2/28/2024 FOR YOUR INFORMATION 2024-38/8-2

2068539
To:  FAA (ATM ZMA ARTCC)

Info:  FAA (AVP-1, AVP-200, ASO-600, AFS-260, AFS-200, Director of Air Traffic Operations
ESA South), A4dA, AAAE, ALPA, AOPA, APA, ASAP, ATSG, EAA, ICAO, ICASS,
IFALPA, IPA, NAFI, NBAA, NTSB, RAA, SWAPA

From: Becky L. Hooey, Director
NASA Aviation Safety Reporting System

Re: ZMA ATC Procedures Possibly Generate Airborne Conflicts

We recently received ASRS reports describing a safety concern that may involve your area of
operational responsibility. We do not have sufficient details to assess either the factual accuracy or
possible gravity of the report. It is our policy to relay the reported information to the appropriate
authority for evaluation and any necessary follow-up. We feel you should be aware of the enclosed
deidentified report.

To properly assess the usefulness of our alert message service, we would appreciate it if
you would take the time to give us your feedback on the value of the information that we
have provided. Please contact Dr. Becky Hooey at (408) 541-2854 or email at
becky.l.hooey@nasa.gov.

Aviation Safety Reporting System
P.O. Box 189 | Moffett Field, CA | 94035-0189




ACN 2068539

DATE / TIME

Date of Occurrence 202401

Local Time Of Day 1201 to 1800
PLACE

Locale ZIX.ARTCC
State FL

Altitude - MSL 7500
ENVIRONMENT

Flight Conditions VMC
AIRCRAFT / EQUIPMENT X

ATC / Advisory - TRACON F11

Make Model Name Amateur/Home Built/Experimental
Operating Under FAR Part 91
AIRCRAFT / EQUIPMENT Y

ATC / Advisory - TRACON F11

Make Model Name Small Aircraft
Operating Under FAR Part 91

PERSON 1

Function - Flight Crew Pilot Flying
Function - Flight Crew Single Pilot
ASRS Report Number 2068539

EVENTS

Anomaly
Anomaly
Anomaly

Detector - Automation
Detector - Person

Miss Distance - Horizontal
Miss Distance - Vertical
Result - Flight Crew
Result - Flight Crew

ATC Issue - All Types

Conflict - NMAC

Deviation / Discrepancy - Procedural - Published
Material / Policy

Aircraft TA

Flight Crew

303

0

Requested ATC Assistance / Clarification

Took Evasive Action

NARRATIVE 1

| was enroute southeast bound on T208 VFR, in VMC conditions, not with flight following, at 7,500 ft. Roughly
around FORNI intersection located on V3, | was navigating on T208, roughly 3 or 4 miles northwest of MALET
intersection, | received an ADS-B In traffic advisory for traffic 12 o' clock, less than 1 NM, same altitude. It is
important to note that the traffic was not on my display prior to this alert. | saw the traffic on ADS-B appear on
my map as if their ADS-B Out just started to work. Upon receiving this alert, | checked my map to determine
the direction of the traffic, and recognized that it was in the opposite direction on the same airway at my
exact altitude. | disconnected my autopilot and checked ahead to find the traffic to ensure that | don't take an
evasive maneuver into the traffic in case it was slightly off course from where | was. | identified the traffic
after a few seconds as Aircraft Y. | estimate that | observed the traffic closing at less than % mile at the time |



found it. | recall that while it was a good VMC day — the sun was blocked to make the aircraft not very
reflective to identify easily.

Once | recognized that | was on a direct collision course | made an immediate right bank turn to avoid the
traffic. | recall from the point | made the bank to the point it passed me was roughly 3 seconds. | continued to
observe the traffic to determine if the pilot of that aircraft also took evasive action. They did not. | do not
believe the pilot of that aircraft was paying attention, and is still unaware that anything happened on that
flight. After recovering the aircraft and reestablishing a flight path with autopilot engaged, | attempted to
contact the aircraft on 121.5 as | had its tail number listed on my ADS-B as Aircraft Y. Attempting to contact
twice, they did not respond. | then contacted Daytona Approach on 125.35 who then directed me to Orlando
Approach for the location | was in — | do not recall the frequency. Orlando Approach informed me that he was
not talking to that aircraft. After the flight, | reviewed the ADS-B data online to estimate how close we actually
got, as well as altitudes and ground tracks. | was able to verify we were on the same airway going in opposite
directions at the same GPS altitude, and at my estimated point of closest approach, we were 300 to 400 ft.
after my evasive maneuver. | firmly believe that we were on a nose-to-nose collision course.

It is my understanding that there is an LOA (Letter of Agreement) for the eastern sector air traffic controllers
in Florida that for IFR traffic heading northbound, they fly at odd thousand altitudes and southbound flies even
thousand altitudes, which is in contrast to the normal eastern tracks being odd and western tracks being even.
This is to avoid all airline traffic and IFR traffic from having to change altitude as they go north along the east
coast.

Due to this LOA, | wanted to clarify with ATC if there was a written document, NOTAM, or AC of some kind
that applies this to VFR traffic as well. The ATC controller informed me that they do the reverse of even and
odd thousand altitudes for IFR traffic, and they also do it for VFR flight following traffic. They said that
northbound will be odd thousand plus 500 and southbound would be even thousand plus 500. This directly
contradicts AIM 3-1-5.

The controller further reminded me that VFR traffic can technically fly whatever altitude they want as they are
not being controlled. | asked them for a reference specific to this swapping of altitudes, they responded with
that it was only in the LOA amongst controlling agencies. | can recognize and understand the IFR altitudes
being opposite of what is considered normal because all IFR aircraft are controlled and provided separation.
However, | think that this LOA — | could not find the LOA the controller referenced — is a danger to all VFR
traffic whether they are on flight following or not. An aircraft on flight following is not required to be given
traffic alerts if the controller is saturated and this incident | encountered could have happened whether the
oncoming aircraft was on flight following or not, because according to ATC they would have assigned that type
of altitude to that aircraft.

Some pilots do flight following some days, and other days not. They could one day get an instruction to fly the
wrong altitude and be given that LOA information by ATC, and could begin to regularly fly at opposite direction
altitude which will increase the chances of a mid-air collision. Ultimately, ATC is utilizing this LOA to reduce the
altitude changes that happens at the Florida/Georgia border, which for IFR traffic congestion is sensible, but
not for VFR traffic. The amount of risk associated with the LOA applying to their VFR flight following traffic is



too high as opposed to them assigning a new altitude for those few VFR flights that cross the border as they
continue northeast bound or southeast bound.

If one thing could come out of this report to make me feel safe flying cross-country along the east coast, flight
following or not, is to get rid of ATC's VFR cruise altitude LOA. The risk associated with wrong altitude flying is
too high, and these altitudes take place in some of the busiest airspace in the world with all the airline traffic,
VFR personal traffic, as well as training flights at flight schools who are being instructed the proper altitudes
but then are given opposite altitudes from ATC. The only reason that this mid-air did not happen is because |
heard an alert, saw the traffic, and evaded.

SYNOPSIS

Experimental aircraft pilot operating in ZMA airspace reported an NMAC with another VFR aircraft aircraft that
was traveling in the opposite direction at the same altitude. Reporter stated the area has an LOA that allows
IFR traffic to fly at odd altitudes while northbound, and to fly at even altitudes while soundbound, which may
be in conflict with the standard of eastbound headings being flown at odd altitudes and westbound at even
altitudes.



