level and failure-to-maintain subgroups. Consequently,
these means are judged to differ by a statistically significant amount.
This examination shows that the mean of the failure-to-level subgroup is
statistically smaller than the means of both the failure-to-maintain and

failure-to-attain subgroups.

Although Table 3 and Figure 6 show that the 95 ﬁercent confidence
intervals for the pilot and controller reports overlap by a small amount;
the more exact statistical tests given in Appendix C show that these mean
altitude deviations differ statistically at the 5 percent level of signifi-
cance. Thus, the data indicate that the mean altitude deviation reported
by pilots 1is statistically smaller than that reported by controllers; the

difference is not attributed to chance.

Both the graphical and numerical tests indicate that no statistical

significance can be assigned to the difference between the mean altitude



TABLE 3.

MEAN ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS OF SUBGROUPS

Subgroup

Number
of Reports

Alti

:udg Deviation, feet

Mean

(a)

95 Percent
Confidence Interval

(®)

Partitioned by Flight Pattern

Failure-to-Level 251 770 ( 680, 870)
Fajilure-to-Maintain 97 1240 (1000, 1500)
Failure-to-Attain 32 1960 (1340, 2690)
Unclassifiable 122 1230 (1020, 1450)
Partitioned by Reporter
Pilot 297 970 ( 870, 1090)
Controller 190 1250 (1080, 1440)
Pilot and Controller 15 1030 ( 560, 1590)
Partitioned by Military Aircraft Involvement
No Involvement 437 1080 ( 9805 1190)
Involvement 65 1120 ( 860, 1460)
Partitioned by Conflict/Evasive Response
‘Evasive Action or
No Time 111 1200 ( 980, 1420)
| No Known Action
Taken 63 1160 ( 880, 1470)
No Conflict 328 990 ( 880, 1100)
Combined Data Set
502 1080 ( 980, 1180)

(a) Mean values are estimated using the reciprocals of the slopes of the
regression lines fitted to the linearized cumulative exponential distri-

bution and constrained to pass through the origin (See Appendix C).

(b) These confidence intervals are based on a large sample approximation

to the Chi Square distribution (See Appendix C)!
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deviations associated with the involvement, or noninvolvement; of military
aircraft in the deviation incident. The calculations given in Appendix C
indicate that the mean altitude deviations for reports involving evasive
actions show borderline difference from those where no conflicts among air-

craft were reported.

Concentrations of Computed Deviations At
Multiples of 1,000 Feet

Altitude assignments are usually given in multiples of 1000 or 2000
ft. These are termed cardinal altitudes. By contrast, the flight alti-
tudes of aircraft can be reported in units of 100 ft; and they often are in
ASRS narratives. Altitude deviations are computed as the difference
between a flight altitude and an assigned altitude, resulting in a measure

expressed in units of 100 ft.

As noted earlier, the data show marked concentrations at values that
are multiples of 1000 ft (cardinal values). This is illustrated in the
histogram in Figure 4. It is an unanticipated finding! To determine the
reasons for these concentrations at cardinal altitudes, incident reports
with cardinal valued deviations were reviewed with four alternative expla-
nations in mind: (1) the reporter rounded the actual flight altitude to the
nearest cardinal altitude causing a cardinal valued deviation to be com-
puted, (2) the aircraft was flying level at an unassigned cardinal alti-
tude, (3) the aircraft came in conflict with another aircraft at a cardinal
altitude (reported as the deviating aircraft’s flight altitude), or (4) the
aircraft reported leaving from or arriving at an unassigned cardinal alti-

tude to a controller who then recognized the deviation.

The review of incidents with cardinal valued deviations reveals the
following. Two hundred of 502 incidents have cardinal valued deviationms.
Assuming that the underlying distribution is exponential, only 30 cardinal
observations would be expected. Twenty-six of the incidents have language
suggesting the reporter rounded the flight altitude to a cardinal value.
Eighty-eight 1incidents involve aircraft flying level at unassigned alti-

tudes. In 25 incidents, cases the deviating aircraft came 1into conflict



with another aircraft at the second aircraft’s assigned cardinal altitude.
In two cases, the pilot reported leaving from, or arriving at, an

unassigned altitude. Fifty-nine cases were unexplained.

Thus, the majority of the cardinal valued deviations reported result
from aircraft flying level at unassigned cardinal altitudes or coming into
conflict with other aircraft at unassigned cardinal altitudes. Less than
20 percent of the observations are clearly attributable to the rounding of

flight altitudes to the nearest 1000-ft cardinal altitude by the report.
Some Noncorrelations

A number of scatterplots were generated in order to determine whether
certain variables are correlated with the magnitudes of altitude devia-
tions. For example, for each aircraft the magnitude of the altitude devia-
tion was plotted against the assigned altitude. This was done to determine
whether large altitude deviations tend to occur at high altitudes, with
small deviations occurring at low altitudes. No correlation is found; the
R-squared value is 0.005. [A perfect correlation would be represented by

an R-squared value of 1.0 on a scale of 0 to l.4

A scatterplot was also generated for the evasive action reports.
Here, the reported horizontal and vertical miss distances were first con-
verted to a single line-of-sight miss distance. This distance was then
plotted against the magnitude of the altitude deviation to determine
whether, for example, small miss distances might tend to occur when alti-
tude deviations were large. Again, no correlation is found. The R-squared

value is 0.007.
DISCUSSION

Figures 2 and 4 show that the magnitudes of reported altitude devia-
tions are well represented by exponential distributions, even over dif-
ferent subgroups defined by flight pattern, by reporter, and by conflict
incidents 1involving different kinds of evasive action. It was not antici-

pated that any single distribution would provide such an excellent fit to

26



the data. The mix of flight patterns, the lower-bound interpretation of
the computed altitude deviation, the possible nonreporting of small devia-
tions, and the uncertain effects of rounding all contribute to the expecta-
tion that considerable ‘'scatter" and ‘'noise" would obscure the data
interpretation. Because this did not happen, several questions arise. Why
are reported altitude deviations exponentially distributed? Are there pro-
perties of such altitude deviations that would necessarily yield exponen-—
tial distributions? Are there unifying reasons why the various subgroups

yield distributions of identical form?

In the discussion that follows, arguments are given to support an
interpretation of altitude deviations in terms of time. To do this, note
that, at a constant rate of climb or descent, the magnitude of an altitude
deviation 1is directly proportional to the time that it remains undetected
after its inception point: Less precisely, on the average, large altitude
deviations exist a long time before detection. This idea is developed in
more detail in the following paragraphs. The resulting arguments are
intended to explain the exponential form of the distribution of altitude
deviations, and to suggest that similar results may also hold for certain

other types of aviation safety related occurrences.

To the extent that the observed distributions represent times-to-
detect; they are best understood as the times for humans to detect devia-
tions. The standard mechanical controls on altitude deviations, autopilots
and altitude alert mechanisms, will generally restrain deviations to 300 ft
or less. The preponderance of observations in the database exceed that
figure. They represent a class of control anomalies where mechanical con-
trol devices failed, were overridden, or otherwise proved ineffective. It
was the human controllers —-- pilots, crews, and air traffic controllers =--

who detected the problem.

The Exponential Distribution
The exponential distribution has many applications in physics and
reliability engineering. In engineering, it is frequently used to describe

various time intervals such as time-to-failure or mean-time-between-
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failures! 1In short, exponential distributions frequently arise in problems
where time intervals are random variables. The exponential distribution is
one of the few continuous distributions that has only one parameter. This
parameter can be interpreted as the mean, or as the standard deviation, of
the distribution. Because the distribution has only one parameter, it is
not particularly flexible in fitting data. For this reason, together with
those cited earlier, the exponential distribution was not expected to fit

the distribution of altitude deviations.

At Constant Rates of Climb and Descent, The
Times to Detect Altitude Deviations
Are Exponentially Distributed

In Appendix C it is shown that if the altitude deviation, Ah, 1is
exponentially distributed, and if Ah is divided by a constant reference
rate of climb or descent, ﬁ, then the result, Ah/g, will also be exponen-
tially distributed. The ratio Ah/% has units of time, and is directly
interpretable as the time required to climb or descend a vertical distance,
Ah, starting at time 0, with a constant rate of climb or descent equal to
ﬁ, If the altitude deviation is undetected at time 0O, then t= Ah/% also
represents the incremental time taken to detect the existence of the alti-

tude deviation.

Note that the computed altitude deviations generally represent lower
bounds to the maximum altitude excursions. Approximately 65 percent of the
reports yield lower-bound estimates. For a study of the times to detect
altitude deviations, a lower-bound estimate resulting from the use of the
detection point as the flight altitude reference provides nearly the data
desired. It represents the time required to detect the deviation after its
emergence. The altitude deviation associated with the maximum excursion,
when divided by g, yields an estimate of the detection time plus the addi-
tional time required to halt the excursion after detection. The preferred
measure for detection time 1is the altitude deviation measured as the

difference between the detection altitude and the inception altitude. How-

ever, this difference could not be inferred from most ASRS narratives.
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Some Numerical Interpretations

The mean altitude deviation for the 502 reports is approximately 1080
ft. Based on a reference rate of climb or descent of 1500 ft/min, typical
for altitudés approximating 10,000 ft, it follows that the corresponding
mean time to detection is approximately 43 seconds. At altitudes around
15,000 ft, with a reference rate of 600 ft/min for ascent and 3000 ft/min
for descent, the resulting mean times to detection are computed to be 108

seconds and 22 seconds; respectively.

The reference climb and descent rates wused in this analysis are
believed to be broadly representative of the range of values encountered in
the aviation environment. However, the correspondence between the arbi-
trarily chosen reference values and empirical average rates is unknown.
Thus; the calculated average times-to-detect should be regarded as illus-
trative) with different reference values giving rise to different detection

times) as indicated by the examples’

Symmetrical distributions have cumulative probabilities that are 50
percent below and 50 percent above the mean value of the distribution. 1In
contrast, the exponential distribution is unsymmetric and has approximately
63 percent of its probability below and 37 percent above the mean value.
For this reason, the mean value of the exponential distribution 1is some-
times replaced by a measure called the '"half-life'". The half-life
represents that value for which the probabilities are divided with 50 per-
cent below and 50 percent above the half-life value. The half-life for the
exponential distribution is given byT 1ln 2, or 0.69 T , where’t is the mean
of the distribution. Thus; the half-life for the exponential distribution

is approximately 70 percent of the mean value.

A mean altitude deviation of 1080 ft and a reference rate of change of
altitude of 1500 ft/min yields 43 1ln 2 or approximately 30 seconds for the
half-life. That is, for the set of 502 reports, 50 percent of the devia-
tion would be detected before the elapse of 30 seconds and 50 percent would
be detected after the elapse of 30 seconds, provided the reference rate for

change of altitude is assumed to be 1500 ft/min.
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If it is further assumed that the distribution of 502 altitude devia-
tions 1is representative of all altitude deviations, an actual altitude
deviation that occurs in the future can be treated as a random drawing from
this population of 502 deviations. On this basis, an altitude deviation
that occurs in the future, at a reference rate of 1500 ft/min, can be
predicted to have a half-1life of 30 seconds; that is, there is a 50 percent
probability that the altitude deviation will be detected within 30 seconds.
If the reference rates are taken to be 3000 ft/min and 600 ft/min, then the
corresponding half-lives are found to be 15 seconds and 75 seconds, respec-—

tively.

Mathematical Assumptions That Yield Exponentially
Distributed Detection Times

Suppose, for example, an altitude deviation is undetected at time O,
and the probability it is still undetected at a subsequent time t/fr is
expressed as Q = 1-(t/1), with t denoting the mean time to detection.
Under these familiar and frequently occurring assumptions, the exponential
distribution necessarily follows. The result holds even if the expression
Q = 1-(t/71) is true only in an approximate sense (to within higher powers
of t/tt). This argument supports exponential distributions of detection
times and is compelling partly because of the simplicity of the underlying
assumptions. A more detailed mathematical derivation is given in Appendix

C.

Possible Generalizations to Other Aviation Safety Problems

It is possible to regard some of the operational activities of both
pilots and controllers as involving sequences of timely detection and
correction of problems. Some of these problems come into existence but
remain undetected until some later time. If the problem remains undetected
for a small time t/t, and if the probability of nondetection can be
expressed as Q = 1-(t/t), then the detection times will be exponentially
distributed. This is a reasonable assumption for those problems that come

into existence and persist until detection as a result of random surveil-
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lance. Such problems would likely include heading errors, communication

errors, chart-reading errors, crew misunderstandings, etct
Some Statistical Caveats

It should be noted that the graphical procedure used in Figure 3 is an
unsophisticated test of statistical significance. Although the statistical
tests in Appendix C are more refined, there 1is considerable wuncertainty
regarding the best way to estimate the mean values of the approximating

exponential distributions.

The computed arithmetic mean obtained directly from the data does not
provide a suitable estimate of the mean of the best approximating exponen-
tial distribution. Better estimates are obtained by linearizing the cumu-
lative plots and then fitting regression lines that are~congtrained to pass
through the origin. The mean is then given by the reciprocal of the slope

of the fitted line.

In the present application, analytical methods for fitting exponential
distributions presuppose that relatively large amounts of data would lie in
the interval between O and 100 ft. However, deviations of this amount are
not reported. Thus, the actual data is severely truncated at less than 100
ft, and may well be partially truncated over a range of several hundred

feet.

The problem of truncation must be considered along with the fact that
the data are concentrated at integer multiples of 1000 ft with some round-
ing. These problems complicate the estimation of the mean altitude devia-
tion for any subgroup. Although the slopes and corresponding mean values
are uncertain, the straight lines fitted to the data 1leave 1little doubt
that exponential distributions describe the altitude deviations for each

subgroup.
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CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions resulting from this study are:

e Deviations from ATC assigned altitudes are equally
likely to be above or below the assigned altitude?

e No correlation exists between the magnitude of an alti-
tude deviation and the assigned altitude:. (Large devi-
ations are not associated with high altitudes.)

e Except for 6 reported deviations in excess of 6000 ft,
altitude deviations are found to be approximately
exponentially distributed with a mean of 1080 ft.

e The altitude deviations show concentrations at integer
multiples of 1000 ft. Less than 20 percent of this
concentration is attributed to rounding. About 80 per-
cent 1is attributed to deviating aircraft flying level
at unassigned altitudes or coming into conflict with
other aircraft at altitudes to which the deviating air-
craft are not assigned!

e Evasive actions are 1involved in 111 reports. The
evasive actions generally occur as a result of altitude
deviations; not conversely.

e For evasive action reports with miss distances, no
correlation 1is found between the magnitude of the miss
distance and the magnitude of the altitude deviations.

e Altitude deviations are exponentially distributed for
various subgroups of the data. The subgroups include
pilot reports, controller reports, incidents involving
military aircraft, incidents involving evasive actions,
and incidents where the pilot failed to 1level, failed
to maintain, or failed to attain the assigned altitude?

The authors conclude that the exponential form of the distribution of
altitude deviations can be supported, and possibly inferred directly, by
interpreting the results for altitude deviations in a time domain. With
this 1interpretation, the exponential distribution represents the distribu-
tion of times to detect altitude deviations, under the assumption that the
rate of climb or descent is approximately constant{ With 50 percent proba-
bility, the times to detect an altitude deviation are computed to vary
between 15 and 75 seconds for reference rates of descent or climb of 3000
and 600 ft/min, respectively. At a reference rate of 1500 ft/min, the mean

time to detect an altitude deviation is 43 seconds. This means that the
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probability is approximately 63 percent that a given altitude deviation
will be detected within 43 seconds; the half-life of an altitude deviation

at this rate is computed to be 30 seconds.

It is believed that these detection times should be interpreted as
times for human detection. Altitude alerts, autopilots, and other altitude
warning and controlling devices are generally inoperative, overridden, or
otherwise failed in their control function for most of the altitude devia-

tions in the database.

The conclusions involving detection times are not based on reported or
measured detection times. Instead, the conclusions are derived from a
reinterpretation of the observed exponential distributions based on infor-
mation contained in ASRS reports. The finding that altitude deviations are
exponentially distributed is not readily explainable in the spatial domain.
By contrast, a detection time interpretation yields simple, well-known
explanations: Moreover, several related areas of inquiry are suggested.
Are the magnitudes of the detection times excessive? If so, does this
reflect over reliance on mechanical control devices? What can be done to
reduce the detection times? Is the detection time for an altitude devia-

tion comparable to the half-life of a '"typical distraction"?

The general argument for exponentially distributed detection times may
be applicable to a variety of other aviation safety problems. Candidate
problems include those that come into existence and persist until subse-
quent detection. On this basis, exponential distributions, each with its
own half-life, may describe the distribution of times to détect heading

errors, communication errors, etc.

This study shows that detection times are well-characterized by
exponential distributions 1in widely differing contexts involving altitude
deviations. The inherent stability of this result suggests that the con-
cept of detection time may provide a useful way of characterizing certain
problems of aviation safety, and that focusing on the reduction of detec-

tion times may improve aviation safety!
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Despite the nonrandomness of the ASRS database and a host of other
statistical problems, this study also demonstrates the possibility of using
ASRS data to obtain improved quantitative understanding of problems related

to aviation safety.
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APPENDIX A

AN EXAMINATION OF THE CONCENTRATION
OF ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS AT
INTEGER MULTIPLES OF 1000 FEET

INTRODUCTION

The distribution of the 502 computed altitude deviations, grouped at
100-ft intervals, 1is shown in the upper half of Figure A-1. It shows large
concentrations of deviations at integer multiples of 1000 feet. This does
not appear to be a random phenomenon. Rather, it suggests the existence of
an internal structure within the 1000-ft histogram bars shown in the lower

half of Figure A-1.£{a)

To understand the significance of the cardinal concentrations, it is
useful to recall the manner in which the magnitudes of altitude deviations
were computed: ASRS reports are free-form narratives. Reporters are not
explicitly asked to provide quantitative information describing the magnitude
of an altitude deviation. Rather, they are asked to volunteer whatever
information they feel is important regarding whatever type of incident they
are reporgzng. For altitude deviations, reporters wusually provide the
assigned altitude of the deviating aircraft and its flight altitude at some
point during the excursion -- frequently not the maximum excursion point.
Using these data it 1is possible to calculate a lower bound measure of the
magnitude of the altitude deviation!{ It is shown that the type of flight

altitude data provided by the narratives tends to promote the calculation of

cardinal altitude deviations.

(a)to simplify exposition, the term "deviation" is used to denote the abso-
lute value of the magnitude of an altitude deviation measured in feet, and
the adjective 'cardinal" denotes a measure stated as an integer multiple of
1000 feet, as in cardinal value or cardinal observation.
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Magnitude of the Concentrations

Before discussing the causes of the cardinal concentrations, it 1is
desirable to quantify, in some reasonably precise fashion, the magnitude of
the disparity between (1) the observed number of cardinal observations, and

(2) the statistically expected number of such observations.

Statistically expected observations. =— The calculation of the statisti-

cally expected number of cardinal observations is based on the premise that
the observed distribution is exponential. As the main text indicates, there
is a sound basis for this premise and none of the statistical tests performed

on the data serve to reject it.

The population of 502 cases can be approximated by a geometric distribu-

tion of the following form: (8)
(0.1)€0.9)d-1, 4 =1, 2,.%.

where d = 1 for 100 feet; d = 2 for 200 feet, etc.

As shown in the two parts of Figure A-1, the observed distribution is
comprised of 60 100-ft intervals that can be aggregated into 6 1000-ft inter-
vals; these 6 can then be superimposed. The resulting distribution groups
deviations with the values 100, 1100, 2100, 3100, 4100, and 5100, for exam-
ple, in one group; 200, 2200 ..., 5200 in another; and so on. The first
group includes all reports with 1000, 2000, ..., 6000-ft deviations. It is
easily calculated that approximately 5.9 percent of all reports would be
expected to fall in the first (cardinal) group if the underlying distribution
is geometric using 100-ft intervals: The expected values for the other
intervals can be calculated as well!{ If the distribution is not geometric at
this level of disaggregation, significant differences will exist between the

expected and observed number of reports in two or more of the superimposed

100-ft groups.

(a)This formula is an approximate geometric representation, at 100-ft inter-
vals, of an exponential distribution having a mean altitude deviation of 1000
feet which is the approximate mean of the overall distribution. See Appendix
C for exact representation.
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Observed versus expected numbers of reports. - The expected number of

reports 1in each of the superimposed 100-ft intervals is shown in Table A-1l.
Also presented are the observed number of reports in these intervals and the

difference between expected and observed values.

TABLE A-1. OBSERVED VERSUS EXPECTED NUMBERS OR REPORTS
IN SUPERIMPOSED 100-FT INTERVALS

Difference
Between
Expected Expected Actual Observed
100-Ft Percentage of Number of Number of and Expected
Interval Reports Reportséa) Reports Numbers
000 5.9 30 200 +170
100 15.4 77 9 -67
200 13.8 69 23 =46
300 12.4 62 29 -33
400 11.2 56 43 -13
500 10.1 51 77 +26
600 9.1 46 36 -10
700 8.2 41 39 -2
800 7.4 37 26 -11
900 6.6 33 20 -13
Total 100.1 502 502 1(b)

(a)The expected number is based on a population of 502 observations and an
assumed underlying geometric distribution of the form (0.1) (O.9)d_l.

(bJtumulative rounding error} corrected value would be zero.

Table A-1 indicates that there are approximately 6 times more observa-
tions than expected at cardinal values and 51 percent more observations than
expected at the 500-ft values. The overall pattern in the data is depicted
in Figure A-2 showing the percent differentials for each class interval of
100 feet. The interval distribution of observations within the 1000-ft his-
togram bars is a W-shaped structure that does not appear to be randomly gen-

erated:
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The W-shaped structure suggests that reporters may be rounding flight
altitudes to either a value of 500 or 1000. But, there are a number of pos-
sible explanations other than rounding for the reported concentrations.

These are discussed next.
Candidate Explanations

Rounded. - As noted earlier, the concentrations of computed altitude
deviations at cardinal values may manifest "rounding'" on the part of the
reporter. In this context, the term denotes (1) recollecting the magnitude
of the deviation at only the 500 or 1000-ft level of precision, or (2) a
decision to report the deviation at a level of precision no greater than 500
or 1000 feet even though a more precise value was known, or (3) an inability
to report the magnitude of the deviation with greater precision perhaps

because of the manner in which instruments were scanned during the deviation.

This particular usage of the term 'rounding'" is broader than generally
used and does not imply an indifference to precision on the part of report-

ers.

Substantive. - It may be that the observed cardinal concentrations do

not result from rounding; rather, they may manifest some substantive mechan-
ism that either places a disproportionate number of deviating aircraft at

cardinal altitudes or causes them to be detected there.

For example, the aircrew of a nondeviating aircraft may detect an excur-
sion as a deviating aircraft passes through its altitude. The natural refer-
ence point for the flight altitude of the deviating aircraft is the assigned

altitude of the nondeviating aircraft.

Many pilots follow this communications protocol: they radio arrival at,
departure from, or approach to, their assigned altitude. If the pilot had a
mistaken understanding of his clearance, his mistake might be detected by the
controller when the pilot reports leaving or approaching the cardinal alti-
tude. Still another possibility is that the deviating aircraft was actually

maintaining level flight at an unassigned altitude perhaps because of confu-
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sion regarding the altitude clearance. Such deviations would typically be

detected at a cardinal altitude.

The term "substantive" is used to describe this group of explanations
because they are not mere artifacts of the reporting system. They are sub-
stantive events generally involving deviating aircraft that flew level at
unassigned cardinal altitudes. Such deviations increase the likelihood of

midair collisions, and are therefore particularly serious occurrences.

RESEARCH APPROACH

Each of the 200 reports with cardinal deviations was re—examined in an
attempt to establish the reasons for the large cardinal concentrations and
for the W-shaped structure within the 1000-ft histogram bars. The analysis
was performed with particular reference to the candidate explanations cited
above. For most reports, an explanation for the deviation’s cardinality was

established. These findings are presented next.

FINDINGS

Findings from the review of cardinal deviation reports are shown in
Table A-2. Observations are classified in Table A-2 in terms of the candi-
date explanations. It can be seen that each of the candidate explanations
has some merit. But, the single most important reason for the large number
of cardinal observations was the maintenance of level flight by a deviating
aircraft at a cardinal flight altitude. (In a few instances the deviation

was detected just as the aircraft leveled off?)

Of the 200 cardinal deviations, 38 are unexplained in the sense that

neither the narratives nor statistical inference could be used to account for
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TABLE A-2. REASONS FOR CARDINAL ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS

Reason ‘ Reports
Rounded
— Used language which suggested rounding(a) 26
Substantive

— Reported flight altitude of deviating aircraft
as assigned altitude of a second conflicting

aircraft ‘ 25
— Flying level or leveling at an unassigned altitude 88
— Pilot reported leaving from or arriving at an
unassigned cardinal altitude to controller 2
Unexplained(b) 59
Total 200
Expected (29.6)

(a)Terms used by the reporter, such as "about", "approximately", 'near'", were
interpreted as rounding terminology.

(b)Some of the reports in this category might have been classified as "round-
ed" or "substantive" if the narratives had been more complete.

their cardinality.(a) This does not mean that these reports, which comprise
19 percent of all cardinal observations, are necessarily different from the
rest. This may be so, but an alternative explanation is they could have been
placed 1in one of the other two categories (rounded, substantive) if the nar-

ratives had been more complete.

(a)There are 59 observations which are unexplained by the mnarrative. of
these, 21 were statistically expected to be cardinal. Thus, 38 are complete-
ly unaccounted for.
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DISCUSSION

Rounding is a significant cause of the concentration of deviations at
cardinal values (although it is not the most prominent reason). Twenty-six
of the cardinal values are clearly attributable to rounding. It is also pos-—
sible that the W-shaped internal distribution of the 1000-ft histogram
columns and the limited concentration of reports at the 500-ft marks are at
least partially attributable to rounding. If this is true, deviations were
rounded to both the 500-ft and 1000-ft marks creating deficits in the remain-
ing 100-ft categories, thus explaining the W-shaped internal distribution

within the 1000-ft histogram bars:

It is important that in 88 out of 200 reports, the deviating aircraft
was flying level at an unassigned cardinal altitude. In some, the aircraft
failed to depart from a previously assigned altitude for a new one: 1In oth-
ers, the aircraft leveled prematurely, or leveled at an altitude beyond the
one to which it had been assigned. This phenomenon is related to misset or
misread altimeters, misunderstood altitude clearance; and to aircrews mistak-

ing other aircrafts’ clearances for their own.

In another 25 reports, the deviating aircraft came into conflict with a
second nondeviating aircraft, and the size of the deviation was measured as

the difference between the assigned altitudes of the two aircraft.

Obviously, the substantive cardinal observations -- aircraft conflict
reports and those involving level, deviating aircraft at cardinal altitudes
—-— represent particularly hazardous altitude deviation incidents: They con-
stitute a significant portion, 23 percent, of the total population of 502

reports:
CONCLUSIONS

Approximately 58 percent of the reported cardinal deviations are
directly attributed to aircraft flying level, or leveling at an unassigned

altitude) or flying through an altitude assigned to another aircraft.
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Approximately 13 percent of the reported cardinal deviations are directly
attributed to rounding. The remaining 29 percent are associated with reports
that cannot be classified because of insufficient information. If these
reports are allocated in proportion to the reported occurrences, approxi-
mately 20 percent of the cardinal deviations would be attributed to rounding,
and approximately 80 percent of the cardinal deviations would be attributed
to aircraft flying at unassigned cardinal altitudes or flying through cardi-

nal altitudes assigned to other aircraft.
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APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS OF ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS
BY FLIGHT PATTERN

INTRODUCTION

To obtain a better understanding of the mechanics of altitude deviations
and their underlying causes; the reported deviations were sorted into groups
having similar flight patterns before, during and after the commencement of
altitude excursion. The resulting subpopulations were subjected to a series
of analyses in a search for both differences and commonality among the

groups.

The main text describes the basic flight patterns and the manner in

which they are coded. This appendix expands upon that material.

Many different flight patterns can be defined in terms of the 6 flight
phase states. However, only 10 distinct and complete flight patterns were
actually observed in the data. Those flight patterns are itemized in Table
B-1. Also 1indicated are the number of times each flight pattern was
observed. In 128 reports; data describing the deviating aircraft’s flight

pattern were partially absent and they could not be categorized.
Expected Differences Among Flight Pattern Groups

The population of altitude deviation incidents was divided into subpopu-
lations because it was expected that there might be significant differences
among the groups regarding: (1) the cause of the incident, (2) the probable
magnitude of the deviations, (3) the manner in which the incident was
resolved, or (4) the probable outcomes of the incident. A preliminary review
of the data supported the possibility that there might be differences among
the causes of the incidents based on flight pattern characteristics, and that

significant differences in the other areas might also exist.
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TABLE B-1. DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTS¢2)
BY FLIGHT PATTERN
FlightiPéktefn

Actual Expected Number Percent

Failure-To-Level A/A, A/A A/TL, TL/L 135 26.9
D/D, D/D D/TL, TL/L 116 23.1

Subtotal 251 50.0

Failure-To-Maintain | M/TA, M/TA L/L, L/L 31 6.2
M/TD, M/TD L/L, L/L 66 13.1

Subtotal 97 19.3

Failure-To-Attain L/L, L/L L/TD, TL/L 6 1.2
L/L, D/D L/TD, TL/L 5 1.0

*/*, D/D L/TD, TL/L 3 0.6

*/%, L/L L/TD, TL/L 1 0.2

L/L, ** L/TD, TL/L 1 0.2

L/TD, D/D L/Th, TL/L 2 0.4

D/TL, L/L D/D, TL/L 2 0.4

L/L, L/L L/TA, TL/L 1 0.2

L/*, */% L/TA, TL/L 1 0.2

A/TL, L/L A/A, TL/L 5 1.0

A/TL, "% /* A/A, TL/L 1 0.2

A/A, A/A A/TD, TL/L 1 0.2

D/TA, L/L D/D, TL/L 2 0.4

*[A, *[* */TD, TL/L 1 0.2

Subtotal 32 6.%

Unclassifiable(b) - - - - 122 24.3
TOTAL 502 100.0

(a) Asterisks denote an unknown flight phase.

(b) These reportfs could not be classified into the three primary flight pat-

terns for lack of data!
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The expected differences in causation were based on an intuitive
appraisal of the 3 flight pattern groupings. Failures-to-level are passive
events suggesting errors of omission. By contrast, failures-to-maintain
would appear to be errors of commission at least for those situations where
the aircraft made a controlled departure from the assigned altitude.
Failures-to-attain might result from a failure to depart for an assigned
altitude, premature leveling before reaching an assigned altitude, or ascent

or descent at too shallow an angle.

This study examines the flight pattern groups (failures-to-level,
failures-to-maintain, and failures-to-attain) because there were too few
observations for most individual flight patterns (e.g., there were only 5

A/TL, L/L incidents).
APPROACH

This portion of the report addresses differences among flight pattern
groups regarding: (1) the distribution of the computed magnitudes of the
deviations, and (2) the causes of the deviations. The distributional charac-
teristics of deviations in the various flight pattern groups were determined
through the careful review and coding ¥ 502 altitude deviation incidents.

This methodology is explained in the main text.

A rigorous analysis of the causes of altitude deviations for the 3 pri-
mary flight pattern groups was not undertaken. However, as each of the 502
incidents was examined, some general impressions were formed and reinforced
by extensive notetaking. These impressions may be regarded as hypotheses

that may mefit further study.

FINDINGS

Distributions

Distributions of altitude deviations were developed for failures-to-
level, failures-to-maintain, failures-to-attain, and the wunclassifiable

reports. The observed distributions are shown in Figure B-1l. The observed
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distributions can be approximated by a fitted geometric distribution of the

form:
(1-Q)d-1, a =0, 1, 2, ..., 6

where

Q 1is the probability of not detecting the deviation in any
1000-ft interval

d 1is the magnitude of the deviation expressed in thousands
of feet.

The equations from the geometric approximations of the observed distributions
are shown in Table B-2. The significance of these distributions is discussed

later.

TABLE B-2. FITTED GEOMETRIC APPROXIMATIONS TO OBSERVED
ALTITUDE DEVIATION DISTRIBUTIONS

Flight Pattern Geometric Distribution
Failures-to—Levéi - (0.73)(0.27)d_l
Failures-to-Maintain (0.55)(0.45)d-1
Failures-to-Attain (0.40)(0.60)‘1-l
Unclassifiable (0.56)(0.44)4d-1
Weighted Combination(@) (0.60)(0.40)‘1_l

(a)Weighted by the number of reports for each flight pattern.

Causation
During the investigation; the authors noted the reported occurrence of

errors of omission versus errors of commission in the data set. This con-

trast was rooted in the earlier observation that failures-to-level and many
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failures-to-attain involve constant flight patterns whereas failures-to-
maintain and some failures-to-attain are characterized by changing flight

patterns.

A second line of inquiry involved a documentation of the information
flight crews reported knowing during altitude deviations. Did any of the
crew know the assigned altitude? Was someone aware of the aircraft’s alti-
tude? Were there communications difficulties? Was information lost or

degraded?

Altimeter scanning, altitude alert, automatic pilot. -~ Many reporters

indicated that an altitude deviation resulted from their failures to scan the
altimeter with sufficient frequency. Often distraction was cited as a fac-
tor in such occurrences! Another reported factor was reliance on: (1) an
altitude alert mechanism that malfunctioned or that was not heard or seen; or
(2) an automatic pilot that failed to capture or hold. These factors were

frequently associated with failures-to-level.

Information. Many respondents indicated that problems related to infor-

mation processing and retention were associated with the occurrence of an

altitude deviation. These problems included:

1. Mishearing a clearance

2. Not hearing a clearance

3. Mistaking another aircraft’s clearance for one’s own
4, Misinterpreting a clearance

5. Mistaking an "expect" clearance for an actual one*
6. Misreading an altimeter

7. Misreading a navigation chart,

Information related problems were most frequently associated with failures-

to-maintain and failures-to-attain. The results were aircraft departing

*An "expect'" clearance is one in which ATC tells a pilot that he can expect a
clearance soon for a specified altitude.
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their assigned altitudes without clearance, failing to 1leave altitudes for

their assigned altitude, or leveling prematurely at an incorrect altitude.

Interestingly, the majority of reports coming from aircrews indicate
that the reporter or another member of the flight crew knew the assigned
altitude at some point before the deviation occurred. In some reports this
information was said to have become degraded, forgotten, or not communicated
to the flying pilot. 1In others_the reporter indicated that the altimeter was
not scanned with sufficient frequency to avert a deviation or the information
was otherwise improperly applied. Note that a minority of reporters indi-
cated they did not receive or understand the altitude clearance that a con-

troller later indicated they had violated.

Profile descents. - Profile descents and altitude restrictions were

often associated with failure-to-attain incidents. Reporters often indicated
that navigation descent charts were misread or improperly related to the
position of the aircraft. 1In other situations, reporters said they forgot an
altitude restriction entirely, or until it was too late to make the restric-—

tion.

DISCUSSION

Distributions of Altitude Deviations
by Flight Pattern

The general finding of this study is the fact that the exponential dis-
tribution (or its geometric analog) yields a good fit to the altitude devia-
tions with different means for different subsets of the data. The differ-
ences between these mean values are examined below in terms of the time-to-
detect interpretation previously described. The examination is given for
three flight pattern groups: failures-to-level, failures-to-maintain, and

failures-to-attain.

Rather than undermine the principal study conclusions, observed differ-
ences among the flight pattern groups amplify and support them. Each of the

three subpopulations has a distribution that is approximately geometric, as
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can be observed in Figure B-1, but with different parameters. The differ-
ences 1in the parameters among the flight pattern groups can be meaningfully
interpreted in terms of the time-to-detect model that has been suggested for

the overall distribution of deviations.

The key to wunderstanding the distributions shown in Table B-2 is
analysis of the parameter Q. For example, Q = 0.27 for failures-to-level.
This may be interpreted as follows: if a failure-to-level incident occurs,
there 1is a 27 percent possibility that the aircraft will deviate 1000 feet
without the deviation’s being detected; if the deviation survives detection
in the first 1000 feet, it has a 27 percent chance of surviving to 2000 feet

without being detected, and so on.f{a)

The distributions shown in Table B-2 are based on a distance measure.
However, they can be translated into a time measure by dividing by a refer-
ence ascent/descent rate for deviating aircraft. (When the aircraft inap-
propriately maintained level flight, it is the typical ascent/descent rate

for the aircraft that is of interest.)

Based on the preceding discussion, the findings shown in Table B-2 are
reinterpreted as detection times in Table B-3. The detection time estimates
are very sensitive to the assumed reference ascent/descent rates of aircraft.
Variations in estimated detection times for the various flight patterns are

discussed next.

Failures-to-level. - These altitude deviations may be detected by the

flying pilot, nonflying crew, a controller, or by the aircrew of a second
aircraft that comes into conflict with the deviating aircraft. Relatively
few reports 1indicate that the altitude alert mechanism was the detection
instrument. Such deviations are generally small and may not be deemed worth

reporting.

(a)conversely, the probability is 1-0.27 = 0.73 that the deviation will be
detected the first 1000 feet.
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TABLE B-3. ALTITUDE DEVIATION DETECTION TIMES, BY
FLIGHT PATTERN AND REFERENCE ASCENT/DESCENT RATE

0
Reference Ascent/Descent Rate h, feet/min
Flight Pattern 1000 1500 2000

Probability of an Undetected Incident Surviving
An Additional Minute Without Being Detected, P, percent(a)

Failure-to-Level 27 14 7
Failure-to-Maintain 45 30 20
Failure-to-Attain 60 47 | 36
Unclassifiable 44 30 20

Combined 40 25 16

Half-Life of DeviationT% s seconds€b)

Failures-to-Level 32 21 16
Failure-to-Maintain 52 34 26
Failure-To-Attain 82 ) 54 41
Unclassifiable 51 34 26

Combined 45 30 22

o — -
(a)Computed using P = exp(-h/h)x100, where h denotes the mean altitude devia-
tion shown in Table 3.

1 -0 -
(b)Computed using 75 = (h/h)1n 2, where h is shown in Table 3.

These reports may generally be regarded as those in which the primary
mechanical control devices, the altitude alert and the automatic pilot, did
not perform their usual role. Thus, the distribution reflects the speed and

efficiency with <«hizh humans detected and exerted control over the altitude

deviation problem.
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It appears from the narratives that the flying pilot or other crew
members often know the assigned altitude in failure-to-level incidents.
Thus, the flying pilot as well as other human controllers may detect the
deviation. Because of the large number of potential human detectors of a
failure-to-level incident, the detection times may be relatively rapid when

compared with other flight patterns.

In addition, the magnitude of failure-to-level deviations is generally
understated because the computed measure 1is taken to be the difference
between the altitude at detection and the inception altitude of the devia-
tion. Data regarding the 1inception altitude were generally unavailable.
Thus, the emergence point was generally used to compute the magnitude of the
deviation. If data describing the inception point were available, the aver-

age calculated deviation would be at least a few hundred feet larger.

Failures-to-maintain. - These incidents often involve pilots who become

convinced that they are no longer assigned to the altitude where they are
flying. In these situations, the pilot effectively neutralizes the mechanical
constraints on the deviation =-- the altitude alert mechanism and the
automatic pilot. Moreover; he does not perform his usual role as the primary
human detector of altitude deviations. It may be for these reasons that
failures-to-maintain seem to persist for a longer time than failures-to-

level.

Failures-to-attain. - The magnitude of the altitude deviation is

roughly proportional to the existence of the deviation over time for
failures—to-attain (just as it is for failures-to-level and failures-to-
maintain). The time duration of the failure-to-attain incident is defined as
the difference between the detection time and the inception time. However,
the distance wused to compute the deviation’s time to detect is the distance
between the flight altitude at the time of detection and the assigned alti-
tude at the emergence point. The mean altitude deviation is considerably
larger for failures-to-attain, than for failures-to-level and failures—to-

maintain.
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Failures—-to—-attain generally involve missed <crossing restrictions on
profile descents often because of misread or misunderstood navigation charts.
As with failures-to-maintain, the flying pilot may be unaware of the altitude
deviation because he believes (because of the false reading of a chart or
instrument) that he is at the correct altitude. Moreover, many of these
incidents involve clearances provided only on the navigation charts or
approach plates —- not verbally by the controller. The restriction may sim-

ply be forgotten.

Altitude deviations associated with failures-to-level and failures-to-
maintain are wusually detected by scanning an altimeter or a data block on a
scope without referring to the deviating aircraft’s horizontal position
(i.e.t; it is known that an aircraft should not be above or below a specified
altitude regardless of its horizontal position). By contrast, the detection
of a failure-to-attain involves a correlation of an aircraft’s altitude with

its horizontal position.

Further, it may be unclear to a controller or nonflying crew member that
an altitude restriction has been forgotten because ascent/descent rates vary
among aircraft and pilots. The point where ascent or descent should commence
is correspondingly vague. It is possible for a nonflying pilot or controller
not to recognize this type of deviation until it has persisted for a consid-

erable time.

Taken togethert these factors are believed to account for the relatively
large mean altitude deviations obtained for the failure-to-attain flight pat-

tern.

Unclassifiable. - These reports generally involve narratives that are

too sketchy to classify according to flight pattern. As such, this group is
likely to be an amalgam of the other flight pattern groups. The statistical
characteristics of this group would be expected to be intermediate to those
of the other groups. This is seen to be the case for the results shown in

Table B-3.
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Causation

As was noted earlier, the causes of altitude deviation incidents were
not analyzed 1in a rigorous fashion. Only general impressions are reported.

On that basis the following assertions are madet

1. Most altitude deviations in the database involve a flight
pattern where the flight path should have changed to
accommodate an altitude assignment but did not. Thust;
there is evidence of an error of omission. The most fre-
quently cited reasons for these errors of omission are
fai ure to monitor the altimeter and excessive reliance
on an altitude alert mechanism or automatic pilot. Dis-
traction is also said to play a role as well as difficul-
ties related to information transfer, retention, or
degradation.

2. A minority of altitude deviations involve a changing
flight pattern where the aircraft’s flight phase inap-
propriately changed resulting in an altitude deviation.
This suggests an error of commission. The most fre-
quently cited reasons for these occurrences are informa-
tion related. These include misreading altimeters, other
instruments, or a navigation chart; misunderstanding a
clearance, and so on. A few of these cases do not
involve errors of commission. Instead they manifest
undetected departure, reliance on a malfunctioning
automatic pilot, uncontrolled ascent/descent in weather,
and assorted other occurrences.

Although these findings hold in a general sense, there are reports in
the database that do not fit these patterns. Thus, one must be careful to
avoid over generalizing these findings that are best regarded as hypotheses

rather than firm conclusions.

CONCLUSIONS

The 805 altitude deviations examined in this study show a remarkable
consistency. Attempts to subdivide the population into meaningful subgroups
served to underscore the commonalities shared by the subgroups. Most impor-
tantly, the altitude deviations of each flight pattern group are found to be
well-represented by exponential distributions. However, some limited differ-

ences were detected among flight pattern groups. Geometric distributions
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could be constructed that closely approximated the observed distribution of
deviations for each flight pattern but their half-lives differed. The
differences in half-lives is amenable to explanation in terms of a time-to-
detect analytical framework. The differences among the mean altitude devia-
tions and corresponding half-lives are postulated to reflect variations 1in
the number of human control agents involved in surveillance and the diffi-
culty of the surveillance task. It is believed that the ease with which the
inception point of an altitude deviation can be identified varies among
flight pattern groups and may be a particularly important determinant of

detection speed.

During the research effort some basic hypotheses were developed regard-
ing differences in the causes of altitude deviations among flight pattern
groups. The following hypotheses merit further investigation: failures-to-
level result from low scan rates on instruments, distraction; and excessive
reliance on autopilots and altitude alert mechanisms; failures-to-maintain
and failures—-to-attain relate to information processing problems, including
miscommunication, misreading of navigation charts, misreading of instruments,

and forgetting ATC assignments or crossing restrictions.
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APPENDIX C

MATHEMATICAL DERIVATIONS

A MATHEMATICAL DERIVATION OF EXPONENTIALLY
DISTRIBUTED DETECTION TIMES

The following argument is intended to provide direct support for an
exponential distribution for detection times of altitude deviations. Con-
sider a population of altitude deviations. It is assumed that each deviation
is detected at some time, and that the mean time to detect a deviation is
given by T’. It is convenient to measure all time intervals in units of this
mean time. Now suppose that at time O an altitude deviation exists for a
particular aircraft, and consider the probability that the deviation is still
undetected at time t/T. Note that if t/T is made sufficiently small, the
deviation is not likely to be detected in this small time interval. A devia-
tion that 1is undetected at the present time is not likely to be detected in
the next second?! it is still less likely to be detected in the next mil-
lisecond, etc. This suggests that by making t/T sufficiently small, the pro-
bability that the deviation is still undetected can be made arbitrarily close
to 1.0. A simple representation of this probability takes the following
form: Q = 1-(t/71). This expression clearly shows that the probability that
the deviation is not detected is arbitrarily close to 1 as t/T is made arbi-

trarily small.

Next suppose that the altitude deviation, in fact, has not been detected
at a specific time t/T , and suppose that the time interval t/t is subdivided
into n equal subintervals. Because the deviation is not detected at time
t/T, it cannot have been detected during any of the’n earlier time intervals,
each of which has a duration of (E) (i). In probability terms this means
that Q <can also be written as 2 prgduct: Q = (l—ui.-l)n. This expression
simply indicates that the deviation was not detectedlén';ny of the n time
intervals, each of 1ength'(%) (%). Finally, by letting n become arbitrarily
large, it is found that Q = e"t/T. From this result, it follows that P = 1-Q

= l—e't/T, and this expression represents the probability that the deviation
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is detected in the interval (0,t/T). The probability that the deviation is

detected in some infinitesimal time interval 1is then given by dP =
—t/% . . . .

(1/1)e t/ dt. This form is the customary mathematical expression for an

exponential distribution with mean’T.

LINEARIZED FORM FOR EXPONENTTIALLY
DISTRIBUTED ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS

The exponential distribution for an altitude deviation Ah may be written

as follocws:
£(th) = (1/8) exp(-th/8), &h 2 0, (c-1)

where the parameter § denotes the mean altitude deviation for the distribu-
tion: The integration of Equation (C-1) to the left of Ah shows that the
area in the left tail of the exponential distribution is given by F(Ah) =
l-exp(-Ah/§), where F(Ah) represents the cumulative distribution function. By

solving for exp(-4h/8) and taking logarithms, it follows that

In ( = (1/68) h. (c-2)

1—F(Ah9
This expression shows that if the left side is plotted against Ah, the result

is a straight line through the origin with a slope equal to 1/6.

The cumulated fraction of the altitude deviations less than Ah serves as
an estimate of F(Ah). If these estimates are substituted into the left side
of Equation (C-2) and plotted versus Ah, then the resulting points will fall
approximately on a straight line with a theoretical slope given by 1/§, pro-
vided the data are represented by an exponential distribution. The slope &
can be estimated by fitting the data with a regression line through the ori-
gin. The reciprocal of the slope of the regression 1line then provides a

numerical estimate of the mean altitude deviation.
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Detection Times Proportional to Altitude Deviations
are Exponentially Distributed

Let altitude deviations Ah be exponentially distributed with mean &.
Then the probability that an altitude deviation is less than Ah is given by
f(ph) = l-exp(-Ah/&8). Now suppose that the detection time for an altitude
deviation 1is given by Ah/%, where'% denotes a constant rate of change of
altitude for the aircraft. Consider the probability that the detection time
is less than some number k. This may be written as P{t<k}. By substitution

it follows that
<, O¢ <, 9 0
P{t=k} = P{Ah/h-=k} = P{sh=kh} = F(kh).
The right-most expression is seen to be the cumulative distribution function

0 0 0
evaluated at kh, so that F(kh) = 1l-exp(-kh/8). This result may be re-

arranged to obtain
< 0
P{t=k} = l-exp(-k/(é/h)),

and it is seen from the form of this expression that the detection time t 1is
o
exponentially distributed with a mean detection time given by &/h. The cumu-

lative distribution function can then be written as follows:
Fp(t) = l-exp(-t/1), (C-3)
o
where Tdenotes the mean time to detectiom and is given by T=&§/h.

Half-Lives for Exponentially
Distributed Altitude Deviations

The half-life t;/9 of an altitude deviation is obtained from Equation
(C-3) by setting Fp(t) = 1/2 and solving the resulting expression for’t. The

solution is found to be:
t1/2 = T 1n 2.

Thus, the half-life of an exponentially distributed altitude deviation is
given by T 1n2, and is approximately 70 percent of the mean time to detection
for the distribution. In terms of the mean altitude deviation A and a con-

stant rate of change of altitude ﬁ, the half-life is given by

€12 = (&/h) 1n 2.
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Confidence Intervals for Means of
Exponentially Distributed Altitude Deviations

~

Let T denote an estimate, based on f measurements, of the mean time T of

an exponential distribution. It may be shown that the ratio v/t is distri-

buted as a x2 deviate with 2£ degrees of freedom.(g) It follows that

P{x20.025/2f < T/T < x%)_975/2£} = 0.95,

2 denotes the fractile of the xz distribution having the fractional

where y
area ©p to its left. The preceding expression may be rearranged to provide a

95 percent confidence interval for 1%
P{(t/Fp) < T < (T/FP},

where F; and Fy denote Xzb.OZS/Zf and x20.975/2£, respectively.

~

The estimates for t“are obtained by using the reciprocals of the slopes
of the regression 1lines, constrained to pass through the origin, that are
fitted to the various partitionings of the 502 altitude deviations. The fac-
tors F; and Fy9 are obtained wusing the following large-sample approxima-

tions:ezg

W2p/2f = (1/ D) (VEE-T + up)?,

where p = 0.025 and 0.975 for F; and Fy, and u, denotes the fractile of the

P
Normal distribution with a fractional area p to its left.

Table C-1 shows a listing of the factors ¥; and F, for the various par-
titionings of the set of 502 altitude deviations. The lower and upper 95
percent confidence limits for the means shown in column 3 are obtained by
dividing the means by F9 and F;, respectively. The results are shown in

Table 3.

Statistical Tests of Significance
Among Mean Altitude Deviations

Table C-2 shows numerical results for testing the statistical signifi-
cance of the differences among the mean altitude deviations for the subgroups

associated with the partitionings of the 502 altitude deviations. The mean
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TABLE C-1. CONFIDENCE LIMIT FACTORS

Mean Confidence

Altitude Limit Factors

Partitioning f Deviation; ft F Fo

Failure-to-Level 251 773 0.88 1.13

Failure-to-Maintain 97 1237 0.81 1.21

Failure-to-Attain 32 1964 0.68 1.37

Unclassifiable 122 1225 0.83 1.18

Pilot Reports 297 973 ] 0.89 1.12

Controller Reports 190 1252 0.86 1.15

Pilot and Controller 15 1027 , 0.55 1.55
No Military Aircraft

Involved 437 1078 0.91 1.10
Military Aircraft '

Involved 65 1122 0.77 1.25
Evasive Action Taken 111 1197 L 0.82 1.19
Unknown Action ‘

or None 63 1163 : 0.76 1.26
No Conflict 328 989 0.89 1.711
Combined 502 1080 0.91 1.09

altitude deviations shown in Column 3 are ranked 1in decreasing order:
Because these means are associated with exponential distributions it is
assumed that the estimated means are chi-square distributed with 2f degrees

of freedom; where f is equal to n-1, and n is equal to the number of reports

involved in the mean altitude deviation:

Comparisons among means are made by taking ratios of the larger means to
the smallest mean within each partitioning. These ratios are shown in column
5 and are taken to be F-distributed with 2f;, and 2f, degrees of freedom.
The critical wvalues for the 95 percent fractiles of the F-distribution are
shown in column 6 and are computed using a large sample approximation.<3) If

the ratio of the mean altitude deviations in column 5 exceeds the critical
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TABLE C-2.

TESTS FOR STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

AMONG MEAN ALTITUDE DEVIATIONS

Mean Degrees of Mean Computed Statistically
Partitioned Altitude Freedom, Altitude 95 Percent Significant
By Subgroup Dev1ation(laﬁ ft. Zf(g) Ratio(3) F-ratio(4) Result(s)
F1tght Failure-to-Attain 1960 62 2.55 1.34 Yes
Pattern Failure-to-Maintain 1240 192 1.61 1.21 Yes
Unclassifiable 1230 242 1.60 1.20 Yes
Failure-to-Level 770 500 1.00 -- --
Reporter Controller 1250 378 1.29 1.16 Yes
Pilot and Controller 1030 28 1.06 1.49 No
Pitot 970 592 1.00 -- --
Military Involvement 1120 128 1.04 1.23 No
Aircraft
Involved No Involvement 1080 872 1.00 --
Outcome Evasive Action Taken 1200 220 1.21 1.19 Yes
Unknown Action or
None 1160 124 1.17 1.24 No
No Conflict 990 654 1.00 -- --

(1) From Table 3, rearranged in order of mean altitude deviation.
(2) Computed using 2f = 2n-2, where n is the number of reports.
(3) Ratios are formed with the larger mean in the numerator, the smaller mean in

(4) Computed using logy, F = 1.42877/ h-o.95-o.ss1(f;t‘-f5t‘),
where h1 = (]/2)(f;]+f£]). See Reference (3).

denominator.

(5) Results are statistically significant at 5 percent level of significance whenever ratio in Column 5 exceeds
entry in Column 6.




F-ratio in column 6, it is concluded that the means differ statistically at

the 5 percent level of significance.

The last column of the table shows that the mean altitude deviations are
statistically 1larger for each flight pattern relative to the mean altitude
deviation for the failure-to-level subgroup. Similarly, it is seen that the
mean altitude deviation associated with controller reports statistically
exceeds that associated with pilot reports. The mean altitude deviation for
reports involving military aircraft does not differ at the 5 percent level of
significance from the mean altitude deviation for reports not involving mili-
tary aircraft. The final portion of the table shows that the mean altitude
deviation for reports involving evasive actions is barely significant (mean
ratio of 1.21 versus critical F-ratio of 1.19), relative to the mean altitude

deviation for No Conflict reports that typically involved single aircraft.

Relation Between the Geometric
and Exponential Distributions

Both the geometric and exponential distributions were used in analyzing
the magnitudes of the altitude deviations. The following expression shows

the relation between these two distributions:
pak~l = (1-e~M/Ty(eml/Dyk=1 e = 1, 2, ..,

where the left side shows a term of the geometric distribution with p = 1-q
and 0<q<l. The correspondence between the two distributions is seen by
equating q with e‘l/T, where T1>0 denotes the mean of the exponential distri-
bution. This equality shows that (1/1) = 1n(l/q) so that the exponential
distribution can be expressed in terms of the geometric parameter q as fol-

lows:
£(k) = 1n(1/q)e~k In(l/a) = 1, 2, ...".

With this relation it can be shown that the area under the exponential dis-

’

tribution between k-1 and k is equal to qu_l, k=1, 2, «..”%

As an application consider an exponential distribution with mean T =
1000 feet that is to be represented by a geometric distribution with inter-

vals of 100 feet. Because k =1, 2, ... must correspond to 100,200,... feet,
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it follows that T = 1000 feet corresponds to k = 10, so that T is measured in
units of 100 feet and has a magnitude of 10. With T = 10; it is seen that q
= e-1/10 - 0.9048, and p = 0.0952, so the geometric representation 1is given
by

pakl = (0.0952)(0.9048)k"1,

If the geometric representation has intervals of 1000 feet, then the rescaled

value of t11is 1.0, In this case, the geometric distribution takes the form:

k-1 - ¢1-1ycLyk-1
Pq (1 e)(e) .

Table C-3 shows the observed and expected numbers of reports based on
equation (C-1). The table shows excellent agreement between the observed

number of reports and the geometric distribution given above.

TABLE C-3. OBSERVED AND EXPECTED NUMBER OF REPORTS USING
GEOMETRIC DISTRIBUTION AT 1000-FT INTERVALS

Upper Limit of
Altitude ‘ Number of Reports
Deviation k, Chi-Square
Thousands Observed (1) Expected(z) Component,
of Feet 0 E (O—E)Z/E
1 337 317.3 1.22
2 109 116.7 0.51
3 33 42.9 2.28
4 15 15.8 0.04
5 4 5.8 0.56
6+ 4 3.5 0.07
Total 502 502.0 4.68¢3)

(D§ource: Table D-1
(2)Computed using 502(1-(1/e))(1/e)k"1

(3)Chi—Square value of 4.68, with 5 degrees of freedom, is not satistically
significant at the 95 percent level, so the observed results are consistent
with the geometric distribution at 1000-ft intervals.
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APPENDIX D

An inclusive search strategy was used to obtain the reports for this
study. The following keywords were wused: altitude deviation, altitude
excursion, altitude overshoot, altitude undershoot, deviation from clearance,
unauthorized climb, and unauthorized descent. The detailed search strategy

given below is taken from the computer printout?

AVIATION SAFETY REPORTING SYSTEM

LAST UPDATE 08/27/80
WITH 12563 REPORTS.

ENTER YOUR RENUESTS ONE AT A TIME

1/ XEQ,ATTACH,SAVEPFL,SEARCH, ID=HECHT
ENTER YOUR REQUEST

1/
AT CY= 003 SN=SHARED /X ALTBUST

1/ ALTITUDE D*ALL
1037 REPORTS
21 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
2/ ALTITUDE EXCURSION
29 REPORTS
3/ ALTITUDE OV*ALL
80 REPORTS
3 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
4/ ALTITUDE UN*ALL
20 REPORTS
2 TERMS WITH YOUR-STEM WERE COMBINED
5/ ALTITUDEDE*ALL
4 REPORTS
3 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
6/ ALTITUDEQV*ALL
4 REPORTS
1 TERMS YITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
7/ ALTITUDEUN*ALL
2 REPORTS
1 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
8/ DEVIATION FROM CLEARANCE/A*ALL
6 REPORTS
3 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE CCHMBINED
9/ DEVIATION/AL*ALL
' 1 REPORT
1 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBIMNED

10/ UNAUTHORIZED AL*ALL
69 REPORTS
3 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
19/ UNi — JRIZEDCL*ALL
REPORTS
2 1crdAS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
12/ UHAUTHORIZED CL*ALL
106 REPCRTS
7 TERMS WITH YOUR STEM WERE COMBINED
13/ UNAUTHORIZED DE*ALL
102 QEPG#TS
'C“"S WiTH QUR M

UR STEM WERE CCM
14/ (102 0 O 5060708

BINED
09010011012013)

77



Table D-1 shows the distribution of the computed altitude deviations for

508 ASRS reportst

7000 ft and 16,500 ft, the remaining 502 altitude deviations

primary data for this report.

With the exclusion of the six largest deviations, between

constitute the

TABLE D-1. DISTRIBUTION OF COMPUTER ALTITUDE
DEVIATIONS FOR 508 ASRS REPORTS

Altitude Number Altitude Number Altitude Number

Deviationt of Deviation, of Deviation, of
feet Reports feet Reports feet Reports
100 2 1400 6 3000 17
200 10 1500 19 3200 1
300 12 1600 1 3300 1
350 1 1700 3 3500 1
400 33 1800 4 4000 12
480 1 1900 1 4700 1
500 50 1950 1 4800 1
600 34 2000 44 5000 2
700 33 2100 1 5400 1
300 21 2200 1 6000 3
900 13 2300 2 7000 1*
1000 122 2400 2 10000 2%
1100 6 2500 7 11000 1%
1200 11 2600 1 13000 1*
1300 13 2700 2 16500 1%

*These altitude deviations are excluded from the statistical analyses

presented in the main body of this report.
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The attached listing shows in Column 1 the accession numbers of the ASRS
reports wused 1in this study. The numbers shown in Column 2 are the sequence
numbers of those reports that contained numerical information provided by the
reporter (listed in Column 3) for the flight altitude (shown in Column 4) and
the assigned altitude (shown in Column 5). The difference between these two
numbers 1is taken to be the altitude deviation. This difference is shown in
Column 6 with a negative sign for those deviations in which the flight alti-
tude is below the assigned altitude. Column 7 gives an assessment of whether
the computed altitude deviation in Column 5 is a lower bound to the actual
altitude deviation or whether it represents the maximum altitude deviation.
If level flight occurred at the incorrect altitude, the flight pattern group
is shown in Column 8. The improper flight altitude where a deviating air-
craft flew level is shown in Column 9 for the subset of incidents where this
occurred. In Column 10 various attributes related to evasive action

incidents are listed!. 1Incidents involving military aircraft are indicated in

Column 11.
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CASE LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATION INCIDENTS

CATY 12716740
ACCESSINN 1o
] Nilwasy
- L I T )
LERY 2.0
Ansa 3.0
YAAD 4.0
R134 6.0
__Bul0 12.0
TTHHNY T 15.0
LEEY] 16.0
8R10 17,0
9914 20,0
R4919 21.0
A . __R920 22.0
i 8922 T 3,0
8927 240
8y in 25,0
8931 26,0
k939 24,0
1 691) 3n,0
""_'_'l_"'vwsl T 3.0
CELR 3?2.0
LELY} 330
RI4A 34,0
Ri91 34,0
H 37.0
TUTTTTTTTTTTTT OR99d T 3,0
an2) 40.0
9125 41,0
9029 43.0
91034 41,0
9349 AR,D
T 9074 47.0°
90HB 4.0
9116 50,0
91217 52.0
9129 53.0
9182 54.0
91134 5sL0”
CERY 56.0
ER! 57.0
9145 SH.0
91392 61,0
91917 A3.0
T T YT 6640
9229 67.0

FLTIGHT ASSLGHED
REFOWT IR ALEITULE  ALTUTHUDE  DEVIATINN
TAIRCRYWT T T 4008 T T T1a000T 20007
ATHCHEH ASNAD 10000 =1500
Atucn-w sS40 5000 400
A KCHE# Mo inco Joou
Arc 44900 4000 900
ATC anpn 9000 “oo
AtwCcnEw 1000 ROGO ~Tonn
ATHCREW 0 0 =100
ALRCREW 3500 4000 =500
AINCREN 9200 11000 -1800
AIRCREW 32000 31000 1000
ATC 1 123900 21000 2000
AUPCREW 22000 24000 2000
ATC 37000 33000 4000
ATC 14100 15000 "7 -900
ATRCREW 21000 21000 2000
ATC ) 4600 5000 =400
AIRCKEW 00 ., 5000 2000
ALRCREW  ~ (7007 1 6000 700
ATRCREW 17900 19000 =1200
ATC 5500 6000 =500
ATC 31000 37000 4000
ATRCREW 15400 15000 Hav
ATKCREW 19500 19000 500
ATRCREA 4300 5000 "a700
ATRCKEW haDD 6000 400
ATC - 12000 10000 2000
AIRCREW 12000 11000 1000
ATRCREW 31500 29000 2500
ATC ! 4700 5000 =300
ATHCREW 21000 230n0fl 2000
ATC 14500 14000 500
ATC =7 20600 20600 600
ATRCREW 22200 23000 =800
ATC 5700 6000 =300
ArC 4000 lo00 1000
ATRCHEW 900 " R000 900
AIRCKEW 11700 12000 =200
ATHCREW Y000 7000 2000
ATRCRFW 9000 R00U 1000
ATRCKEW “T " 20200 21000 - -400
ATC 1 14700 4000 700
ATACKEW " 4onol 1 3000 77 1000
ALRCHREW 10700 12000 =1300

ToweRr’

L

g -

P R R R L L L L L LT L L T LT L pap

1.1, -

BOUIND

EVASIVE
ACTION

D L L T T R e L L TP

MAXTHMUN
MAXTIAIY
MAXTHUN
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
MAXTMUN
1LOWER
1LOWER
LOWER
HAXIMUM
LOWER ~
MAXIMUM
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER™TT 7
1LOWER
LOWER
MAXIMUM
LOWLR
LOWER
LOWER *
MAXIMUM
LUWER
LOWKR
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
1.OWER
1LOwWER
LOWER
LOWER ™
1.OWER
LOWER
MAXTHUM
MAXTHUM

LOWER
MAX LHUNTE"
LUWER

FAIL=-LE

T FAIL=-LEVEL

"FALL=LEVEL

TFALL=LEVEL T

UNCLASSTHIED
FAIL-LEVEL
1
FAIL-LEVHL
FATL=LEVEL
FAIL=MAINTAIN

FLIGHT LEVEL
PATTELRN DEVIATION *~
TTTTOncLassIFtEo T T TG
FAlL=LEVEL 0
FAIL-LEVEL 0
FAIL-ATTALY 6000
0

0
——r

0
0
9200

FAIL=MAINTAIN
UNCLASSTFIED
UNCLASSIFIED
UNCLASSIFIED
FAIL=LEVEL
FATIL=MAINTAIN
FAIL=-LEVEL

0

— 23000

0
37000

FAIL=-LEVEL
UNCLASSIFIED
FAIL=LEVEL
UNCLASSIFIED
FAIL=-LEVEL
FAIL=lEVEL

FAIL=LEVEL
FATL=1.EVEL
FAIL-LEVEL
FAIL=ATTAIN
UNCLASSIFIED

g

OOOOOCOOKOODQOOODOOOOOOOOOOvDOOO

FAJL=LEVEL
FATL=-mAlINTAIND T
FAIL=MAINTAIN
FAIL=LEVEL
FAIL-LEVEL 1

TEALL=LEVELD T

FAIL=1LEVEL
FALL=MAINTAINT
FAIL=LEVEL
FAIL=-LEIVEL
UNCILASSIFIED
FAULEATTAIN
UNCLASSTFIED

T T Moo

“MOT CONFLICT

NO TIME

MU CUNFLICT
N0 CUNFLICT
UNKNOwN

YES -
WU CONFLICT
NO CUNWFLICT
NU CUNFLICT
NU CONFLICT
NONE

NUNE )
NO CONFLICT
NO CONFLICT
NO CONFLICT
NO COMFLICT
NONE

ATC

‘NO CONFLICT

NO CONFLICT
ATC
ATC
NO
NO
NO
NO
NC1
NGO
NO
NO

CONFLICT
CONFLICT
COLELICT
conrnLICTY
CONFLICT
CONFLICT
COWFLICT
CONFLICT
N0} CONFLICT
NO CONFLICT
UNKNOWN

NO CUNFLICY
NO CUNFLICT
NU CONFLICT
YES

NO CONFLICT
NO CONFLICT
YES

Ni) CONFLICT
NU COnNFLICT
YES

NO CONFLICT

PAGE 1

MILITARY
INVOLVED

Koo - e
YES
NO
NO
Yes
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO . .
NO 7T T
YES
(o)

NO

NO

YES

no

NO

no'

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
[O—
MO

NO

NO

NU

NO
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CASE LISTING OF ALTITUOE DEVIATION INCIDENTS TTPAGETT T2 T
bbb -
JO U — -
ACCr 551NN 1 FLIGHT ASSIGNED FLIGHT LEVEL EVASIVE MILITARY
WUk AR NUMALR  REPOKTFR  ALTITUDE  ALTITUDE  DEVIATION AOUND PATTERN DEVIATION ~~ ACTION ~ IuvoLvep ~
e CPAY! ARLLO ATRCHEW 21500 17500 4600 LOWEW FATL=MAINTAIN 21500 NO CONFLICT NU
CPIN] TINL0 ALKCKEW T 1ungoT 1000 30007 RuWEE T FAIL-LEVEL TTAThone T T ~NO
9710 12.0 ALRCHEA 0 2500 2500 MAXIMUN FAIL=LFVEL 0 NU CONFLICT WO
97K 73.0 AIRCAREW 12000 11000 1000 MAXIHUY FATL=LEVEL 12000 NU CUNFLICT NO e
946n 15.0 ATC 4300 3000 1300 LUWER UNCLASSTFIED 0 NUNE YES
9143 1h,0 ATC 100 5700 -600 LOWER UNCLASSTFIED 0 YLS yes 7T
_ yilh 77.1 riC annn 10000 -1000 LUWER UNCILASSTFIED 0 NO CONFLICT MO
- S31ATT 71,2 ATCT TT23500 24000 =500 MAXIHMUN  “FAIL-LFVELT 0 NUTCOLFLICT NO
a17y K00 ATC 100 7000 =900 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NUNF NO I
9dhd 1,0 AIRCRHFEW 11500 11000 500 NLUWKER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 ATC NO T
9492 d2.0 AIRCREW 4300 5500 -1200 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NU CUNFLICT NO
9534 H5,0 AIRCREA 13600 14000 =400 1,0WFR FAIL-LEVEL oo 0 NO CONFLICT no -~~~ 77T T 7
9544 BA,0 ATC 23400 21000 2400 LOWER FAIL-LEVEL 0 UMKNNWN YES
9548 57.01ATC 4300 1000 <2700 LOWER™™  FAIL=MAINTALN 07ATC O
9552 8R.0 AIRCREW 9000 112000 3000 MAXIMUM UNCLASSIFIED 9000 Nl CONFLICT MO
- 4555 89.0 AIHCKEW 10700 12000 =1300 LOAFR UNCLASSTFIED 7777 0 ND CONFLICT MO - T
9541 90,0 ATRCRFW 17400 17000 400 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED . 0 NU CONFLICT NO
9SHY 91,0 AIRCREW RO00 9000 - =1006I MAX TMIN FALL=MATHTAIN Ul 8000 NO CUNFLICT NO T
9603 42,0 ATC 13000 10000 3000 LUKER FAIL=ATTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NO
9631 95,0 ATRCREW 12000 13000 1000 LOWER ™ FATL=LEVEL" 0"NOCONFLICT NO
9459 98.0 ATC 11000 10000 1000 LOWER FAIL=ATTAILN 0 NU CONFLICT nO
9671 99,0 AIRCREW 16500 11000 =500 LOWER FATL=-MATNTAIN 0 ND CONFLICT NO T
9hH ) 100,0 ATRCHEW 6400 5000 1400 LOWER FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT MO
9668 102,0 AIR=ATC 4000 6000 -2000 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC NO TTomre
9724 104,0 AIRCHEW 000 7000 =1000 MAXIMUM  FAIL-LEVEL 6000 NO CONFLICT HO
97hS TOB.0 AIRCIEW 6000 7000 =1000 LOWER ™~ FAIL=MAINTAINT TT07HO CONFLICT WO
91173 109,0 ATRCREW 5600 6000 =400 LOWER FATL=KAINTAIN 0 NN CONFLICY NO '
9184 110.0 ATC o 10000 9000 1000 LUWER FATL-LEVEL T 0 NO TIME YEs OURTTTTT T
9793 112.0 ATC 29000 28000 1000 MAXIMUM  UNCLASSIFIED 29000 NU CONFILICT NO
) 9797 113,0 AIRCFEW 24000 23000 1000 LOWER FAIL=-LEVEL 0 NG CONFLICT NO T
9503 114,0 ATC 34500 33000 1500 LOWER FATL=ATTALIN 0 ATC YES
9121 115.,0 ATC’ 29000° 28000 1000 MAXIMUM FAIL=LFRVEL ~7 29000 N0 CONFLICT NO™ -
9120 116,0 ATC 9000 3000 6000 MAXIMUHM UNCLASSTFIED 9000 NOFCONFLICT M0
- 9545 117.0 ATC 7000 7500 =500 LUWER UNCLASSTHIED ~ T 0 NUNE No T iR T
98173 114,0 AIRCREW 2500 3000 =500 MAXIMUM FALL*LRVEL 0 NO CONFILICT NO
9901 120,0 ATC 20000 24000 -4000 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NU CONFILICT hO T
9914 121.0 ATC 12000 10000 2000 LOWER UNCILASSIFIED 0 MO CUNFLICT NO
B "9u29fF" " 122,0 AINCREW 6700 T 6000 oI 700 MAXIMUM FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO’
99132 123.0 AJKCREW 13400 13060 400 LOWER UNCLASSTFIED 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
9934 174,0 AIRCHEW 5000 4000 100N MAXIMUM FRTL=LEVEL """~ 5000 NU CUNFLICT wp ~~ "~ ==t -
9340 125.0 ATHCREW 500 o000 =500 LUWER FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NO ~ _
9952 126,0 RTC 5000 11000 ~6000 KAXLIMUM FATL=ATTALIN " 5000 ATC NO
9994 129.0 AIRCREW 1000 3500 =500 MAXTEUM _ FA1L=-LEVEL 3000 _NU CONFLICT NO
T 9491 T T130,0 ATC T 5000 3000 T 72000 LOWER ~~ FAIL-LEVEL S T 0 HNKNOWN YES
16004 13).0 ATC 11000 10000 1000 LIMER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NUNE NO
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R P ——p — -
ACTESSION 1D FLICHT ASSIGNED FLIGHT LEVEL EVASIVE MILITARY
hNUrapa NiIWHER REPURTER ALTITUDE ALTITUNE DEVIATION BOUND PATTERN DEVIATION ~ T ACTION = " INVOLVEDL 7
10904 1)2.0 ATC 14000 15000 -1000 I.OYER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 ATC YES
10122 77 13 0TATRCRENT T T 7T g500 T 7T e T T T -S00 T LONFR T FATL-MAINTALINT — @0 Nn COWFLICT WO
1uusn 135.0 ALHCHEN 10600 11000 400 FAXIKWUN  FALL=LEVEL 0 HU) CUNFLICT NO
luua? 13n,0 ATPCKNW 2) huu 21000 S00 HAXIMUM FAlL-LEVEL ’ ! 0 NO COUNFLICT NO coremT/
tnosg? 139.0 AINCREW 5000 4500 1001 LOWER FAIL=LeVEL 5000 NU COMFLICT YES o
10C 384 140,00 ALKF=ATC PRI00 26000 700 HAXIKUM FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO
e __10nsa 141,0 AITRUKER 1 1 1n400 ool =504 HMAXIMUN FALL-LEVEL 0 NU COWFLICT NO
- TT10093 T 144 0T ALRCHEN T meaao 13000 600 LONERTTTT HLC1LASSIFIED OTYESTT T T T NG
10105 145.0 ATC 7900 6000 tano HaximiN FAIL=ATTAIN 7000 NOHNE YES
10101 146,0 ATRCREW 22300 23000 =700 LUWER FALL=LFVEL . 0 N0 CONFLICT NO T
10118 147,0 AIRCREW 5200 £000 =00 LOWER FAIL-MAINTAIN 0 N0 CONFLICT NU
10120 149,0 AIKCHEW 29000 28000 1000 HAXIMUM FAIL=LEVEL T777°29000 YES NO o
10126 150.0 AIRCREW ;1 17000 18000 -=1000 LOWER FANL=-LFVEL L 1 NO CONFLICT NU
10132~ 153,07 ATk=-AtC 3000 2000 00N MAXIMUNT UNCLASSTFIEY T3000 HU CONFLICT NG -
10134 154,0 ATC 115400 1SN 00 HOO LUWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NONE NO
10221 157.0 ATHCHEW =~ 23350 23000 350 MAXImUM FAIL=LEVEL T 0 NO CONFLICT no =7 7 =7
10228 158,0 AIRCREM 9000 7000 2000 LOWER UNCLASSIFIRD 0 NU COUMFLICT NO
10240 159,0 AIRCKEW ' 4200 5000 -F00 1.OWER FAIL=-LEVEL crm~bB= e 9 NO CONFLICT NO - 7T T
10231 160.0 AIRCREW 24500 25000 1 =500 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 ND CONFLICT NO
102547 161,07 AIRCREW 10000 ROON 2000 MAXIMUK FAIL=ATIAINT TOOD6™'NO "CONFLICT MU
10259 162,0 AIRCPEV 6000 5000 1000 MAXIKUM  FAIL=-LEVEL 6000 NO CONFLICT MO
10274 163,0 AIRCPEW 6000 7000 ° =1000 MAXINUM FAIL=LEVEL T 6000 NO CONFLICT wp ~~ 777~ -
10279 164.0 AIRCKEW . 6400 7000 =600 LUWER FALL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NU
10293 165,0 ATC T 6500 ©B000 T T 7 =1500 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED =7 777 0 NU CONFLICT HO 777 Tt
10300 1h6.0 ATC 1 13000 14000 =1000 LUWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NO, TIME YES 1
T T 10T 1R9 . 00 ATRCREW 33000t 31000 '2000'nAxlnuH""UNCLnssIixuni“L“‘_jlboo‘Nn CUNFL1CII N
10374 170,.0 AIKCKEW 10000 9000 1000 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 10000 NO CULFLICT WO
10394 172.0 ATC A 13000 12000 """ 1000 MAXJMUM UNCLASSIFIED ~ 77777113000 NUME YESTTUTTTTTTT T
10395 173,0 ATC 11000 12000 1000 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NONE NO i .
T 1040 174.0 ATC . 15300 "7 14000 T "7 1300 LOVER UNCLASSIFIED =~ "T°17° 0 NO CUNFLICT nNO™— 777777777
10419 175,0 AIRCKEW 13900 15000 -1100 MAXINUM FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
—tlo451 TTT178L 0 ALKCREW 5400 5000 400 PAXIPUWT  FAIL-LEVEL ' 70 MO CONFLICTI MU -
10454 179.0 ATC 10400 9000 1400 LOWER UNCLLASSIFIED 0 NO CONFLICT NU I
T 10470 180.0 AIPCKEW ~ """ 24300 23000 T 1300 LOWER FAIL-LEVEL =~ " To NO CONFLICT NO ™~
10529 104,0 ATRCREW 10200 9000 1200 LOWER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 ATC NU e
10531 185,0 AIRCKREW 5500 6000 -500 MAXIMUM  FAIL-LEVEL { NO CONFLICT NO ~~~  ~°°°
10573 168.0 ATRCKEW 119200 124000 4800 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED I 0 NO CONFLICT NO
10574 7 18B9.0 AIRCKEW 4500 T T 3000 1500 LUWER ~ 7 T FAIL=LEVEL T TT0 NO CONFLIICT NOT T
10599 190,0 AIRCIEW 12000 15000 =3000 LUWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NU CONFLICT YES
10616 191,0 ATC : T 1900 20000 =400 LOV¥EH UNCLASSIFIED ~~7 77777 77 0 AIC yes TR oo
10637 193,0 ATC 16000 gnoo 2000 LOWER FALL=LEVEL 0 ATC no N
10655 195,0 AIKCREW 2600 3000 =400 LOWER FATL=MALNTAIN 0 ATC NO
10656 196,0 AIRCREW I 10200 ‘11000 ~800 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 1 0 NU CONFLICT NO )
107397 201.0 AINCREW 15600 116000 =400 LOWERT — FAIL-LEVEL ~— ~ 0 YES T D S
10741 202.0 A1KCKFMW 32300 31000 1300 LOWER FATL=1EVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT YES
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ACCESSINN
NHTunER
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10787
12771
10114
10775
1OIAS
10743
10RS?2
1DRAR
10340
10387
10925
10939
10439
10355
10979
10944
10999
11070
11072
11075
11080
110A2
11100
{1104
11105
11129
11128

T 11129

111130
Ttnt
11141
1
11258
112168
11245
11302
11122
11325
11350
o 113171
11976

11379

1139)
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CASF LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATION INCIDENTS

m FLIGHT ASSIGNED

NUIMHER REPORTER ALTITHUE ALTITUDE DEVIATION
204.0 AINCKEW 5000 3000 2000

TT208 0T ATRGKEER TTT T T1as00 T T g0n00 T 500
20n,0 ATC 1800 7500 ~2700
207,60 21C <000 4000 1ono
2UK,0 AIC RALD 9000 400
00,0 ATC HA00 KOO0 600
210,0 ATHCHEW 13400 14000 -huU
211,07 ATHCREW 13200 14000~ -H00
215.0 AIR=ATC 10300 8000 2000
21h,0 ATC 1600 3n00 ~=1400
217.,0 ATC 7300 9000 ‘«1700
219,0 AIRCKEW 11000 10000 1000
227.0 ATKCKEW 10200 11000 ~800
223,07 ATRCREW {0700 {0000 700
224.,0 AILCPEW 1h000 15000 1000
227.0 AINCREW 5HUL0 7000 =1200
229,0 AJRCkEw 15700 18000 =2300
230.0 AIKCKEW 5000 5500 ~500
233,0 AIHCREW 6000 5000 1000
237.0 ATRCREW 20000 29000 “1000
238.0 ATC 2100 9000 700
240.0 AIKCHEW 12000 14000 =2000
241,0 AIKRCREW 12500° 13000 =500
242,0 ATC 8000 9000 «1000
243.,0 ATC 5600 5000 600
244,07°ATC T 14500 16000 =1500
245,0 ATHCREW 30no00 31000 =1000
250,1 ATC 11700 11000 700
250.2 ATC 12500 12000 500
250,3 A1C 1h900 16000 900
251.0 AIRCREW 2000 2400 =400
252,07 ATRCREY 1500 7000 ‘500
251,0 AINCRFW 5500 5000 500
254,0 A IRCREW 16000 14000 2000
257.0 AINCREW AD0N 8000 =2000
259,0 ATHCHEW 5000 An00 1000
263.0 ATC go00 6100 2000
T205. 07 ATRCREW 24n00 23000 1000
26h.,0 ATHCREW 7500 9000 ~1500
26%.0 ATRCHEW AunNn 10000 =2000
27,0 ATC 10800 11000 =200
272.0 AITC 31300 5000 =1700
275.0 ATC 15200 16000 KOO
276,07 AL1CREW n200 5000 " 1200
277.0 AIRCREW 4500 7000 =2500

BOUND

"FLIGHT
PATTERN

LEVEL

DEVIATION

EVASIVF
ACTINN

LONER
HAXINMUMTTT
LuwER
LOnEN
LOWER
LOWER
LOWEK
MAXIMUNT™
MAXTHUM
HAXIHMUN
LOWEP
LOWER
LOYWENK
MAXIMUN "
LOWER

MAX] UM
LOVER
LOWER
MAXIMUM
MAXIMUMNT -
LUYER
LOWER
LONER
MAXIMUM
LOWER
LOWER ==
MAXTMUM
LuvER
LOWER
LOveER
LOVER
LOowER =7
MAXINDM
LOWER
MAXIMUM
HAXTMUM
MAXIMUNM
MAXIMUM T
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
LOWER
MAXIMUM
LOWER
HAXT MM

TUFAIL=LEVEL

FAIL=-LE VEL
FAIL=LEVEL ™
FAIL=ATTAIN
FAIL=FPATHTALIN
FALL=LEVEL
FPATL-LEVEL
FAIL=-LFVEL
FAIL=LFVEL ~
FAIL=ATTAIN
FAIL-MAINTAIN
FAIL-LEVEL
FAIL=LEVEL
FATL=-LEVEL
FAIL=LFVEDL
FAIL=MAINTAIN
FAIL=-LKVEL
FATIL=LEVEL
FAIL=-MAINTAIN
FATL=LEVEL

0 NO CONFLICT
0"NU CONFLICT
0 UNRNOWN

0 NU CONFLICT
0 A1C

0 NONE

0 NN CNHHFLICT

0 MU cuhrLicT
10000 YES
1600 NONE

0 UNKNOWN

0 NO CONFLICT
0 YES

0" MU CONFLICT
0 NN CONFLICT
0 MO CONFLICT
0 NO CONFLICT
0 NU CHNFLICT
0 YES

FATL=ATTAINTT 28000 NO CONFLICT

UNCLASSIFIED 9200 ATC
FAIL=LEVEL - 0 N0 CNNFLICT
FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT
FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT
{INCILASSTFIED 0 ATC
FAIL=LEVEL ~ 77 0 UNKENOWN
FATL=ATTATN 30000 NU CONFLICT
FATL=MAINTAIN' T 0 NU CONFLICT
FAIL=-MATNTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT
FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT
FATL=MAINTAIN 0 MO CONFLICT
FALL=LEVEL, ~~ 777 770 NO COGNFLICT
INCLASS1FIED 0 NO CONFLICT
FAIL=LEVEL T 7777 0 MU CNNFLICT

FATL=MAINTAIN
FAIL=LEVEL
UNCLASSIFIED
FAIL-LEVEL ~
FAIL=LEVEL
FATL=MAINTAIN =
UNCLASSIE1ED
FAIL=MAINTAIN®
FATL=MAINTAIN

FATIL=ATTALIN

6000 NO CUNFLICT
5000 NN CONFLICT
8000 NI CUNFLICT
TTT 24000 NO CNNFLICT

0 NU CONFLICT
0 NIY CUNFLICT
0 ATC

0 N CONFLICT
0 NO CONFLICT
0 NN CONFLICT

4500 NONE

PAGE "4 T
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MILITARY

INVOLVED 7

wo (o

NO
NU
no
NO
D)
no

no~T

tio
HO
O
1]
NO)
NO
NO
NO
NO
N()
NO
HO
NO
NO
NO
YES
NO

N0~

NO
NO
NO
ND
ND
NO
NU
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO T
NO

NOU
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CASE LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATIAN INCIDENTS

I
T I T

PAGET™ & :

n/R0
siow 1
R NUNKER

11323 274.0
11349 777 2n1,0
11459 2h2.0
11485 24510
11447 246.0
11502 247.0
11507 2%M.0
115107 "7 249.0
11511 290.0
11541 291,0
11556 292.0
11563 294.0
11573 296.0
115841 297,0
11603 IngL2
11626 305,0
11629 306.0
11645 309.0
11680 310,0
11656 77 311,0
11661 312.0
11674 313,0
11617 Mh,0
11740 321.0
11752 322.0
11774 773230
11276 3240
11740 326,0
11795 327.0
11H08 3729.0
11844 .0
11H49 —332,0
11471 333,.0
114A4 334.0
11R9) ER N
INELT] 339,0
11902 341,0
11944 42,0
11962 343,0
11979 3i4,0
11904 345.0
12011 34A4.0
12029 349.0

120321 350.0
12014 35%1.0

P S,

rLiGur ASSICHED FLIGHT LEVEL EVASIVE MILITANRY
REPOKTER ALTITUDE ALTITUDE NEVIATION NOUND PATTENN * " DEVIATION " "7'ACTION "7 InvoLven TTTT
ATHCREW 22000 21000 1000 MAX1IMUM FAIlL=LEVEL 22000 NUNE NO
ATHCKRE R T T Wion 800D TOO0THAXIHINS FALL=ATTATI T0TRO CONFLTCT WO T
ATC 10000 Ynoo 1000 LUWER FALL=FAINTAIN 0 NUuE YES B
AIRCHRW A100 7000 =900 MAXIMIM FALL~LEVEL 0 YES N o
ATRCHEW 3500 5000 -1500 MAXIMUM  FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 MU CUNFLICT NO
ATHCKEW 21600 2100y 600 MAXTMUM FAIL-LEVEL 0 ~u CUKFLICT NO o
ATC HNON unnn 500 MAXIMUM N&CLASSTFIED 0 NI CNNFLICT NO
ATRCREW K 3INO snnd 1300 Lokl —  FATL=-LEVEL™ 0 hO T CUNFILICT NU
ATC s5010 5000 500 MAXIMUM  UNCLASSIFIED 0 NO CUNFLICT NU .
ATC 16000 1onoon £000 MAXIMUM FAIL-ATTALN 0 ATC NO
ATRCREW 4500 6100 =1500 MAXTIMUM FAIL=LEVEL 4500 YES NO
ALNCREW 5700 5000 700 MAXIMUM FALL=LEVEL 0 NUO CONFLICT NG T -
ATC 10600 11000 =400 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC . NU
ATC 1600 12000 <1200 LOWERT™  FANL=MAINTAIN DT YES
ATC 9000 wono 1000 LUWER FATL=LEVEL 9000 NU CONFLICT NO
ATC 14500 14000 500 LUWER UNCLASSIFIED ’ 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
ATC 5500 5000 500 LOWER UNCILASSIFIED 0 ATC NO
ATKCREW 3000 4000 =1000 LUWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NU CONFLTICT NO ’
ATHCREW 4000 Jono 1000 MAX TMUM YNCLASSIFIED 4000 NU TIME YES
AIRCRENW 24400 25000 =600 LOaERT — FATL=LEVEL T0TNOTCUNFLICT I NUTT
ATHCIEW 9300 6000 3300 LOWER FATL-HAINTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NO
ATRCHEW ~000 7000 “1n0n LOVER FAIL=1.FVEL, i 0 NO CONFLICT NO o )
AJRCREW 11600 11000 £00 LNWEK FATL=-MAINTAIN 0 ATC YES .
ATC 23400 23000 400 LUWER UNCLASSIFIHD 0 UNKNDWN NO
AIRCPEW 19500 17000 2500 LUWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NO CONFLICT YES
ATC T 15400 T 1160002600 LOWLK  UNCLASSIFIED 0TUNKNOANT TTYES
ATRCKEW 9000 10000 «1000 MAXIMUM FALL=LEVEL 9000 MU CONFLICT N U |
ALKCREW 8000 - 10000 =2000 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 778000 NO CUNFLICT NO
ATC anno 2500 1500 LNWER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 NONE NO o
ATRCREW 15500 16000 =500 LOWER FAIL=LEVEL 0 NDO CONFLICT NO
ATC 13600 13000 600 HAXTH4UM  UNCLASSIFIED 0 UNKNDWN YES
ATCE 15600 T 15000 600 LOWER™ ™ FAML-LEVEL "~ 0 NO CONFLICT YES
ATRCREW 13700 14000 =300 MAXIMUOM  FAIL-LEVEL 13700 NN CNNFLICT NO L
ATHCREW 15000 10000 SU00 MAXTMUN FATL=ATTALN TTTTIT15000 MO CONFLICT AO
ATHCHEW 14600 14000 606 MAXIKUM FAIL=LEVEL 0 N CUNFLICT NU ~
AIKCHEW ?2BHG0 20000 ROO LOWER FALL=LFVEL 28800 NU CONFLICT MO
ATHCHEW 7300 7000 300 MAXIMLUM FAIL=MALNTAIN 0 NN _CUNFLICT MO
AIRCREW 174607 T 14000 =600 MAXIMUMT— FAIL=LEVEL 7 TONUTCONFLICT hO
AIHCREW 11000 10000 1000 LODKER FAJL=ATYAIN 0 NN CUNFLICT NU o
ATHCHREW 32000 33000 ~1000 LOWER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 MO CUNFLICT HO
ATHCREW 4400 4000 400 LOWER FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO
ATHCRRW 2RKH00 2R000 HOO LUWER FAIL=-LEVEL 0 NU CNNFLICT NO
ATRCKEW 5900 5000 900 LOWER FATL=LEVEL _0 NU CONFLICT NO
ATHCHEW HONO annon =1000 MAXIHUM  FAIL-IEVEL 8000 NO CONFLICT NO
ATHCKEW 13000 9000 4000 LOWER FAIL=ATTAIN 0 NO CURFLICT NO



DATF 12718750 CASE LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATION INCIDENTS T PAGEI T8 T
ATCLASTNN n FLIGUT ASSTGHED FLIGHT LFEVEL EVASIVE NILITARY
LiivngR NUNRER REPORTFR ALTITHUDE ALTITUDE DEVIATINN BOUYUD PATTERN DEVIATION ACTION INVOLVED™ ™77 7

12737 152.0 ATRCHER 5300 6000 =700 1L.ONER FAIlL=MAINTAIN 0_NO CONFLICT NO

T 127914 TO3INILOTATCT T T T T ke 2600 T T TTall000 T LOAER ‘_'Ii AlL=-LEVELTTT - OTUNKLE UK T T
17094 3I8Y.0 ATUCWER 2500 Jjono -500 LOWER FATL-LEVEL 0 NO CORFLICT Ny
120An8 156.D ATC AAON 7000 -4n0 LOWER UNCLASSTFT ) ATC NO o
120117 398 ,0 AIRCREW 1RNNO 17500 SN0 L,OWER INCLASSIE] MO CONFLICT MO
12091 JAUL.O0 AIPCREW Kh0n 10000 -1400 LO%ER UNCLASSIFI NONE NO e
12000 361.0 ATC . KON 5000 Jon0 L,OWFA UNCLASSIFY NUNF YES

T2 T T 3R 0 TATRCKFRR 3700 T4000 “=300 LOHER__”__FAIL-LEVE#I' 0" NOTCUNFLICT NO T

12148 In1.0 ATC 7000 5000 2000 LOWER UNCLASSTFIED n ATC NO
12220 374.0 AIRCREW 6700 6000 700 LOAEP FAIL=LEVEL, h 0 NU CONFLICT KO T
127221 375.0 AIRCRENW 20000 23000 3000 LOWER FATL=NFAINTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NO
12222 376.2 AIRCI'FW 3400 4000 =600 LUOWER UNCLASSIFIED . CONFLICT NO R
12246 379.0 AIKCHFW 16200 17000 . =800 LUWER FATL-IMAINTAL CONFLICT NO
12277 1R2,0 ATC 7 2600 2000 TAO0 TLOWER UNCLASSIFIED ™ R )
12276 3R3,0 ATC 1300 2000 1300 LOWER FAIL=LEVEL z NO
12310 187.0 AIRCREW 1nnoo 8000 2000 MAXIWUM FAIL=ATTAIN CONFLTICT NO R S
121322 3KALN AIRCREW 7000 10000 «3000 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAL CONFLICT NO
12130 359,0 ATC 327200 nooon 1200 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAL VE NO - T
12112 Aun,n ATC 000 5000 =2000 MAXTMUM FATL=ATTAIN __ o1 NO

- ~12333~ " Fayq, 07 ATC 4900 throo0 21100 MAXTHUMT T AT L=MAINTALR . NE T YES
12157 391.0 ATC 13900 14000 =600 MAXIMUM FATL=-LEVEL 0 NUNE NU
12361 394,01 ATC 1700 2000 =300 [,OKER FATL=MATNTAIN 0 HU CUNFLICT NU o
12361 3y4,2 ATC 1000 2000 -1000 1L,OWKER NHCLASSIFIED 0 MO CUNFLICT NO
12368 395,0 ATC 36600 37000 =400 LOWER FATL=MAINTAIN 7 T T 0 No CONFLICT HO Tt
12373 39A,0 ATC I , I totn0 10000 700 MAXTHMUM FAIL=LEVEL 0 YES NO
12374 347 /07TATC 14000 130001 1000 MAXIMUN T HATL=LEVEL ™ O MO CONFLICT NO -
12339 3Yd.0 AIKCREW 4000 4500 =500 LOWER UNCLASSIFTIED 0 NONE NO
2415 199,0 AIHCREW 24000 23000 1000 MAXI®IM FAIL=LEVEL © 24000 M) CONFLICT MO o
12413 401,0 ALWCPEW 11900 10000 AN0 MAXIMUM FAIL=MATHTAIN 0 NU CONFLICT NO
12428 493.,0 ATC Q7200 11000 =1R00 LOWER FAIL=MAINTAIN ~ "0 ATC NU T T
12446 406.0 AYKCREWI 5200 4000 1200 MAXIMUM FATL=MATULAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NU

T 246ATT T 407,07 ATRCREW 2500 160077 =100 MAXIKUN T FANL=LFVEL T N0 CONFLICY NOUT
12167 40R,0 AIKCHFW 35000 33000 2000 LOWER FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO
12495 410,0 AIRCHEW 7000 6000 1000 MAX MUK FAYL-LEVEL T 7000 MO CONFLICT nwolT T T T
12515 412,0 AIKCREW 13500 15000 -1500 LOWEK FAIL-MAINTAIN 0 MO CUNFLIC1 MO
12551 414,0 ATC 4600 5000 =400 LOWFR FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 ATC NO T T
1755 % 415,0 ATC 6000 5000 1000 LUWEFR FAIL=LEVEL 0 UNKNOWN NO
12546 " 4llle 0 AIRCREY 9500 "~ 710000 777 w500 MAXTMUM T FAIL=LEVEL T T 9500 NN CONFLICT NO—
12593 417.0 AIRCKEW 10000 RO00 2000 MAX1MUM FAIL=ATTAIN 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
12516 41R,0 AIKCFRW 2R500 21000 1500 MAXI UM FAIL=ATTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NO T
12631 419,1 AIRCKSW 10000 11000 1000 MAX]14UM FALL=LEVEL 1000 NN CONFLICT NO
12631 419,272 PIPCREW 2500 3500 =1000 MAXIMUM FAIL=-LEVEL TTT2500 NO CONFLICT NO W7 TTTTTTT 7
12651 420.0 ATP=-ATC 10400 11600 =600 LOWEP FAIL=-LEVEL 0 YES NO

I 12659 421,00 ATC  ~ T "7 Mhano T ganol T T ylgoo noweR T UNCLASSIFIED T 7T TTT U0 NO COANFLICT NO T
12676 424,0 AlK=ATC 1IN500 10000 600 LOWEK FATL=1.EVEL 0 ATC NO




98

ACCESSINN 10 FLIGHT ASSIGNED
NiMMER NUKNER REPORTFR ALTITUDE ALTITUDFE  DEVIATINN ROIND
12497 42A,0 ATRCREW 21500 24000 ~500 MAXIMUM
TTH21307TT A8 0T AIRCREW T T T T 12400 T T T 13000 TahN0 MAXIMUMT T
12736 429,0 ATC 249000 11000 =4000 MAXIMUM
121556 431,0 ATC 5500 8000 =2500 MAXTNUW
12163 4372,1 ATC 10100 10000 300 LOWEP
12167 433,0 AIRCHEW 20500 21000 =500 LOWER
12770 414,.0 AIRCHEW 27600 22000 600 MAXTVUN
12777 435,07AlaecwEw 10000 RODO ™™ 7T 72000 MAXIMUMTT
127119 437.0 AIHCHEW 7000 6000 1000 MAXIMUM
12784 438,0 ATC 10400 11000 ~600 MAXIMUM
12R14 439.0 ATC 17000 18000 ~1000 LUNER
12022 A40.0 ATC 14100 13000 1100 LOWER
12HHY 443,0 AIHCREW 7300 6000 1300 LOWER
T 129117 4450 AIHCREW 150008 {7000 =2000 LOWER ~
120139 A4¢.0 ATC 10300 11000 =700 MAX1KUM
- 12956 450,0 AIRCREW 20400 20000 40N MAXIMUM
12945 451,0 AINCREW 1000 16000 2000 LOVER
12045 4%2,0 ATC 4000 3600 1000 MAXTHUM
12997 453.0 AIRCREW 7009 5000 2000 LOWER
T T TTT12999 T 455, 0TATKRCHFw 16500 16000 T 500 MAXTMDMT T
13004 457.0 AIRCREW 10700 10000 700 LOWER
13014 4549,0 ATC 7600 7000 600 LOWER
12017 460.0 AIRCHREW 11700 10000 1700 MAXIYUM
13033 AR?,0 ALRCREW AN00 4500 =500 MAXIMUM
131060 4h4,0 ATC 4700 6000 =1300 LUWEN
1077 T 146K,0 ATRCKRW 8500 6000 atud LOWER ™ —
13126 470,0 AIKCPEW 24000 23000 1000 MAXIMUM
13129 471,0 ATRCHEW 23000 24000 =1000 LOWEK
13129 472.,0 ATC 28100 29n00 =90N0 MAXIMUM
TTTTTTT 13291 475.0 ALIRCREW T 19500 19000 500 LUWER
13294 476,0 ATC 15900 14000 1000 MAXINUM
133321 477,0 AIRCKHRW 23000 TTTTT24000 7T ayong LOKER T
13163 47R,0 AIRCREW 22000 21000 1000 MAXLIMDN
13364 479.0 AIR=ATC 11000 10000 1000 NAYIMUM
13307 481,0 ATC 25000 26000 =1000 LOWER
IRRLE] 4R2,0 AIRCRFW 11709 7000 1700 LUWER
13409 4H1,0 ATRCAREW 1000 AONN 1000 LOWKR
‘”‘13471("’¢a4.0 ATRCHEW — —"T7 28700 7777 29000 T T e1bh0o LOWER
13471 465,0 AIRCREW 17000 18000 =1000 MAXTMIM
13472 AHA,0 AIRCHEW - 4500 6000 =1500 LUWER
13480 ARG, 0 AIR=ATC 10600 10000 600 LOWER
13409 4ua9,n ATC 2000 2500 =500 LUWFR
ms2s 491,0 ATC Inno 2000 1000 MAXTMUM
135547 493,00 AIRCREW 16400~ T~ T17000 T =600 1,04FP
1351 4495,0 ATC 12000 11000 1000 LOWER

DATE 12/14/80

CASE LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATION INCIDENTS

T e L L T LT

TFATL=ATTAIN

FLIGHT
PATTERN

FATL=1.FVEL

FAIL=-LEVELT ™77

FATL=MAINTALIN
FALL.=MAINTAIN
FALUL=MAINTAIN
FATL-LEVEL
FAIL=LEVEL

FAIL=LFVEL
[INCLASSTFIED
FATIL,=MAINTAIN
FRIL=-LFVEL
FAIL=LEVEL

FAIL-LEVEL"

FA1L,-LEVEL
FAIL=MAINTAINT
FAIL=-LFVFL,
FAIL=LEVEL
FATL-LEVEL
FAIL=1LEVKL
FAIL-LEVEL
FATL-LFVEL
HNCLASSTFIED
FATL-LRVEL
FAIL=MATNTAIN

FAIL-MAINTAIN

FATIL=LEVEL
FAIL=LFVEL
FAIL=-LEVEL
FAIL=LEVEL

FAIL=1,
FATL=1EVEL
FATL-LEVEL
UNCLASSTETED
FAIL=LEVEL
UNCLASSTFTED

FAILEMATNTAIN =

FALL=LEVEL
FALL-LEVEL
FATL=MAINTAIN
HHCLASSTEIED

FALL=MAINTAIN

FAlL=LFVEL
FATL=LEVEL

LEVEL
DEVTIATION

EVASLIVFE
ACTINN

MILITARY
INVOLVED

0 NO COHFLICT NU
T 0 NU CUNFLICT NO
29000 NU CNAFLICT NO
- 0 UNMKNU=N YES
0 NU CONFLICT HO

0 YES no
22600 NU CONFLICT NOU
T10000°NU COUNFLICT "NO
7000 NO CONFLICT NO

0 YES NO

0 YES YES

0 NO TIME YES

0 NO CONFLICT NO
TTT0T MU COMFLICTTNG
10300 NU CONFLICT WO
’ 0 NO CONFLICT NO
0 NO CONFLICT NN

4000 NO CUNWLICT NO

0 NO CUNFLICT NOU

"0 NI CONFLICT Mo~

0 NU CONFLICT NO

0 ATC NO)

0 NO CHONFLICT NO

p=--

0 NO CHNFLICT NO
0 NU TIME YES
0 ATC TTNDT

24000 N CUNFLICT MU
Tt 0 NO CONFLICT NO
0 N() CONFLTICT NO
0 NO CONFLICT NO

15000 NU CONFLICT NO
T 0 N
22000 YES ND

TTTTTU11000 NO CONFLICT NO ©

0 YFS NO

0 NO CONFLICT NO

7000 NO TIME NO
T 0 N CONFLICT NO
0 NU CUNFLICT NO

0 NO CONFLICT NO

0 Nf CUMFLICT NO

0 YES NO
3000 ATC YFS
“TT 70 NO CNMFLICT NGO
12000 UHKNOWN YES

L T L L L L L L LT T P P P Y Y P P R P L Y

CUNFLICT HO '~

) G,
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DATE 12718780
ACCrSsStnn 10
Ni)u e R NUMUE R
136013 494,0
T 7134112 T 7 T40,0°
1 VAR Snn,0
13n2) S0 .1
11423 50,2
1329 505,01
11A129 S0ALN
138337 7507,07
13551 SCR.0
11640 S10,0
13573 S11.0
13578 512.0
13685 516.0
T 131277 519,0
13733 520,0
- 13734 522.0
11758 524.0
13762 526.0
131738 S?2R,0
11795 529,0
137954 536.0
131807 $33.0
13829 537.0
1318234 54n.0
13R42 541.0
1344977 754)3,07
13871 544,0
- 130R0 546,0
1349813 S47.0
T 138R6 54R8,0
[RELL] $49,0
134997 §50,0°
1349) 551.0
- ERELEL 552.0
131a9nn 553.0
12922 5H%1.0
13941 $56,0
13967~ 557.0
13969 558,0
13979 559.,0
13992 $AN.0
139495 5A2.In
13997 S63.0
13990 " 5h4,0
14017 56710

CASE LISTING UF ALTITUDFE DEVIATION INCIDENTS

D i X gy gy

TTTTUPAGET e T

...... eeereccncccccctcccccctectccncccctecnccccccnccccccaanas ¢
- -

FLIGHT ASS1GNHED
REPORTFR ALTITUDE ALTITHDE DEVIATION
ATRCAFW SA00 5000 ROO
AIRCHEW =T 77T 54007 T T TTTTS000 T T T 400
ANIHUKRENW gnan f1noon =1000
ATC 10140 10000 700
ATC fninn 11000 =700
ATC 4000 5000 ={000
ATC 5000 6000 =1000
AIC 2200 3500 21300
ATC 5100 S000 100
ATHCREW 10000 11000 -1000
AIRCREW 17900 17000 900
AIRCREW 10500 10000 ' 500
ATRCREW 6800  t 6500 300
AIRCREW 10000 T 8000 2000
ATRCREW 4300 35n0 ROU
AIRCREW 5700 5000 700
ALRCREW eann 10000 =1400
ATHCREW 10300 10600 300
AIRCREW 11000 4000 3000
AINCRE W 215007 230007 =1500
AIR=ATC 27050 29000 -1950
ATKCKFW 6000 5000 1000
ATC 20000 19000 1000
ATRCREW 14000 18000 =4000
ATC 14000 1 1sno0 -1000
ATC ™ 6600 T 6000 " 600
ATC 7000 6000 1000
AIRCREW B 35500 35000 500
AIRCREW 276100 24000 =400
ATHCHEW T 30300 31500 T 1200
AIPCPEW 17500 15000 2500
ATCIT T 11000 10000 1000
ATRCREW 24300 25000 =700
AIRCREW 73100 AOND 1300
AIRCREW 22000 20000 2000
ATC 1100 1300 =200
A IRCREW _hS500 SANO 1500
ATC 11400 110007 "7 400
AIRCREW ASDN 5000 1500
ATC 11100 12000 «900
ATC 10000 11000 =1000
AlPCREW 9100 10000 -ou0
ATRCRFW 3000 500 =500
ALRCREW 132001 14000 -A00
AIRCKEW 11100 10000 1300

" BOUND

HAXTHUM

FLIGNT
PATTERN

FATL=LEVEL

TLOWEK TALLSLEVEL

LOWER
LOwEN
LOwWE®
MAXIMUM
1LOWER
LOWERT
LOWER
1.OVER
MAXTMUM
LOWER
MAXIMUM

FALL=LEVEL
FAIL=-LEVEL
FAIL=LEVEL
FAIL=ATTAIN
_UNCLASSTFIED
UNCLASSIFIED
EATL=LELVEL
FAJL-MAINTAIN
FATL=LEVEL
FAIL=ATTAIN
FAIL=-MAINTAIN

LEVEL

“" DEVIATION

0 _NO

EVASIVE  MILITARY ___
ACTION INVALVED
CUNFLICT NO

~NOTCONFLICT NOD

0 NO

"0 nO

0 NO

CONFLICT NO
CNNFLICT NO
CONFLICT NO

4000 NO CONFLICT NO

0 UN
0 un
0 AT
0 HO
0 NO
0 NU
0 YF.

TMAXTMUM FAIL-ATTAIN 10060 1o
4300 NO

MAXIMUM
MAXIMITM
MAXIMUM
MAXIMUM
1.0Wen

HINCLASSIFIED
FMIL=LEVEL
FAIL-LEVEL
FAIL=-LEVEL
UNCLASSIFIED

MAXIMUM T FATL=LEVEL

MAX TMLM
LOwWER
LOWER
MAXTMUM
LNvFR

FAJL-1EVEL
FATL=LFVFL
FAIL=MAINTAIN

FATL=MAINTAIN ~

FATL=-LEVEL

UMAXIMUM T FAIL-LEVEL

0 NOU
0 NO
0 NO
0_Nn
n NO
0 NO

6000 NO

0 NO

14000 NO

0 NO
07AT
0 un
0 NU
0 ye

"0 N

0 AT

thC

0 NO
0 N0
0 N0

0 NU

0 NO

07AY

0 NO
0 AT

KHOWN YES
KHOWN ~— NO
c NO
CONFLICT NO
CUNFLICT ND
CONFLICT NO
S 7o)
CONFLTCT MO
CNNFLICT NO
CUNELICT NO
CONFLICT NO
CONFLICT No
CNHNFLICT NU
CONFLICT U
T IME HO
CONFLICT NO
TIME YES
CUNFLICT NOU
NE ND
[ — TV
KNOWN NO)
CUNFLICT NO
s NO
CONFLICT NO
(o NO
CONFLICT NO
CONFLICT NO

CONFLICT M)~

CONFLICT NO
CONELICT nO
COHFLICT nO
c R
CONFLTCT NOD

c NO

10000 NU CUNFLICT NO
9100 NU CONFLICT NO

LOWER FAIL=-LEVEL
LOWER FATL-LEVEL
AAXIMUM  FAIL-LEVEL
LOWER UNCLASSIFIEDL
LOWER UNCLASSIF1ED
MAXIMUM "FATL=LEVELI™
MAXIMUM  FAIL=1.EVFL
MAXIMUM  FAIL=-LEVEL
L0wWkk FATL=LEVEL
MAXTMUM  FATL=LEVEL
LOWER FALL=LEVEL
LOWER ™ T FALL-LEVEL TTT
MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL
LOWER UNCLASSIFIED ™ =
MAXIMUM  FATL=-ATTAIN
MAXTMUM  FAIL-LEVEL
LOWER FAIL-LEVEL

KAXIMUVMT T TFAIL=LEVEDL

LOWER

FAIL=MAINTAIN

0 NO

0 NI
0 NU

CONFLICT NO
CONFLICT WO
CONFLICT NO
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DATE 12/18/A0 CASE 1.ISTING NF ALTITUDE UDEVIATION INCIDFNTS PAGE 9
ACCHrSSTON tn FLIGHT ASSIGNFRD FLIGHT LEVFL EVASIVE MKILITARY
NUFAFR NIIMBER REPORTER ALTIfUNE  ALTITUDE  DEVIATION "ROUND PATTERN DEVEIATION ™ ° ACTION T IavOLVED T T T T
. REIAR SARA .0 ATC 12000 11000 1000 1.OWFR FAIL=LEVEL 0 ATC YFS
10071 T T K89, 0 TATC T T T T T R1A0TT TN 1000777 T1100 LOREKT T FAILSLEVEL 0 NU TIHE YLS
13074 510,0 AINCRFW 1AR00 17000 =200 I.OWFR FATL=L*»VEL 0 NO CONFLICT NN
140d4 571,00 ALNCHEW 11000 15000 -4n00 1,0nER FAIL-LEVFL T 0 ND CONFLICT NN ToTTT T
14nag 572.0 ATRCHEW 221700 22000 700 LOWER FALL=LEVEL 0 NU CONFLICT NO
14109 573.0 ALNCHSW 1600 Hoon =400 LUWER FAIL=-LFVEL ’ 0 NO CONFLICT NO - -
14111 574,0 ATC 14000 15000 -1000 LN¥E® FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLTCT NO
T1411A "S1R.,0° ATIRCRCW 23)00 23000 T 300 LOWERT  FATL=LEVELT Ol NO CONFLICT NO
14117 577.0 AIKCRHW 6R00 7000 =200 LOWER FATL=MAINTAIN 0 NU COMFLICT MO
14141 579.0 AIRCPEW 6000 10000 «4000 MAXTIMUM FATL=MAINTAIN 6000 NU CONFLICT NO
14262 5RS.0 ATC 3500 1400 2100 LOWER IINCLASSIFTED 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
1426A 586.0 ATC 4000 3000 1000 LOWFR UNCLASSIFIED 770 o YES NO Tt T
14248 SH7.0 ATC 28600 20000 600 LUWER UNCILASSIFIED YES NO
1427177 "5HR,0 AIRCREN  ~ 32300 33000 =700 MAx1~U“‘1AxL-nnlnTan‘““““}T}bo ‘NOCONFLICT hO
14278 SHO,0 ATC 20900 29000 9Nt MAXIMUM  FAIL=MAINTAIN RTC MU
14280 5490,0 ATC 3000 2000 1000 LOWFK UNCLASSTFLED n N1 CONFLICT NO T
14289 591,0 ATRCREW 14000 15000 =1000 LOWER FATL=LEVEDL 0 NU CONFLICT NO
14326 594.,0 ATC 2600 000 =400 [LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 77777 0 YES NO T
14124 595,0 ATC 7000 5000 . 2000 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC YES
T 141407 596K .0 ALRCREW 13000 T {40001 21000 LOWERT T FALL=LEVElL, T I130ba ho CONFLICT TNO
14)4R 59R,N AIHCREW 12900 12000 900 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 0 NU CONFLICT NU
14355 £00.0 AIRCREW 15600 35000 600 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NO -
14156 601,0 ATHCREW 124uv 33000 =A0N MAXIMUIM  FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 NU CUNFLICT HO
141365 602,0 ATC 1A500 16000 500 1LOWER FALL=LEVEL T 0 UNKNUWN YFS - -
14347 £0S.0 ATC 20400 20000 400 1.OWER FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 ATC NO
14413417 €06,0 AIRCREW 11400 13000 ={600 LUWER ™ FAIL=LFVELT T N0 CONFLICT MO
1443% 607.1 ALRCHEW H500 10000 1500 LOWER FATL=MATUTAIN 0 NU CCNFLICT NO
14452 50Y,0 AIRCHEW 1000 5000 =2000 LUWER FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NU) - -
14474 610.,0 AIRCREW 11800 10000 2200 LOWFR INCLASSIFIED 0 NO CUNFLICT NU
- 14475 611,0 AIICREW 8000 6000 ° 2000 LOWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NONE NO Tttt
14478 12,0 ATRCREW 1200 1900 =700 LNWHR FAIL=LEVFL, 0 NO CONFLICT NO
- 144428 614.0 ALRCREW 150007 14000 11000 MAXTMUN — rAru-lrvaL‘“““"“"r56on NU CONFLICT NO
14448 615,0 AIRCREW 5200 6000 =800 MAXIMUM  FAIL-HAINTAIN NO CONFLICT NO
- 14193 616,0 ATWCHEW 23000 22000 1000 MAXIMUM FAIL=-1.EVEL 23000 NO CUNFLICT NI Tt T
14514 617.0 AYC 4y0n 5000 =500 MAXIMUM  FAIL=-LEVEL 0 ATC NO
14529 619,0 AIRCREW 10000 BNOO 2000 MAXIMUM FAIL=ATTAIN 10000 NU CONFLICT NO oo
14533 621,0 AIRCHEW HENO 9000 ~400 [f1WER FAIL=LKEVEL 0 NU CUNFLICT NO
T 14517 R2S,0 ATRCHEW 10000 11000 L1000 WAXTMUMTT FAIL=NAINTAIN ™ "710000 HO CONKLICT NO™
14585 76,0 ALRCHEW 123nn 13000 =700 LOWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT MU
1459R 62R.0 ATKCKEW ®200 8000 200 LOWER UNCLASSTFIED ™"~ 0 M) CONFLICT NO nT
14603 £29.0 ATC 25000 24000 1000 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NULE NO
14m11 £30,0 ATC 2000 6000 4000 LOWFR FATL=MATNTAIN 0 ATC YES © B
14633 £31,0 ALKCPEW_ 22300 23000 =700 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 0 YES Ho
146961 634,0 ATC 24100 T 77T 24000 T 77T 400 LOWER T TTUNCLASSIFIED TTT oA T TN T
141720 635.,0 AIRCREW 23000 22000 1000 LOWER FAIL=ATTAIN 0 A'UC NO
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CASE LISTING OF ALTITUDE DEVIATINN INCINENTS

ACCESSTOY 1n FLIGHT ASSIGNED

e NUMKFR  REPORTER ALTITUDE  ALTITUDE DEVIATION
14722 637.0 ATHCKEW 800 6000 =200
TTTH4723 TTT 6240 T ALKCHEY T T T T10000777 T T 110007 T T Tegnow
11127 40,0 AIRCHRNW 7000 6000 1000

N 14719 Ad1,0 ALKCRVW 2300 21700 =400
18747 £42.0 ALNCREW 30200 29000 1200
14764 H43.0 ATHCREW 10500 13000 =2500
1476H f44.,0 AIWCKHFRW 1h00o 1anaQ 3000
1an00™ 646,00 Alk=ATC 1hooo tynon -1000°
14849 651.0 ATC 33900 33000 900
1an4s £54.0 AIRCREW 7000 11000 =4000
14947 655.0 AIRCHREW 9600 10000 =400
11450 A%6,0 ALC 10200 9000 1200
14454 657.0 ATRCREW 6300 7000 =700
14457 ASR.0 TALRCHEW 14000 16000 =2000
14RAS REO.O ALRCHEW 29000 2R000 1000
T 14491 662.0 ATC 22700 23000 =300
14325 666.0 ATC 10500 5500 5000
14910 667.0 AIRCREW 23000 22000 1000
14945 670,0 ATC 4000 3000 1000
149767 671,10 ATRCREW 19300 20000 -700
147489 672.0 AIR-ATC 23500 23000 500
15001 74,0 AIRCREM 21400 20000 1400
15015 676,0 ATC 15500 16000 =500
15025 617,0 AIR=ATC 9400 12000 2600
15042 £79.1 AJRCHEW 13000 15000 =3000
150427 77619.2 AIRCRRW 5100 T 6000 T =300
15952 6R0,0 ATC 35000 31000 4000
15127 688.0 ATC 29900 29000 9nn
15133 69n,0 AIRCREW ADOO 7000 1000

B 15143 691,0 AIKCREW 21500 20000 1500
15159 692.0 ATC 13500 13000 500
151727 693.0 ATC ~ 4100 4000°" 7 400
15281 695.0 ATC 12000 11000 1000

: o 15292 696,0 ATC " 17000 16000 1000
15291 97,0 ATC 17400 21000 =3200
15391 102.0 ATC 3000 5000 ~2000
15401 703,0 AIR=ATC 4900 3000 * 1900
154267 04,1 ATC’ 5200 5000 200
15424 704,2 ATC 1900 6000 =1100
154130 705.0 A1P=ATC 20500 19010 1500
15579 708,0 AINCREW 26000 25000 1000
15535 709.0 AIRCKEW 10000 9000 10600
15514 710.0 ATC 7790 7000 700
15590 — 111,0 ATC 5000 6000 -1000
15611 712.0 ATC 19400 19000 )

T PAGET 1 "
]
"FLIGHT LEVFL EVASIVE MHILITARY
8ounD PATTERN DEVIATION =~ ACTINN INVOLVED )
LOWER FATL=HAINTAIN 0 NO CONFLICT NU
LOWER "~ TUNCLASSIFIED 7 """"g"no cuvevict po b
LUWER FALL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT MO
LUNKR UNCLASSTIFTED 0 NO CUNFLICT NU -
LOWER FATL=LEVEDL O N0 CCONFLIGT NO
1,OWER FAIL=L.EVEL 0 HU CONFLICT NN )
MAXIMUM  FAIL=HATINTAIN 6000 N CANFLICT NU
LOWER ~ 7 UNCLASSIFIED T "~ 0 ATC =~ 7 TNnTT
LUWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC YES
MAXIMUM FAJL=-MATHMTAIN ' 7000 HO CONFLICT NO -
LLOWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NU L
1L.OWER FAIL-LEVEL 0 UNKNOWN ] - o
LOVER UNCLASSIFIED 0 NU CHNFLICT NO
LOWER T FAIL=LEVEL ™ 0 My CONFLTICT RO
LUWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CCMFLICT NO
LUKER FALL=LRVEL 0 ATC ND -
LOWER UNCLBASSIFLED 0 IMKNUWN NO
LURER UNCLASSIFIED =77 0 NO CUNFLICT NO o
LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC NO
MAX IMUM FATL=LEVEL 0 'NUTCANFLICT NO
LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 UNKNDWE NO
LUAER UNCLASSTFIED "0 NO CONFLICT NO -
LOWFR UNCLASSIFIED 0 ATC NO
LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 MO TIMFE YES Tt T
1LUWER FATL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NN
LOYER "~ FAIL-LEVEL T 0 NOICOMFLICT NO ™~
MAXIMUM  FALL=ATTAIN 1 35000 ATC NO S
LOWER ° UNCLASSTFIED 17717 0 ATC NO ot
LOWER FATL=-LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NO
LOWER FALL-LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO o
LovkR FAIL=LEVEL 0 ATC YES
LOWER =77 UNCLASSIFIED ™ ol ATC TN T T T
LOWER UNCLASSTFIED 0 UMKHOWH YES
LOWFR UNCLASSTHFIEDD "~77" 1=~ 6 ynknowwn K T —
LOWFR FATL=LEVEL 0 ATC YES
LOWFR UMCLASSTFIED 0 UNKNOWN NU o
LOWER FALL=1EVEL 0 ATC NO
LOWER 7 FAIL=MAINIAIN™ “0° NO CONFLICT NO ™
LOWER FAIL=LEVEL L 0 NU CONFLICT NO
LIOWER FALL-LEVEL 77T goarC NO BT T oEe
LwER FATL=LEVEL 0 NGO CONFLICT NO
LUWER FAIL-LEVEL 0 NO CUNFLICT NO 7~ 7777777
LOWER UNCLASSTFIED 0 NO CONE'LICT NO
LUWRR 77 UNCLASSTFIEDT """ n UNKNOWN TNy
LOWER FATL=LEVEL 0 UNKNNAN YES
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DATE 12/18/40 CASE LISTING OF ALTITUNE UFVIATION INCIDENTS
ACCHSSTAN 1 FLIGHT ASSTGNED FLIGHT LEVEL _ EVASIVE _  _MILTTARY
NUMRER NUMHFR  RFEPOHTFR  ALTITUDE  ALTITUDE  DEVIATION BOUND PATTERN ~ DEVIATION ACTION INVOLVEDT ™~ -
R AL T14,0 ATRCHEW 28600 29000 =400 MAXIMUM  [INCLASSTFIFD 0 _NU_GONFLTCT NO
T T MR T 118, 0 TALRCHEN T 16007~ -74000" =240 0 LLOWER™ TINCUASSIFIED 0 NO confFLicT Wo
15672 719.0 AIRCREW 12000 q0nn 3000 L,OWER FAIL=LFVEL 0 NU CONFLICT %O __ .
15727 72010 AIWCHEW 34000 37000 =-1000 LNWHA EAUL=MAINTAIN 0 NO CUNFLICT MU
15798 725.0 ATC 24000 23090 1000 HMAXTNUR FAIL=MHAINTALIN 24000 YES YES I
15967 726,0 AIKUREW 8500 5000 500 LOWKR FATL=LEVHL U NUO CUNFLICT NO
15R469 727.1 ATRCREW 2500 3000 =500 MAXIMUY  FAJL=MAINTAIN 0 NU CNNVLICT ND
TTTTTTTTTISRB82TT T 12K,0 ATG 21200 24000 “H00 LOWERT  IINCLASSIFIED T NOTTTMET T T TN
15957 730.0 AIRCRHFW 20000 21000 ~1000 LOWER FATL=LEVEL 0 YES YES
15972 733.0 ATC 3100 3200 =200 1,OVE®D FAIL-MATNTAIN 0 NOHE N0 o -
15987 734,0 ATRCREW S600 5000 600 MAXIMUM  FAIL=-LKVEL 0 NO CONFLICT NO 1
16n42 735.,0 ATC 24R00 23000 JROO0 LNWFP UNCLASSTFIED 0 NO CNONFLICT YES T ——
16106 734,0 ATRCREW 14000 16000 =2000 [,NWHO FAIL=LEVEL 0 NO CONFLICT YES
16147 741.0 ALKCREW §600° 5000 KOO TLOWER T EALL-MAINTAIN 0 RU CORFLICTUNG
16140 742.0 AIRCHEW 18000 21000 =3000 LOWRR FAIL=MAINTAIN 0 MO CUNFLICT MO
T 161313 744,0 ATC 5000 4500 500 MAXIMUM UNCLASSIFLIED 8000 YtS YES
16212 746,0 AIRCREW 20000 21000 1000 LOWER FATL=1LEVEL 0 NN CONFLICT NO
15213 747.0 ALRCREW 15000 12000 3000 MAXIMUM FATL=ATTAIN 15000 NO CONFLICT NO -
16?272 149,0 ATWCREW 10000 11000 1000 MAXIMUM  FALL=LEVEL 0 N CUNFLICT NO
1A24277150,0 ATC T T3600t 9000 =5400 LUWER —  UNCLASSIFIED O utikaows T YRS
16799 757.0 ALHCHEW 15600 15000 AON MAXIMUM  FALL=LFVEL 0 N1 CONFLICT NO
16308 %R, 0 ATRCKEW 5000 4000 1000 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LRVEL - 0 NO CONFLICT hO
16325 759,0 ALRCKEW 10480 10000 480 MAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 0 YES NO
16133 761.0 AIRCREA 32H00 33n00 =200 LUWER FATL=MAINTAINT - 0 N0 CONFLICT NO : h
16450 765.0 ATC 27000 29000 =J000 MAXTMUM  FATL=MAINTAIN . 28000 UMKNOWN YES
163713 766,00 ATC 13000 12000 1000 LOWER "~ FAIL=LEVEL™" OTUNKNUWN ™" YES
16344 767.0 ATC 27300 24000 2300 MAXIMUM  1NCLASSIFIED 0 ATC NO L
- 15144 168,0 AIH=ATC 5700 5000 700 1LOWER FALL=LRVEL - 0 ATC No T T
163489 770.0 AIRCREW 5500 7000 1500 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 YES NO
TmTmTm 16397 771,01 ATC - 35000 " 37000 L2000 mAXINUN FATL=MAINTAIN 7777735000 NN CONFLICT NO T
16427 715.0 ATC 1100 2000 . =900 LUWER UNCLASSIFIED 0 IINKNOWH NO
164347 776 ,01ATC 12000 11000™ T 1000 LOWERT  FAIL=-LEVRL ™™ B UNKNOWNT ~"TTYES T
16454 778.0 ATC 11200 12000 . =-R00 LOWFR FATL=MAINTAIN 0 NONE NO e
T 15477 779.0 AIRCREW ST 2200 4000 T w1800 MAXIMUM  FAIL=MAINTAIN 77777 7 70 NO CONFLICT NO ~~— " 777
16446 700.0 ATC 6000 3000 3NO0 MAXIMUM  UNCLASSIFIED 6000 NO CONFLICT NO
16491 TH1.0 AIRCREW 16000 19000 =3000 MAXIMUM FATL=MAINTAIN " " 16000 NO CONFLICT NO T
16501 782.0 ATC 14000 15000 =1000 LOWER FATLL=LEVEL 0 ND CONFLICT NO _
165207 183,0 'AIRCHEW 31000 29000 72000 LOWER — — IINCLLASSIFIED 0NOTTIME T T YES
16525 784.0 ATC 11000 10000 1000 MAXTMUM  UNCLASSIFIED 11000 ATC NO D
1A544 785.0 ATC 2760 2000 700 LOWER UNCLASSIFIED =~ ~77777 0 ATC YES
16613 747.0 ATC 18300 19000 =700 LOWER \INCLLASSTFIRD 0 ATC Yes .
166217 1%8,0 ATC 1509 3000 «1500 LUWER UNCL.ASSTFIED 0 NU CONFLICT NO ) -
1646 749,0 ATC 23000 L 24000 =1n00 LUWFR FALL=-LEVFIL, 0 ATC __NO
16651~ "791,0 ATC 5400 1 & 6000 =00 LUWER ™ FAIL=LEVEL ~— 0 "NOTCONFLTCT WO
1F604 793.0 ATC 1n700 10000 700 MAXIMUM  UNCLASSTFIED 10300 ATC NO
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ACCESSION 10 FLIGHT ASSIGNED FLIGHT LEVFL EVASIVE MILITARY
NIIMBER NUMNHER REPORTER ALTITHDE ALTITUDE DEVIATION ROUND PATTERN 7~ DEVIATION ~'“ACTION "~ INVOLVED 77

e mtadnctcn mcmcbmee CreCenECE~S GECANcrRAcs ShcAccNeNE FEARACARceh CAhcecnSN CCRAECANCNENSn SARANCALANS NLACRASCCReE Anamemeean

16419 795,0 ATYCREW 13000 14000 -1000 PAXIMUM  FAIL=LEVEL 13000 NO CONFLICT NO
TUTTHRAIYT 196, 0TATC T T TTHO00T T T 50007 T 730007 LOWKKN T UNCLASSIFIES T 0TNO CUNFLICT NOT
16693 797.0 ArC 5900 5000 200 LOWFR FAIlL-LEVEL 0 UNKNOWH YES
14718 ROO.0 ATC 5700 5000 750 LOwER FAIL-LFVEL . ' 0 NO CONFLICT NO
16744 801 ,0 AIRCKEW 10500 10000 500 MAXIMUM  FAIL-LEVEL 0 N CUNFLICT NO
14759 RN2,0 ATC 6000 7000 =1N00 [,OWER UHCLASSTFIED 0 UNKNOWN NO
16770 B3, 0 ATC 112000 11000 1000 MAXIMUM  UNCLASSIFIED 12000 ATC YES

15851 —"405,0 ATC 3Isann 33000 2000 LOAER ™" UNCLASSIFIED 0 ArcC YES
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