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Description

[0001] The present invention relates to a system and a method for alerting of potentially hazardous situations in air
traffic on the basis of surveillance data wherein predicted conflicts are identified based on the prediction of future air
traffic situations.
[0002] The ever growing air traffic increases the complexity of the air traffic picture and the pressure under which
radar controllers work. Under such circumstances, it is desired to provide additional automated tools to assist the controller
in his work, by helping him better analyse complex traffic situations and take correct decisions in time.
[0003] Safety net are automated tools intended to alert controllers of potentially hazardous situations predicted in the
near future. They are based on trajectories predicted from surveillance data.
[0004] For example, the following main safety nets can be identified, as it is known from "Operational Requirements
Document for EATCHIP Phase III; ATM Added Functions"; Vol. 2: Safety Nets; Edition 2.0; EUROCONTROL, 25/01/1999;
Document Number: OPR.ET1.ST04.DEL01.2.

The Short Term Conflict Alert (STCA) function, which predicts violations of defined separation criteria between two
aircraft;

The Minimum Safe Altitude Warning (MSAW) function, which predicts minimum safe altitude violations of an aircraft;
and

The Area Proximity Warning (APW) function, which predicts penetrations of protected airspaces by an aircraft.

[0005] "Conflict Alert for the Support of Radar Control in MADAP"; EUROCONTROL Maastricht UAC, October 1990;
Document Number: GD-0047-03 discusses the idea of discretizing prediction time frames into a number of time points,
called probes. For each probe, the probing process generates a static traffic picture ("a snapshot") represented by a set
of predicted tracks;
[0006] "Operational Requirements for ETACHIP Phase III; ATM added Functions"; Vol. 2: Safety Nets; Edition 2.0;
EUROCONTROL, 25/01/1999; Document Number: OPR.ET1.ST04.DEL01.2 discusses the expression of the nature of
a conflict in terms of properties of the conflict as well as the definition of air space regions belonging to different region types;
[0007] In "Conflict Probability Estimation for Free Flight"; Journal of Guidance, Control and Dynamics; Vol. 20; no. 3;
May-June 1997; pp. 588-596, R.A. Paielli and H. Erzberger discuss a method to estimate the conflict probability for a
pair of aircraft in free flight wherein the trajectory prediction errors are based on the assumption of constant airspeed
(in both magnitude and direction) and on unpredictable variations in wind speed;
[0008] Under normal circumstances a safety net is transparent to the controller. Whenever the system detects a
potential danger in the near future, it displays an alert message. The controller can then identify an appropriate avoiding
manoeuvre and communicate the instructions to the pilot(s) concerned. This means that the radar controller should not
adopt a passive attitude by blindly relying on the safety net function and waiting until an alert is indicated to him;
[0009] Air collisions and almost air collisions in the past and recent past confirm that, firstly, safety nets play a funda-
mental role to assist the controller’s work in the ever growing air traffic and, secondly, there is considerable room for
improvement in the design and implementation of safety nets. Quoting Jane’s Airport issue of September 2002 "Safety
Revamp Triggered"; Jane’s Airport; Vol. 14; issue 7; September 2002, "The safety management culture of European
ATM agencies will need an immediate overhaul".
[0010] It is an object of the present invention to provide a method and a system for reliably alerting of potentially
hazardous situations in air traffic which overcome the deficiencies and drawbacks of the methods and systems known
in the state of the art. It is an additional or further object to provide a system and a method that allow to reliably detect
potential dangers in the near future, to reliably communicate an alert message in time and/or which assist the controller’s
work. Furthermore or additionally, it is a preferred object to provide a system and method that allow that a minimum
distance be held, a long-term surveillance, foresightedly behaviour and/or an adaptation of the method/system to the
actual circumstances.
[0011] These objects are solved by the features of the independent claims. The dependent claims relate to preferred
embodiments and further aspects of the present invention.
[0012] Before describing the present invention in detail, some general terms and features will be defined.
[0013] In the following, a conflict is a violation of defined safety criteria involving one or more aircraft. A real conflict
is a conflict that actually occurs. Such a conflict is a critical situation which may have dramatic consequences and should
always be avoided. A predicted conflict is a conflict that is likely to occur in the near future. Such a conflict is based on
a prediction of air traffic situation in the near future. Safety net functions and safety net systems according to the present
invention identify both real and predicted conflicts, whereas the latter may be seen as a generalization of the former.
[0014] Whereas the identification of a real conflict is a deterministic process, i.e., the decision of whether or not one
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or more aircraft are in real conflict is simply determined by the actual track data of the aircraft, the identification of a
predicted conflict is not a deterministic process. The reason for this lies in the non-deterministic nature of future air traffic
situation prediction in which errors are unavoidable. This is because aircraft may perform unexpected manoeuvres or
change the speed in the prediction time frame etc. The farther in the future a prediction is made, the greater the prediction
error.
[0015] Since a safety net has to identify both real and predicted conflicts, as discussed above, it is a fundamentally
non-deterministic process. According to the present invention a stochastic approach has been adopted in the design of
a safety net algorithm, as will be described later in detail.
[0016] Since the identification of predicted conflicts is based on the prediction of future air traffic situations a well-
designed trajectory prediction scheme is a key to achieve an effective and efficient safety net algorithm.
[0017] For the present invention the warning time of a conflict alert is defined as the time interval between the first
communication of an alert and the start of the predicted violation of the safety criteria. Ideally, the warning time should
be sufficiently large to cover the time needed by the radar controller to formulate an appropriate avoiding manoeuvre
and communicate it to the pilot(s), plus the time needed by the latter to perform a manoeuvre and eliminate the potential
danger. However, unpredictable late manoeuvres might severely restrict the warning time by generating a predicted
conflict in very short term.
[0018] A basic idea of the present invention consists of defining a stochastic model for trajectory prediction in which
the uncertainty of the prediction is represented as a function of the prediction time. The stochastic model(s) for predicting
trajectories is preferably used to construct a stochastic model for conflict prediction. In the latter stochastic model,
probabilities of conflict are compared to minimum confidence levels and allow to decide whether a given predicted
situation is a predicted conflict or not.
[0019] The minimum confidence level required to predict a conflict is defined as a function of the urgency of the conflict,
expressed by its prediction time. This function is independent of the uncertainty of trajectory prediction.
[0020] The ability to specify, for each prediction time, the minimum confidence level required to predict a conflict
enables an optimal trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance alert rate. In contrast, this optimal trade-
off is more difficult to achieve in a deterministic model which does not use any uncertainty information for trajectory
prediction.
[0021] In particular, the present invention provides a safety net method or method for alerting of potentially hazardous
situations in air traffic on the basis of surveillance data wherein predicted conflicts are identified based on the prediction
of future air traffic situations by definition of a stochastic model for trajectory prediction in which the uncertainty of the
prediction is preferably based on a variable aircraft 3D speed vector and is represented as a function of the prediction
time. Further, at least one stochastic model of predicted trajectories is used for constructing a stochastic model for
conflict prediction in this method.
[0022] Preferably, the probabilities of conflict are compared to minimum confidence levels, wherein a decision is made
whether a predicted situation is a predicted conflict or not based upon this comparison to minimum confidence levels.
[0023] The method preferably defines a minimum confidence level for predicting a conflict as a function of the urgency
of the conflict, expressed by its prediction time. Further, a time interval between a first communication, e.g. by displaying
etc., of an alert and the start of the predicted violation of the safety criteria is preferably sufficiently large to cover the
time needed by a radar controller to formulate an appropriate avoiding manoeuvre and communicate it to the pilot(s)
plus the time needed by the latter to perform the manoeuvre and eliminate the potential danger.
[0024] According to a preferred or further feature of the present invention different air space regions are considered
in order to cope with different flight activities and conflict thresholds. Accordingly, each air space region is classified to
belong to a region type. Preferably, each region type has a different set of trajectory prediction and conflict prediction
parameters and hence different stochastic models for trajectory and conflict prediction.
[0025] According to a further feature of the invention a new class of region types, called manoeuvre region types, has
been introduced in addition to the standard region types. Regions of these types are centred at points in the vicinity of
which aircraft are expected to perform a manoeuvre. These points preferably correspond to VORDME (Very High
Frequency Omnidirectional Radio Range Distance Measuring Equipment) and NDB (Non Directional Beacon) way points.
Such manoeuvre regions are aimed at predicting aircraft manoeuvres.
[0026] When an aircraft enters a manoeuvre region, it is expected to perform a manoeuvre in the near future, and the
uncertainty of the trajectory prediction is automatically increased.
[0027] Preferably, a different set of trajectory parameters is used and the uncertainty of the trajectory prediction is
adapted according to the respective region types and the properties (e.g. position) of the respective aircraft(s).
[0028] Preferably, the method steps are repeated in cycles wherein a confirmation window records the conflicts of the
last cycles and wherein, at the end of one cycle, the confirmation windows are updated with the conflicts predicted during
this cycle. Further, a conflict is confirmed and communicated if the conflict was predicted at least c times in the last
cycles and wherein the parameter c depends on the prediction time frame and the region type of the aircraft involved in
the conflict.
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[0029] The method is suitable for all main safety nets such as, i.a., Short Term Conflict Alert (STCA), Minimum Safe
Altitude Warning (MSAW) and/or Area Proximity Warning (APW) wherein the method may be adapted in order to fulfil
special requirements of one or more safety nets.
[0030] Accordingly, the method is preferably suitable for predicting violations of defined separation criteria between
at least two aircraft, for predicting minimum safe altitude violations of at least one aircraft, and/or for predicting penetrations
of protected airspaces by at least one aircraft as well as for predicting other violations of safety criteria in air traffic.
[0031] Further, the present invention provides a safety net system or system for alerting of potentially hazardous
situations in air traffic comprising a surveillance data detection and processing means wherein predicted conflicts are
identified based on the prediction of future air traffic situations by a stochastic control means which defines a stochastic
model for trajectory prediction in which the uncertainty of the prediction is represented as a function of the prediction
time. Further, preferably at least one stochastic processing and control means for predicted trajectories constructs a
stochastic model for conflict prediction. The conflict is further preferably communicated by a conflict communication
means.
[0032] Further additional and preferred features of the system correspond to the features and preferred features of
the method, as discussed above and below.
[0033] The system according to the present invention for alerting of potentially hazardous situations in air traffic
preferably comprises: structures or data structures, such as an input track, which contains all input track information
relevant to the safety net; a trajectory, i.e., a 3D trajectory for one aircraft; a predicted track, which is an extrapolation
of an input track; and/or a conflict, which is the safety net output containing all relevant conflict information as well as
statistical data which are all data useful for a statistical analysis of the system. Preferably the system further comprises
the data structure region type, which is a set of safety net parameters that depend on the region type.
[0034] The system further preferably comprises the following main modules: input track filtering, which eliminates
input tracks which do not satisfy certain selection criteria; trajectory prediction, which generates predicted trajectories
from input tracks; trajectory probing, which discretizes the prediction time frame into a finite number of time points and
generates a predicted track on a given trajectory for each such time point; a conflict prediction, which performs conflict
prediction on predicted tracks and which is specific to each individual safety net; a conflict confirmation which confirms
conflicts over several input track updates and/or online statistical data collection, which collects online statistics and
analyses the performance of the safety net systems. Preferably, the system further comprises the main module region
type identification, which identifies the region type of an input track by determining the air space region containing the track.
[0035] Preferably, the input of a safety net function is essentially based on radar data and does not require continuous
inputs from the radar controller for its proper functioning. However, in order to reduce the number of nuisance alerts and
avoid warning the radar controller of a situation he already resolved, the system preferably also makes use of aircraft
intention information, e.g. cleared flight levels, provided by a flight plan or controller input etc.
[0036] In the following the present invention will be described in further detail with reference to the drawings, in which:

Fig. 1 shows a safety net interface;

Fig. 2 shows a generic safety net data flow diagram;

Fig. 3 shows a generic safety net state diagram;

Fig. 4 shows mean lateral trajectory and error variance;

Fig. 5 shows mean vertical trajectory, assigned level and error variance;

Fig. 6 shows lateral position, speed and error variance of predicted tracks;

Fig. 7 shows vertical position, speed and error variance of predicted tracks;

Fig. 8 shows a minimum probability as a function of the conflict urgency;

Fig. 9 shows a piecewise constant function for minimum probability;

Fig. 10 shows a data flow diagram of the conflict prediction module of STCA;

Fig. 11 shows grid and neighbours of STCA;

Fig. 12 shows lateral predicted tracks with error vectors and variances of STCA;
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Fig. 13 shows combined positional error and separation infringement of STCA;

Fig. 14 shows the probability of separation infringement of STCA;

Fig. 15 shows vertical predicted tracks with error vectors and variances of STCA;

Fig. 16 shows optimal coarse proximity filter parameters for each probe of an example of STCA;

Fig. 17 shows a minimum safe altitude specification of MSAW;

Fig. 18 shows region and minimum bounding box of MSAW;

Fig. 19 shows lateral predicted track and region of MSAW;

Fig. 20 shows probability of region penetration of MSAW;

Fig. 21 shows vertical predicted track and region of MSAW;

Fig. 22 shows vertical predicted track and protection region of APW.

[0037] In order to cope with different flight activities and conflict thresholds the safety net, i.e. the method and system
according to the present invention, preferably consider different air space regions, representing volumes of air space.
Each air space region has a region type. Each region type is defined by or is represented by a different set of trajectory
prediction and conflict prediction/confirmation parameters.
[0038] In addition to the standard region types a new class of region types, called manoeuvre region types is preferably
introduced. As already discussed above, regions of these types are centered at points in the vicinity of which aircraft
are expected to perform a manoeuvre. These points preferably correspond to VORDME (Very High Frequency Omni-
directional Radio Range Distance Measuring Equipment) and NDB (Non Directional Beacon) way points. Such manoeu-
vre regions are aimed at predicting aircraft manoeuvres. When an aircraft enters a manoeuvre region, it is expected to
perform a manoeuvre in the near future. Therefore, a different set of trajectory prediction parameters is used and the
uncertainty of the trajectory prediction is automatically increased.
[0039] According to the above, region types preferably are divided into the two classes, standard region types and
manoeuvre region types. Examples of standard region types are "Upper En-Route Control Areas" (upper CTA), "Lower
En-Route Control Areas" (lower CTA) or "Outer Terminal Air Spaces", "Terminal Manoeuvre Areas" (TMA), "Control
Zones" (CTA) and/or "Stacks" (holding areas).
[0040] Standard region types are preferably defined by a unique region type identifier, a set of trajectory prediction
parameters and/or a set of conflict prediction/confirmation parameters.
[0041] Manoeuvre region types are preferably defined by a unique region type identifier, a set of trajectory prediction
parameters and/or a reference to a standard region type, called base type. The manoeuvre region type inherits the
conflict prediction/confirmation parameters from its base type.
[0042] Each air space region is preferably defined by the attributes: "unique region identifier", "unique region type
identifier", "lateral geometry of the region", "height band of the region", "region priority", "activity flag" and/or "exclusion
flag".
[0043] A region has preferably one of the following lateral geometries. A region can have the lateral geometry of a
simple closed polygon, defined as a list of vertices. It is noted that standard geometrical algorithms are preferably used
to determine whether a point lies in a simple closed polygon. A region may further have a lateral geometry of a distance
radius circle, defined by a centre and a distance radius. Further, a region can have the geometry of a time radius circle,
defined by a centre and a time radius. An aircraft is considered to belong to a time radius circle if the condition

is fulfilled.
[0044] An aircraft is preferably considered to belong to a manoeuvre region whenever it is expected to perform a
manoeuvre in the vicinity of the centre of this region in the maximum prediction time. Therefore, manoeuvre regions are
preferably represented by time radius circles and the time radius of the circle is preferably close or proportional to the
maximum prediction time.
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[0045] The lower or upper heights of a region are preferably specified as altitudes and/or as flight levels.
[0046] It is to be noted that regions can be included in or overlap other regions. Hence, an aircraft can fall within more
than one defined region. In this case, the region with the highest priority is selected.
[0047] The activity flag of a region determines whether the region is active, i.e., if it has to be considered by the safety
net. The exclusion flag specifies whether the safety net function is inhibited in the region. The activity and exclusion
flags may preferably be changed dynamically. Finally, regions may preferably be defined dynamically.
[0048] For receiving input, as discussed above, the safety net comprises a safety net interface. Such interface of any
safety net function preferably comprises the following data structures, as is shown in Fig. 1. The input track data structure
comprises all input track information relevant to the safety net. A conflict data structure is a safety net output containing
all relevant conflict information and the parameters are configuration parameters of the safety net system.
[0049] In more detail, the input track comprises data such as: track identification; mode 3/A code; call sign, if available
from flight plan data; lateral position; mode C; sea level mode C or aircraft altitude; lateral speed vector; lateral manoeuvre
indication, with direction and rate of turn; vertical manoeuvre indication, with direction and rate of climb/decent; current
time; cleared (assigned) flight level, if available; and/or Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (RVSM) compliance flag,
if available from flight plan data.
[0050] It should be noted that the sea level mode C or aircraft altitude are preferably suitable for air space regions
whose lower or upper height bands are defined as an altitude. As a preferred embodiment the following relation between
aircraft altitude, aircraft mode C and sea level mode C is used:

[0051] The sea level mode C can be obtained from a QNH pressure value, assumed to be available from elsewhere
in the system.
[0052] In the following, the data structures, modules, parameters and main algorithm of the safety net, i.e. the method
and system according to the present invention is discussed in more detail. Further, data flow and state diagrams of the
method and the system are discussed.
[0053] The method and system, e.g. suitable for the STCA, MSAW, APW etc. preferably comprises the following data
structures: an input track, which contains all input track information relevant to the safety net; a trajectory, i.e., a 3D
trajectory for one aircraft; a predicted track which is preferably the extrapolation of an input track; a conflict, which is the
safety net output containing all relevant conflict information; the region type, which is a set of safety net parameters that
depend on the region type; and/or statistical data, which are all data useful for statistical analysis of the system.
[0054] Further, a safety net function is preferably composed of one or more of the following main modules: a region
type identification, which identifies the region type of an input track by determining the air space region containing the
track; an input track filtering, which eliminates input tracks which do not satisfy certain selection criteria; a trajectory
prediction, which generates predicted trajectories from input tracks; a trajectory probing, which discretizes a prediction
time frame into a finite number of time points and generates a predict track on a given trajectory for each such time
point; a conflict prediction, which performs conflict prediction on predicted tracks and which is preferably specific to each
individual safety net; a conflict confirmation, which confirms conflicts over several input track up dates; and/or an on-
line statistical data collection which collects online statistics and analyses the performance of the safety net system.
[0055] The configuration parameters of the safety net according to the present invention preferably comprise: general
safety net parameters; communication parameters; input track filtering parameters; trajectory probing parameters; conflict
prediction parameters; region definition parameters; and/or region type parameters.
[0056] The region type parameters preferably comprise all safety net parameters whose values depend on the region
type. These parameters comprise: trajectory prediction parameters; conflict prediction parameters; and/or conflict con-
firmation parameters.
[0057] It is to be noted that one or more of the input track filtering and/or conflict prediction parameters depend on the
safety net concerned. The remaining parameters are common to all safety nets and are specified later in the description.
[0058] Fig. 2 shows the generic data flow diagram representing the main modules of preferred safety net functions
and the corresponding data links as well as the configuration parameters of the safety net.
[0059] As can be seen from Fig. 2 the input track filtering module receives input track data containing all input track
information relevant to the safety net and eliminates input tracks which do not satisfy certain selection criteria based on
input track filtering parameters, then passing all relevant track information to the trajectory prediction module. The region
type identification module identifies the region type of an input track by determining the air space region containing the
track based on the input track data and thus, identifies the region type data, i.e. the set of safety net parameters that
depend on the region type. The region type identification module and identification process is further based on region
definition parameters and region type parameters, wherein the region type parameters contain all safety net parameters
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whose values depend on the region type, as discussed above.
[0060] The trajectory prediction module generates predicted trajectories from input tracks such as the output of the
input track filtering module and the region type identification module, i.e. input track data and region type data. The
predicted trajectories of the trajectory prediction module, i.e. the trajectory data, which is the 3D trajectory for one aircraft,
is communicated to the trajectory probing module which discretizes the prediction time frame into a finite number of time
points and generates a predicted track on a given trajectory for each such time point, i.a. based on trajectory probing
parameters. The predicted track generated by the trajectory probing module is received by the conflict prediction module
which further receives region type data and conflict prediction parameters and then performs conflict prediction on the
predicted tracks. The conflict prediction module and the conflict prediction are specific to each individual safety net. The
output of the conflict prediction module, i.e. the conflict data are confirmed by the conflict confirmation module over
several input track updates and preferably the region type data. The output of the conflict confirmation module is the
conflict data as the safety net output containing all relevant conflict information.
[0061] During the above process the on-line statistical data collection module collects on-line statistics and analyses
the performance of the safety net system. Further parameters received by the safety net are, e.g. general safety net
parameters and/or communication parameters.
[0062] The generic safety net algorithm will now be described in more detail.
[0063] Preferably, the safety net function reads a preferably continuous stream of input tracks, received from e.g. the
radar tracking system, for example by means of a UDP (User Datagram Protocol) communication medium. The safety
net may be considered as a cyclic algorithm that performs conflict prediction on a set of input tracks whose time stamps
differ by less then TAU, where TAU denotes the cycle time of the safety net. Preferably, TAU is approximately 4 to 6
seconds. Whenever a new track T is received, the algorithm starts by checking if the system is still in the current cycle,
i.e. it tests for the condition

where t denotes the time track of T and t0 the time of the current cycle.
[0064] If a new cycle has been entered, the internal data structures of the safety net are cleaned up. The set of conflicts
SC is then confirmed with conflicts of the previous cycles. Finally, t0 is updated to t and SC is set to the empty set.
[0065] Then, in both cases, i.e. the case of current and new cycle, the type of air space region containing T is identified.
The input track filter checks whether T is a valid track. If not, the algorithm drops T and waits for the next track. Otherwise,
the trajectory predictor generates a trajectory TR from T. The trajectory probing module then produces a set of predicted
tracks ST on the predicted trajectory TR. The conflict prediction module subsequently generates conflicts involving the
predicted tracks in ST and inserts these conflicts in the set SC of conflicts of the current cycle. It also stores the set ST
in its internal data structures. Finally, statistical data is collected.
[0066] In the initialisation phase of the algorithm, SC is set to the empty set and t can be set to any valid time value.
[0067] The cycle time TAU is preferably determined by minimizing the time before confirming and hence communicating
a conflict, under the constraint that all pairs of tracks are considered within one cycle. Therefore, TAU is equal to the
time between two successive updates of a given track.
[0068] Fig. 3 represents the generic safety net state diagram of safety net functions as discussed above.
[0069] Regarding the input track filtering module, the input track filter eliminates all input tracks which do not satisfy
certain selection criteria, as already indicated above. Preferably, an input track is eliminated if any of the conditions "it
is in no defined region" and/or "it is in an exclusion region" apply.
[0070] For an aircraft with temporary loss of mode C, height information is preferably obtained by extrapolation of the
last mode C readout. The extrapolated height is considered invalid and the input track is eliminated if its last mode C
readout was more than a certain time MAX_T_LAST_ MODEC ago.
[0071] In the following, the trajectory prediction will be discussed in more detail. By definition, trajectory prediction is
an approximation process which inevitably leads to positional errors. In order to account for these errors, a stochastic
model for trajectory prediction has been defined, in which the uncertainty of the prediction is represented as a function
of the prediction time. Trajectory prediction comprises or can be decomposed into prediction in the lateral plane and
prediction on the vertical axis. Preferably, these two predictions are performed separately.
[0072] For manoeuvring aircraft, the mean trajectory in the lateral plane is preferably determined by means of a
standard turn angle which preferably depends on the region type. For non-manoeuvring aircraft, the mean trajectory is
preferably obtained by linear extrapolation of the current lateral speed vector.
[0073] The mean trajectory on the vertical axis is preferably determined by linear extrapolation of the current vertical
speed. When an intended or assigned flight level is available, e.g. from controller input, flight plan data or some other
source, and the aircraft is climbing or descending, the stochastic model is modified to take into account the clipping of
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the aircraft at the assigned flight level.
[0074] Preferably, the uncertainty of the prediction is modelled as a function of the prediction time and the aircraft
speed, and preferably further depends on the region type concerned as well as on the aircraft attitude, i.e. whether the
aircraft is manoeuvring or not.
[0075] In the rest of the document, it will be assumed for simplicity that the time of the current cycle t0 is equal to 0,
so that the relative prediction time t-t0 is the same as the absolute prediction time t. As already indicated above, a
trajectory is preferably composed of (1) a lateral trajectory in the space (t, x, y) and (2) a vertical trajectory in the space
(t, z). Further, lateral and vertical trajectories are stochastic functions defined by (1) a mean, i.e. most likely, trajectory
and (2) an error variance.
[0076] The error variance models the uncertainty of the prediction. A preferred error variance will be described in
detail below. Preferably e = e (v, t) denotes the lateral (resp. vertical) positional error vector at prediction time t for a
lateral (resp. vertical) speed v. The error variance σ2 is defined as the mean or expectation of the square Euclidian norm
of e(v, t):

[0077] The square root σ of the error variance is called the standard error.
[0078] In this model, it is assumed that Le(v, t)L2 can be written as :

 where α is a constant and r is a normal random variable of mean 0, i.e., Er = 0. The error variance can then be written as:

where a = α2 and b = Er2. The parameters a and b, respectively, are called the slope and the intercept of the error
variance model. They are determined by minimizing the variance

where x = v2 and y = LeL22 /dt2 . It can be shown that a and b are given by:

where
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[0079] The parameters a and b depend on the region type and/or the aircraft attitude, i.e., whether the aircraft is
manoeuvring or not. Further below, a method for estimating these parameters from the analysis of the real track data
will be discussed.
[0080] In the following a preferred method for prediction in the lateral plane will be discussed. In the lateral plane, at
least two cases have to be taken into consideration when determining the trajectory model. In the first case (1), the
aircraft is following a straight line whereas in the second case (2), the aircraft is manoeuvring.
[0081] When the aircraft follows a straight line, the mean lateral trajectory is preferably obtained by linear extrapolation
of the current lateral speed vector.
[0082] When the aircraft is manoeuvring, the mean lateral trajectory is preferably obtained by generating a circular
trajectory with a current lateral speed and turn rate of the aircraft until the predicted end of the manoeuvre, followed by
a tangent straight line. For this prediction a crucial or difficult task is the estimation of how long the aircraft will perform
its manoeuvre. As a preferred solution, a standard angle of turn, TURNANGLE, given as a region type parameter, is
introduced. Further, preferably the angle of turn already achieved by the aircraft is kept track. The remaining angle of
turn is thus determined as:

[0083] A preferred method for determining an optimal value of TURNANGLE for each region type will be discussed
later in the description.
[0084] In the stochastic model for trajectory prediction it is preferably assumed that the distribution function of the
lateral positional error vector e = (ex, ey) is a normal distribution with mean 0 which is independent of the direction of
the vector e. Such assumption has the advantage of providing a stochastic model for the distance between the lateral
positions of two aircraft which does not depend on the direction of the relative lateral position of the aircraft. This
assumption also justifies the definition of the error variance σ2, as given above. In the first case (1), i.e. the aircraft is
following a straight line, the parameters a and b of the error variance σ2 are denoted as follows:

whereas in the second case (2), i.e. the aircraft is manoeuvring, these parameters are denoted as follows:

[0085] Fig. 4 shows a mean lateral trajectory generated for a manoeuvring aircraft in the (x, y) plane. It is composed
of a circular arc followed by a tangent straight line. The figure also represents the error variance σ2 as a function of the
prediction time t.
[0086] Now a preferred prediction on the vertical axis will be described. On the vertical axis, at least three cases have
to be taken into consideration when determining the trajectory model, i.e., (3) the aircraft is levelled; (4) the aircraft is
climbing or descending and an assigned, i.e. intended, flight level is available; and (5) the aircraft is climbing or descending
and no assigned flight level is available.
[0087] If the aircraft is levelled or no intended flight level is available, the mean vertical trajectory is preferably determined
by linear extrapolation of the current vertical speed.
[0088] When a valid assigned flight level is available, e.g. from controller input, flight plan data or some other source,
and the aircraft is climbing or descending, the mean vertical trajectory and the error variance σ2, as defined above, need
to be modified to take into account the clipping of the aircraft at the assigned flight level.
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[0089] It is assumed that the target will occupy the assigned level za within some tolerance interval [za - FL_TOL, za
+ FL_TOL]. The uncertainty interval [zmin, zmax] is preferably defined by

where z0 is the current height, vz0 is the current vertical speed, t is the prediction time and σ is the standard error, as
defined above. The uncertainty interval is thus "clipped" at the assigned level. It is noted that the 3σ value corresponds
to a 99.74 % probability that the real position of the aircraft lies inside the interval [zmin, Zmax].
[0090] A new standard error σ* is preferably used to take into account the assigned level:

[0091] The predicted mean vertical position is given by

[0092] In the stochastic model for trajectory prediction it is assumed that the distribution function of the vertical positional
error is a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance σ*2.
[0093] In case of a temporary loss of mode C information, the prediction must preferably be started at the time of the
last mode C readout instead of the current time.
[0094] In case (3), i.e., the aircraft is levelled, the parameters a and b of the error variance σ2 are denoted as follows:

whereas in cases (4) and (5), i.e., if the aircraft is climbing or descending and an assigned flight level is available or not,
the parameters a and b of the error variance σ2 are denoted as follows:

[0095] Fig. 5 shows the mean vertical trajectory generated for a climbing aircraft with an assigned flight level in the
(t, z) plane, which comprises three line segments. The newly introduced standard error σ* is considered as well as the
tolerance interval [za - FL_TOL, za + FL_TOL].
[0096] In the following, preferred trajectory probing will be discussed in more detail. The basic idea of trajectory probing
consists of discretizing the prediction time frame into a finite number of equally spaced time points, called probes. For
each probe, the probing process generates a static traffic picture ("a snapshot") represented by a set of predicted tracks.
[0097] This probing approach has, i.a., the important advantages that it provides a clear separation between movement
and conflict prediction, that it substantially reduces the complexity of the conflict prediction module which can work with
static traffic pictures and does not have to deal with time-dependent 4D-trajectories, thus avoiding complex equations
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of movement, that it provides a simple stochastic model at each probing point and that it is very simple conceptually.
[0098] Preferably, a predicted track is defined by: a track identification; a probe; a position vector; and/or a speed
vector (vx, vy, vz). The position vector is a stochastic variable, preferably defined by: a mean position vector (x, y, z)
and/or an error variance vector (σxy

2, σz
2).

[0099] In order to characterize the proximity of a probe, at least three prediction time frames will be defined. According
to preferred prediction time frames a probe p is in a short term prediction time frame if

a medium term prediction time frame if

and a long term prediction time frame if

[0100] Preferred approximated values for these parameters are : SHORT_TERM = 30 seconds, MEDIUM_TERM =
60 seconds, and/or LONG_TERM = 120 seconds.
[0101] The probing process generates a number, NBPROBES, of preferably equally spaced probes in the interval [0,
LONG_TERM]. For a given trajectory, the probing process determines, for each probe p, the following predicted track:

mean position vector (x, y, z);

speed vector (vx, vy, vz); and/or

error variance vector (σxy
2, σz

2).

[0102] For the mean position vector (x, y, z) the vector (x, y) is the position on the mean lateral trajectory at p and the
height z is the position on the mean vertical trajectory at p. Regarding the speed vector (vx, vy, vz), the norm of the vector
(vx, vy) is equal to the norm of the current lateral speed vector and its direction is parallel to the mean lateral trajectory
at p. Further, the rate vz is equal to the slope of the mean vertical trajectory at p. For the error variance vector (σxy

2,
σz

2), σxy
2 is the error variance of the lateral trajectory at ((vx

2 + vy
2)1/2, p) and σz

2 is the error variance of the vertical
trajectory at (vz, p).
[0103] Figs. 6 and 7 exemplary show graphically the predicted tracks generated for NBPROPES = 8 probes. In
particular, Fig. 6 shows the lateral position in the (x, y) plane as well as speed (vx, vy) and error variance (σxy

2) of
predicted tracks for probes 0 to 7. Fig. 7 shows the vertical position (z, t), speed (vz) and error variance (σz

2) of predicted
tracks for probes 0 to 7.
[0104] Preferably, a number of probes NB_PROBES should be large enough to neglect the discretization error. On
the other hand, making the number of probes too small deteriorates the system performance. Therefore, a good trade-
off has to be found between discretization error and system performance.
[0105] Conflict prediction will now be discussed in detail. The at least one stochastic model of predicted track or
stochastic models of predicted tracks are used to construct a stochastic model for conflict prediction. In the latter model,
a probability of conflict is compared to a minimum confidence level and allows to decide whether a given predicted
situation is a predicted conflict or not.
[0106] Preferably, pconfl is the probability of a conflict and pmin is a threshold probability value representing the minimum
confidence level required to predict a conflict. Preferably a conflict is predicted if and only if the relation
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holds.
[0107] The trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance alert rate is a fundamental property of a preferred
safety net and safety net system.
[0108] In order to optimize this trade-off, a way of evaluating to what extent a predicted conflict may be trusted is
needed. Furthermore, for large prediction times, preferably a high degree of certainty for predicting a conflict is required
because there is still enough time for avoiding manoeuvres and the number of nuisance alerts shall be minimized. In
contrast, when the prediction time is small, even if a conflict has little chance to occur, it is desirable to predict it because
there is not much time left for an avoiding manoeuvre.
[0109] To summarize, an optimal trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance alert rate can be achieved
only if both of the following conditions are satisfied by the safety net system:

The system is based on some form of conflict confidence estimation; and
The minimum confidence level required to predict a conflict depends on the prediction time of the conflict.

[0110] In the preferred stochastic model, the minimum probability pmin is defined as a function of the urgency of the
conflict, expressed by its prediction time t. The function pmin(t) is independent of the uncertainty of trajectory prediction.
Following the discussion above, the function pmin(t) should be increasing with the prediction time t, as can be seen in Fig. 8.
[0111] The ability to specify, for each prediction time, the minimum confidence level required to predict a conflict
enables an optimal trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance alert rate.
[0112] Preferably, lower and upper bounds of the minimum confidence level function pmin(t) are considered, defined
respectively as follows:

where ε is a small positive number. The lower bound pmin
L(t) achieves the highest warning times but features also the

highest nuisance alert rate. In contrast, the upper bound pmin
U(t) achieves the lowest warning times but attains the lowest

nuisance alert rate.
[0113] The choice of the function pmin(t) is preferably assisted by estimating both its warning time loss with respect
to the function pmin

L(t) and its nuisance alert rate increase with respect to the function pmin
U(t). Further in the specification,

a statistical method will be presented which determines these properties for each function pmin(t) and enables a convenient
optimization of this function.
[0114] It is to be noted that, for ε = 0, pmin

L(t) predicts a conflict for all pairs of aircraft with a warning time equal to the
maximum prediction time, while pmin

U(t) predicts no conflict at all. Therefore, these lower and upper bounds are preferably
not used in the present analysis and may even be considered useless. Possible lower and upper bounds are preferably
defined by ε = 0.1.
[0115] In practice, pmin(t) is preferably defined as a piecewise constant function with three distinct values for short,
medium and long term prediction time frames, as can be seen in Fig. 9:

[0116] Preferred approximate values of the parameters defining pmin (t) are P_MIN_SHORT = 0.2, P_MIN_MEDIUM
= 0.5 and/or P_MIN_LONG = 0.8. It should be noted that these values depend on e.g. the region type.
[0117] In the following paragraphs, the stochastic model is compared with a deterministic model, which does not use
any uncertainty information for trajectory prediction. Such a model can be obtained by setting the error variance of
trajectory prediction to zero in the stochastic model as discussed above.
[0118] As already mentioned, in the stochastic model, the trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance
alert rate can be conveniently optimized by adjusting the minimum confidence level function pmin(t).
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[0119] In contrast, the deterministic model is unable to estimate to what extent a predicted conflict may be trusted,
because it does not use any uncertainty information for trajectory prediction. In particular, the deterministic model does
not take into account the predicted penetration depth of the safety cylinder centered at each aircraft. Therefore, contrary
to the stochastic model, it does not distinguish between marginal and clear predicted conflicts, depending on the uncer-
tainty of the predicted position of an aircraft inside another aircraft’s safety cylinder. Note that systems based on such
a deterministic model typically address this problem by introducing complex heuristics, which consider the region type,
trajectory type, aircraft speed, penetration depth of the safety cylinder, etc. However, the validation and optimization of
these heuristics are difficult tasks in general. As a consequence, an optimal trade-off between in-time conflict prediction
and nuisance alert rate is not as easy to achieve as in the stochastic model.
[0120] Studying the link between the minimum confidence level pmin and the relative number of predicted conflicts in
the stochastic and deterministic models it can be shown that if a conflict is predicted by the deterministic model, then it
is also predicted by the stochastic model with pmin ≤ 0.25, provided that the error variance of trajectory prediction (as
discussed above) is not too large. In other words, the deterministic model predicts less conflicts than the stochastic
model; further, if a conflict is predicted by the stochastic model with pmin ≥ 0.5, then it is also predicted by the deterministic
model. In other words, the deterministic model predicts more conflicts than the stochastic model.
[0121] For conflict confirmation a conflict confirmation mechanism is introduced in order to take into account erroneous
track data or transient track values. Preferably a confirmation window records the conflicts of the last WINSIZE cycles.
At the end of one safety net cycle, the confirmation windows are updated with the conflicts predicted during this cycle.
If a conflict was predicted at least c times in the last WINSIZE cycles, the conflict is confirmed and communicated,
preferably displayed, to the user/controller. The parameter c depends on at least the prediction time frame, as described
above, and/or the region type of the aircraft involved in the conflict. For the short term prediction time frame, the parameter
c is denoted as c = MIN_NBCONFL_SHORT, for the medium term prediction time frame it is denoted as c = MIN_
NBCONFL_MEDIUM and for the long term prediction time frame it is denoted as c = MIN_NBCONFL_LONG. Preferred
approximate values of these parameters are WINSIZE = 5, MIN_NBCONFL_SHORT = 1, MIN_NBCONFL_MEDIUM =
2 and/or MIN_NBCONFL_LONG = 3.
[0122] As argued above, a higher number of conflict predictions is required for confirming a conflict for large prediction
times, since there is still enough time for avoiding manoeuvres and it is intended to minimize the number of nuisance
alerts. In contrast, it is desirable to confirm a conflict rapidly when the prediction time is small since there is not much
time left for an avoiding manoeuvre.
[0123] Now a preferred method for determining optimal turn angles is given. As discussed above, a standard angle
of turn TURNANGLE is used to predict lateral manoeuvre trajectories. Now, a preferred method for determining an
optimal standard turn angle for each region type is presented. The preferred method is based on the minimization of an
objective error function and on observed manoeuvres from real track data.
[0124] For the prediction error minimization the following random variables will be introduced: the total angle of turn
α of the manoeuvre; the lateral speed v of the aircraft (preferably assumed to be constant during the manoeuvre); the
rate of turn ω of the aircraft (preferably assumed to be constant during the manoeuvre); and/or the radial acceleration
ar = vω of the aircraft.
[0125] Preferably, two manoeuvre trajectories, respectively, generated with angles α and α*, where α* is a constant,
are considered for an aircraft with radial acceleration ar. The mean distance between these trajectories is proportional
to the prediction error e, defined as

[0126] For each region type, a standard angle of turn α* which minimizes the mean square of the prediction error e
is determined, i.e., the function

[0127] The function f(α*) is preferably minimized for
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[0128] In practice, the optimal angle of turn α* is preferably approximated for each region type from real track data.
In the formula defining α*, the expectations are preferably approximated by the following formulae:

where αi and ar,i, respectively, are the total turn angle and radial acceleration for manoeuvre i (0 ≤ i ≤ n) observed from
real track data.
[0129] In the above description a preferred model for the error variance σ2 of trajectory prediction has been discussed.
Now, the preferred method is presented that approximates the parameters a and b from the analysis of real track data.
The basic idea of the preferred method consists of comparing, for each track update, the predicted trajectory of the track,
as discussed above, with its real trajectory, and inserting the resulting mean value of y in a linear regression with respect
to x.
[0130] Distinct values of the parameters a and b are preferably calculated in the lateral plane and on the vertical axis
for each defined region type and aircraft attitude, i.e., whether the aircraft is manoeuvring or not.
[0131] Considering a track update i and assuming that a set of real track updates for a given aircraft is given, the
calculation of error variance parameters is as follows. For each track update in the time frame [0, LONG_TERM] starting
at update i, the positional error LeL2 is computed by comparison with the predicted trajectory generated for update i. y;
is now defined as the corresponding mean value of LeL22/dt2 and xi is defined as the square speed v2 of track update i.
[0132] In the lateral plane and on the vertical axis, a linear regression between x and y with the set S of pairs (xi,yi)
generated for track updates of aircraft within a given region type and within a given attitude is constructed for each region
type and aircraft attitude (manoeuvring or not). A linear regression between x and y is defined by the affine function

where m denotes the slope and p the intercept of the linear regression. n is defined as the number of elements in S.
The parameters m and p are defined as follows:

where
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[0133] It should be observed that the parameters m and p, respectively, are approximations of the parameters a and b:

[0134] The following Tables 1 to 9 present preferred specification of the safety net parameters as well as approximate
preferred values of the parameters which are preferably common to all safety nets. Table 1 shows general safety net
parameters; Table 2 shows the specification of communication parameters; Table 3 shows the specification of input
track filtering parameters; Table 4 shows the specification of trajectory probing parameters; Table 5 shows the specifi-
cation of region definition parameters; and Table 6-9 show region type parameters wherein Table 6 shows the specification
of general region type parameters; Table 7 shows the specification of trajectory prediction parameters; Table 8 shows
the specification of conflict prediction parameters; and Table 9 shows the specification of conflict confirmation parameters.

Table 1: Specification of General Safety Net Parameters

Parameter Description Example

TAU Safety net cycle time 4 sec

REFLAT Latitude of system reference point 46:00:00 N

REFLON Longitude of system reference point 14:30:00 N

REFALT Altitude of system reference point 360 m

Table 2: Specification of Communication Parameters

Parameter Description Example

INPORT UDP port number for input tracks 1050

OUTPORT UDP port number for conflicts 1060

Table 3: Specification of Input Track Filtering Parameters

Parameter Description Example

MAX_T_LAST_MODEC Maximum elapsed time since last modeC readout before discarding the 
track

60 sec

Table 4: Specification of Trajectory Probing Parameters

Parameter Description Example

NBPROBES Number of probes 13

SHORT_TERM Short term prediction time frame 30 sec
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(continued)

Parameter Description Example

MEDIUM_TERM Medium term prediction time frame 60 sec

LONG_TERM Long term prediction time frame 120 sec

Table 5: Specification of Region Definition Parameters

Parameter Description Example

REGIONID Region identification 0

TYPEID Region type identification 0

GEOMID Region geometry identification (polygon, circle) Polygon

VERTEX_LAT Latitude of polygon vertex 46:00:00 N

VERTEX_LON Longitude of polygon vertex 15:00:00 E

CIRCLE_LAT Latitude of circle centre 46:00:00 N

CIRCLE_LON Longitude of circle centre 15:00:00 E

RADIUS Circle Radius 10 NM or 120 sec

RADIUS_TYPE Type of circle radius (distance radius, time radius) Distance radius

ZMIN Lower bound of region height band 25 Fl

ZMIN_TYPE Type of ZMIN (altitude or flight level) Altitude

ZMAX Upper bound of region height band 175 Fl

ZMAX_TYPE Type of ZMAX (altitude or flight level) Flight level

PRIORITY Region Priority 50

ACTIVE Activity flag TRUE

Table 6: Specification of General Region Type Parameters

Parameter Description. Example

TYPEID Region Type Identification 0

CLASS Class of Region Type (standard, manoeuvre) Standard

BASE_TYPEID Base type identification for manoeuvre region type 0

Table 7: Specification of Trajectory Prediction Parameters Depending on Region Type

Parameter Description Example

TURNANGLE Standard turn angle of the region type 1.32 rad

FL_TOL Tolerance on cleared flight levels 1 Fl

LS_SLOPE
Slope of error variance model for straight line lateral 

trajectory
0.023

LS_INTERCEPT
Intercept of error variance model for straight line lateral 

trajectory
0.00020

LM_SLOPE
Slope of error variance model for manoeuvre lateral 

trajectory
0.86
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[0135] Below, warning time and nuisance alert rate will be analysed. In particular, a preferred method for analyzing
the warning time and nuisance alert rate of the stochastic model according to the present invention is discussed. As
described above, the stochastic model preferably is parameterized by the minimum confidence level function pmin(t).
This function defines a certain trade-off between in-time conflict prediction and nuisance alert rate. The proposed method
preferably serves as an assisting tool for the optimization of the function pmin(t) and hence of the latter trade-off.
[0136] First, a nuisance alert is formalized by the notion of alert desirability. Then, the warning time and desirability
losses of the function pmin(t), respectively, are estimated with regard to lower and upper bounds of pmin(t). Finally,
numerical examples based on the STCA safety net are presented.
[0137] Regarding alert desirability, a straightforward formalization of nuisance alerts would be a binary definition in
which an alert is considered as a nuisance if and only if the corresponding predicted conflict does not turn into a real
conflict. However, such a definition suffers from a major drawback, i.e., it does not account for highly wanted alerts in
which late manoeuvres prevent a predicted conflict to turn into a real conflict.
[0138] Therefore, instead of classifying alerts into wanted and nuisance alerts, the idea is to introduce the notion of
desirability of an alert, which is defined as

(continued)

Parameter Description Example

LM_INTERCEPT
Intercept of error variance model for manoeuvre lateral 

trajectory
-0.000041

VL_SLOPE Slope of error variance model for levelled vertical trajectory 0.033

VL_INTERCEPT
Intercept of error variance model for levelled vertical 

trajectory
0.012

VM_SLOPE
Slope of error variance model for manoeuvre vertical 

trajectory
0.28

VM_INTERCEPT
Intercept of error variance model for manoeuvre vertical 

trajectory
-0.015

Table 8: Specification of Conflict Prediction Parameters Depending on Region Type

Parameter Description Example

P_MIN_SHORT
Threshold probability value for short term prediction time 

frame
0.2

P_MIN_MEDIUM
Threshold probability value for medium term prediction time 

frame
0.5

P_MIN_LONG Threshold probability value for long term prediction time frame 0.8

Table 9: Specification of Conflict Confirmation Parameters Depending on Region Type

Parameter Description Example

WINSIZE Size of conflict confirmation window 5

MIN_NBCONFL_SHORT
Minimum number of conflict predictions in the last WINSIZE 

cycles for confirming short term conflict
1

MIN_NBCONFL_MEDIUM
Minimum number of conflict predictions in the last WINSIZE 

cycles for confirming medium term conflict
2

MIN_NBCONFL_LONG
Minimum number of conflict predictions in the last WINSIZE 

cycles for confirming long term conflict
3
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[0139] In this model, there are no wanted or nuisance alerts but more or less desirable alerts, depending on their
minimum prediction time. The smaller the minimum prediction time, the higher the desirability. In preferred embodiments,
more sophisticated models are defined by taking also into account the properties of the conflict (e.g. geometry, severity
of safety criteria violation, etc.) in the estimation of the alert desirability.
[0140] Preferably, lower and upper bounds of the minimum confidence level function pmin(t) are considered, defined
respectively as follows:

where ε is a small positive number. The lower bound pminL(t) achieves the highest warning times but features also the
lowest desirability values. In contrast, the upper bound pmin

U(t) achieves the lowest warning times but attains the highest
desirability values.
[0141] It is to be noted that, for ε = 0, pmin

L(t) predicts a conflict for all pairs of aircraft with a warning time equal to the
maximum prediction time, while pmin

U(t) predicts no conflict at all. Therefore, these lower and upper bounds are preferably
not used in the present analysis and may even be considered useless. Possible lower and upper bounds are preferably
defined by ε = 0.1.
[0142] The choice of the function pmin(t) is preferably assisted by estimating both its warning time loss with respect
to the function pmin

L(t) and its desirability loss with respect to the function pmin
U(t). Now the warning time and desirability

losses will be formally defined.
[0143] Regarding the warning time loss, preferably a set S of n conflicts is considered which have been generated
both by the function pmin(t) and a lower bound pmin

L(t). Let wi and wi
L be respectively the warning times of conflict i in S

generated by pmin(t) and pmin
L(t), where it is assumed that wi

L > 0. It is to be noted that wi ≤ wi
L always holds. The relative

warning time difference for conflict i is defined as:

[0144] The warning time loss of pmin(t) with respect to pmin
L(t) in set S is preferably defined as the square root of the

mean square of the relative warning time differences:

[0145] It is to be noted that an important advantage of this definition over a simple mean of the ri’s is that it accounts
for the distribution of the ri’s. Let rtol be a tolerance imposed on the relative warning time difference. If the relation

holds, the distribution of the relative warning time difference is more likely to be closer to 0 than the constant distribution
with value rtol. Therefore, this relation can be used as an acceptance test of the function pmin(t).
[0146] Regarding the desirability loss, preferably a set S of n conflicts is considered which have been generated by
the function pmin(t) but not by an upper bound pmin

U(t). Let di be the alert desirability of conflict i in S.
[0147] The desirability loss of pmin(t) with respect to pmin

U(t) in set S is preferably defined as the square root of the
mean square of the desirability values:
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[0148] As for the warning time loss, a tolerance dtol on the desirability may be imposed and the relation

may be used as an acceptance test of the function pmin (t).
[0149] The following examples are taken from the STCA safety net and considers two region types : a Terminal
Manoeuvre Area (TMA) and an Upper Airspace (UA). Table 10 shows the warning time and desirability losses for both
region types and for 6 different functions pmin(t). In the table, examples 1 and 6 correspond respectively to pmin

L(t) and
pmin

U(t) (i.e., ε = 0.1).

[0150] As can be observed from table 10, higher values of pmin(t) correspond to a higher warning time loss but to a
smaller desirability loss. Example 2 shows a decreasing function pmin(t). It features a higher warning time loss and slightly
higher desirability loss than example 1. Furthermore, example 2 has nearly the same warning time loss but a much
higher desirability loss (especially for TMA) than example 3. Therefore, examples 1 and 3 are preferred to example 2.
In general, decreasing functions pmin(t) are preferably avoided, as already argued above. It can also be observed that
the warning time and desirability losses are similar for TMA and UA in example 5, while they differ significantly in example
3. This can be explained by a higher uncertainty of trajectory prediction in TMA than in UA. Finally, it can be observed
that examples 4 and 5 yield similar warning time and desirability losses for TMA but quite different losses for UA. Again,
this is due to a higher uncertainty of trajectory prediction in TMA than in UA.
[0151] The above description is given with regard to a common frame work for safety nets and is basically applicable
to all safety nets, i.e., for Short Term Conflict Alert (STCA), Minimum Safe Altitude Warning (MSAW); and Area Proximity
Warning (APW). In the following, preferred examples of the present invention will be given with regard to specific features
of certain safety nets such as the Short Term Conflict Alert, the Minimum Safe Altitude Warning and the Area Proximity
Warning function.
[0152] In the following, as a preferred example, solely the aspects which are specific to the Short Term Conflict Alert
(STCA) safety net system and method will be described wherein further features which are not discussed in detail
correspond to those as discussed in the above description with regard to general or generic properties.
[0153] A Short Term Conflict Alert (STCA) system is a safety net aimed at detecting traffic situations that might lead
to a violation of defined separation criteria between at least two aircraft in a near future and warning the radar controller
of this potential danger.
[0154] In the context of the STCA safety net, the notion of a conflict as defined above will preferably correspond to a
simultaneous infringement of defined lateral and vertical separation minima between two aircraft. Preferably a conflict
is further characterized by (1) its nature, (2) its severity and/or (3) its uncertainty.
[0155] The nature of a conflict is expressed in terms of properties of the conflict. The latter include different types of
separation infringements and geometrical properties such as the so called crossing and divergence properties of a pair

Table 10: Warning Time and Desirability Losses for Different Functions pmin(t)

pmin(t) Warning Time Loss ew in % Desirability Loss ed in sec

No P_MIN_SHORT, P_MIN_MEDIUM, P_
MIN_LONG

TMA UA TMA UA

1 0.1,0.1,0.1 0 0 64 76

2 0.9,0.5,0.1 31 20 80 86

3 0.1,0.2,0.3 35 21 35 70

4 0.1,0.5,0.5 48 35 23 54

5 0.1,0.5,0.9 49 45 23 25

6 0.9, 0.9, 0.9 89 65 0 0



EP 1 517 281 B1

20

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

of aircraft.
[0156] The severity of a conflict depends on its nature and is preferably determined by combining the various properties
of the conflict. In order to express the severity of a conflict, distinct conflict categories will be defined.
[0157] The uncertainty of a conflict is based on the uncertainty of trajectory prediction, in which errors are unavoidable,
as already discussed above. This uncertainty is represented by a stochastic model for minimum separation infringement.
[0158] The conflict characterisation provides the radar controller with detailed information about a conflict situation,
which enables him to analyse the situation more precisely and rapidly, before making a decision and possibly formulating
an avoiding manoeuvre in order to eliminate the conflict.
[0159] The conflict characterisation further helps making more precise and detailed off-line analysis of conflict situa-
tions. The latter analysis may in turn be used, e.g., for tuning the STCA system.
[0160] In the context of STCA, the generic conflict prediction module, as defined above, comprises two main modules,
i.e., a conflict category prediction module and a coarse pair filtering module. The conflict category prediction module
predicts the conflict category of predicted pairs, i.e., pairs of predicted tracks, and generates conflicts. The coarse pair
filtering module generates predicted pairs by restricting the set of predicted tracks that need to be compared to a given
predicted track in the conflict category prediction algorithm.
[0161] Regarding conflict nature, this is represented by a set of properties of the conflict. The latter preferably include
properties of the geometrical situation of the conflict, such as the crossing and divergence properties of a pair of aircraft
and/or different types of separation infringements, expressing the severity of separation loss.
[0162] It has to be noted that the nature of a conflict may be generalized by the introduction of additional properties
of the conflict.
[0163] The crossing and divergence tests are applied to a pair of aircraft. Roughly speaking, the crossing and diver-
gence properties represent some safety conditions about the local geometry of a conflict situation. These properties are
based on current or predicted track positions and speed vectors and/or on the assumption that the speed vectors remain
constant. The divergence property is considered to represent the evolution of the lateral and vertical separations of the
aircraft in the near future whereas the crossing property is considered to describe the geometry of both linearly extrap-
olated lateral trajectories, and allows us to distinguish between nearly parallel, converging or diverging trajectories. In
this context it should be noted that a diverging pair is not the same as a diverging trajectory.
[0164] In a preferred formal definition of these concepts, the cross-over point is defined as the point in the (x, y) plane
that both aircraft will pass through, usually at different times, assuming their current or predicted track headings are
continued. The cross-over point will already have been reached for aircraft on diverging headings and does not exist for
aircraft on parallel headings. The cross-over time is defined as the time at which the first aircraft in the pair is predicted
to reach the cross-over point. The cross-over time is set to have occurred and the pair is considered as crossed if any
of the following conditions are satisfied:

The cross-over point has already been reached or does not exist;

The cross-over time is more than MIN_CROSS_TIME ahead; and/or

The difference in times for the two aircraft to reach the cross-over point is more than MIN_DIV_CROSS_TIME.

[0165] The pair of aircraft is considered to be diverging if any of the following conditions are satisfied:

Their lateral closing speed is smaller than MAX_LAT_VCLOS;

Their predicted minimum lateral distance assuming constant lateral speed vectors is greater than MIN_LAT_DIST;
and/or

Their vertical closing speed is smaller than MAX_VERT_VCLOS.

[0166] It is to be noted that the second of the above divergence conditions is introduced in order to account for the
rapidly changing lateral closing speed in the vicinity of the time of minimum lateral distance.
[0167] It is also to be noted that the parameters involved in the latter definitions preferably depend on the region type
concerned.
[0168] Due to the limitations of the radar equipment being used, which include a number of time delays and other
technical limitations, the traffic picture as understood by the controller can differ considerably from reality at any given
time. Separation standards are designed to take account of these limitations and ensure that a collision between aircraft
is almost inconceivable when the separation minima are not infringed. See also "Radar Control - Collision Avoidance
Concepts"; 1st Edition; Civil Aviation Authority (CAA); 18 January 2002; Document Number: CAP717.
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[0169] Obviously, the risk of collision when separation minima are infringed depends on the geometry of the conflict,
expressed e.g. by the crossing and divergence properties defined above. For example, in the case of a pair of non
crossed and non diverging aircraft, the safety margins can be eroded significantly in a very short time. Therefore, the
risk of collision in this case is much higher than e.g. for a pair of crossed and diverging aircraft.
[0170] In order to account for the geometry of the conflict, two types of separation infringements for a pair of aircraft
are defined, representing two different severity levels of separation loss.
[0171] A major separation infringement that occurs when

[0172] A minor separation infringement occurs when

[0173] It has to be noted that the relation

is always valid. Preferably, the separation thresholds depend on the region type concerned. Preferred approximate
values are DL_MAJOR = 3 NM, DL_MINOR = 5 NM and/or DV_MIN = 800 feet.
[0174] Regarding conflict severity, the severity of a conflict preferably depends on its nature and is determined by
combining the various properties of the conflict. In order to express the severity of a conflict, at least four distinct conflict
categories will be defined by combining the two types of separation infringements with the crossing and divergence
properties.
[0175] The conflict categories are defined in Table 11 below:

[0176] In this categorisation, conflicts of category 1 and 2 correspond to wanted alerts, while conflicts of category 3
and 4 correspond to nuisance alerts.
[0177] In this context it should be noted that the number of conflict categories may be extended by identifying and
combining additional properties of a conflict.
[0178] Regarding conflict uncertainty, the uncertainty of a conflict is based on the uncertainty of trajectory prediction
and is preferably represented by a stochastic model for minimum separation infringement. In the latter model, probabilities
of major and minor separation infringements are estimated.
[0179] In case aircraft in a pair belong to different region types, a combined region type needs to be determined. This
is preferably achieved, e.g., by means of a decision matrix. Some region types are preferably defined as combined.
Such region types contain only pairs, not single aircraft.
[0180] Regarding STCA regions, a Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (RVSM) region is an upper airspace region
in which the minimum vertical separation has been reduced from 2000 ft to 1000 ft, provided that both aircraft in the pair
are RVSM-compliant. Preferably, furthermore, depending on weather conditions, the 1000 ft minimum is raised to 2000
ft, e.g. for safety reasons. Preferably, in addition to the general region attributes defined above, each STCA region is
defined by a flag identifying it as RVSM or not. Preferably, for each RVSM region R1 with region type RT1, an associated

Table 11: Conflict Categories of STCA

Category Condition

1 major separation infringement and not (crossed and diverging)

2 (major separation infringement and (crossed and diverging))
or

(minor separation infringement and not (crossed and diverging))

3 Minor separation infringement and (crossed and diverging)

4 not (major or minor separation infringement)
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non-RVSM region R2 with region type RT2 is defined. Regions R1 and R2 have the same geometry and R1 has higher
priority than R2. If an aircraft is RVSM-compliant and R1 is active, it will fall in R1, otherwise in R2. Region types RT1
and RT2 differ only by the value of the minimum separation DV_MIN and their combined region type is RT2.
[0181] As a consequence, if a pair has at least one non RVSM-compliant aircraft or if the region R1 is deactivated due
to bad weather conditions, the more severe DV_MIN of RT2 is used. Otherwise, the less severe DV_MIN of RT1 is used.
[0182] The mode 3/A code selection specifies which codes have to be protected by the STCA function. At least three
modes of operation, identified by the parameter MODE, are preferred:

No selected codes are required in the pair of aircraft;

at least one of the aircraft in the pair must have a selected code; and/or

both aircraft in the pair must have a selected code.

[0183] With regard to the STCA interface (Fig. 1), the information preferably required in an input track has already
been specified above. A conflict preferably contains at least one or all of the following information, restricted to the
prediction time frame: unique conflict identification (contiguous conflicts for a given pair of aircraft have the same conflict
identification); duration of conflict identification; STCA system identification (sic, sac); current time; time to conflict; lateral
and vertical starting positions of a conflict; current lateral and vertical separations; predicted minimum lateral and vertical
separations; a conflict nature; predicted conflict category; probabilities of major and minor separation infringements;
and/or information of both aircraft involved in the conflict.
[0184] The nature of the conflict preferably comprises predicted crossing and divergence flags at starting time of
conflict and/or predicted major and minor separation infringement flags.
[0185] The information about each aircraft preferably comprises: track identification; mode 3/A code; call sign, if
available from input track; and/or track server identification (sic, sac).
[0186] The configuration parameters of the STCA system which are common to all safety nets have already been
specified above. Preferred parameters specific to STCA are specified later in the description.
[0187] In the context of STCA, the generic conflict prediction module as defined above is instantiated as follows.
[0188] The STCA conflict prediction module preferably comprises the data structures: predicted track, i.e., extrapolation
of an input track; predicted pair, i.e., a pair of predicted tracks; conflict, i.e., output of STCA containing all relevant conflict
information; and/or region type including the set of conflict prediction parameters that depend on the region type.
[0189] The STCA conflict prediction module preferably comprises the conflict category prediction module that predicts
the conflict category of predicted pairs and generates conflicts and/or a coarse pair filtering module that generates
predicted pairs by restricting the set of predicted tracks that need to be compared to a given predicted track in the conflict
category prediction algorithm. Preferably, the conflict prediction module comprises two main modules.
[0190] In addition to the conflict prediction parameters depending on the region type, the conflict prediction module
preferably includes coarse pair filtering in conflict category prediction parameters. All preferred approximate parameters
specific to STCA are specified below.
[0191] Fig. 10 shows the data flow diagram of the conflict prediction module and the corresponding data links of STCA,
as discussed above.
[0192] In the following passages the coarse pair filtering will be described in more detail. The coarse pair filter generates
predicted pairs by restricting the set of predicted tracks that need to be compared to a given predicted track in the conflict
category prediction algorithm. The coarse pair filter preferably comprises the following sub-filters: the coarse proximity
filter; the mode 3/A code selection filter; and/or the split tracks filter. Preferably, the coarse pair filter comprises three
sub-filters. The coarse proximity filter generates a set of predicted pairs from predicted tracks. The mode 3/A code
selection and split tracks filters then eliminate pairs in this set which do not satisfy certain criteria. A predicted pair is
considered to be a pair of predicted tracks generated for the same probe.
[0193] The coarse proximity filter identifies the set of predicted tracks that are in a neighbourhood of a given predicted
track. The basic idea underlying the coarse proximity filter comprises partitioning the (x, y) plane into square cells.
Preferably, for each probe, a separate grid of cells is defined. The predicted tracks generated during one STCA cycle
are inserted into their corresponding grid. Preferably, two predicted tracks generated for probe p are called neighbours
if both following conditions are satisfied: the tracks are in the same or an adjacent cell of grid p and their vertical separation
is less than DZ_MAX.
[0194] The coarse proximity filter preferably generates predicted pairs of neighbours. At the end of a cycle, the grids
are emptied. This ensures that only pairs of predicted tracks of the same cycle are generated.
[0195] Fig. 11 exemplarily shows a grid for a given probe, as well as two neighbours in adjacent cells in the (x, y) plane.
[0196] Whenever a new predicted track for probe p is received, the filter generates predicted pairs involving the track
and its neighbours. The track is subsequently inserted in the corresponding cell of grid p. This sequential insertion
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mechanism of tracks into cells ensures that each predicted pair is generated only once (sequential filtering).
[0197] Preferably the size EDGE of the cells and the maximum vertical distance DZ_MAX are chosen large enough
to include all predicted pairs of potential concern. However, choosing these parameters too large implies that an excessive
number of pairs are processed by the conflict category prediction algorithm and the system performance is degraded.
It has to be noted that the optimal values of EDGE and DZ_MAX may vary with the probe. Later in the description a
preferred method for determining optimal values of these parameters for each probe will be presented.
[0198] The mode 3/A code selection filter eliminates all pairs in which one or both tracks do not have a selected code,
depending on the mode of operation MODE.
[0199] Regarding split tracks filter, multi-radar tracking can produce duplicate system tracks for the same airframe,
known as split tracks. Such split tracks arise from the garbling effect in the detected mode 3/A codes. Different radars
may detect mode 3/A codes that differ by a few bits although they actually correspond to the same aircraft. Thus, it is
an important feature to detect split tracks and eliminate pairs of such tracks in order to avoid the declaration of nuisance
alerts.
[0200] A pair of input tracks is considered to satisfy the split conditions if all the following conditions are satisfied:

[0201] Preferably, a confirmation mechanism is added to the split conditions in order to take into account spurious
track effects. A confirmation window records the result of the split conditions test of the last WINSIZE cycles. Two input
tracks are considered as split and all corresponding predicted pairs are eliminated by the filter if and only if the pair of
input tracks met the split conditions at least once in the last WINSIZE cycles.
[0202] During one STCA cycle, the pairs of input tracks meeting the split conditions are collected in a split pairs set.
At the end of the cycle, the confirmation windows are updated with the split pairs set and the latter is emptied.
[0203] At the end of each STCA cycle, the grids of the coarse proximity filter are emptied, and/or the confirmation
windows of the split filter are updated with the split pairs set and the latter is emptied (coarse filter clean up).
[0204] In the following, the conflict category prediction will be described in more detail. The basic idea of the conflict
category prediction algorithm consists of predicting the conflict category of a predicted pair. All pairs whose predicted
category is larger than a specified minimum category are eliminated. Finally, conflicts are built from the remaining pairs.
[0205] With regard to Table 11, the conflict category of a pair is predicted by predicting a major or minor separation
infringement for the pair and/or applying the crossing and divergence tests to the mean positions and speed vectors of
the predicted tracks in the pair (as has been discussed in detail above).
[0206] A stochastic model for minimum separation infringement has been developed from the mean positions and
error variance vectors of the predicted tracks in a pair in order to predict separation infringements. In this model, prob-
abilities of major and minor separation infringements are compared to a given threshold. Preferably, the stochastic model
is decomposed to lateral and vertical models.
[0207] Regarding a preferred lateral stochastic model, a pair of predicted tracks T1 and T2 is considered to be generated
for probe p. It is now an object to estimate the probability of a lateral separation infringement between T1 and T2. The
first task consists of determining the two-dimensional stochastic model of the combined lateral positional error of the
pair (T1, T2). The probability of lateral separation infringement is then approximated by a one-dimensional stochastic
model.
[0208] For determining the combined lateral error variance, e1= (e1x, e1y) and e2 = (e2x, e2y), respectively, are the
lateral positional error vectors of T1 and T2. Further, σ1

2 = ELe1L22 and σ2
2 = ELe2L22 denote their respective lateral error

variances. Fig. 12 shows lateral predicted tracks with error vectors and variances in the (x, y) plane.
[0209] The combined error vector is preferably given by
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[0210] By the assumptions made for the distribution functions of e1 and e2, the distribution function of e is a normal
distribution with mean 0 which is independent of the direction of the vector e. The combined lateral error variance σ2 =
ELeL22 is given by

[0211] From the assumption that the error vectors e1 and e2 are independent, the following relations hold

[0212] The combined lateral error variance thus becomes

[0213] Regarding the probability of lateral separation infringement, d denotes the distance between the mean lateral
positions of T1 and T2, e the combined positional error vector, σ2 the combined lateral error variance and dmin the
minimum distance below which a lateral separation infringement occurs. Such combined positional error and separation
infringement is shown in Fig. 13.
[0214] The probability of lateral separation infringement is the probability that the vector d + e lies inside the circle
centred at 0 and of radius dmin. The exact determination of this probability is a complex-dimensional problem. Therefore,
it is approximated by the probability that the normal random variable u of mean d and variance σ2 lies in the interval [-
dmin, dmin], as is shown in Fig. 14. It is given by

where u* is the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1. This probability is preferably obtained by a
standard normal distribution table look-up.
[0215] Regarding the vertical stochastic model, a pair of predicted tracks T1, T2 generated for probe p is considered.
It is the object to estimate the probability of a vertical separation infringement between T1 and T2. Preferably, the first
task consists of determining the stochastic model of the combined vertical positional error of the pair (T1, T2). The
probability of vertical separation and infringement is then calculated.
[0216] As shown in Fig. 15 e1 and e2, respectively, are the vertical positional errors of T1 and T2. σ1

2 = ELe1L22 and
σ2

2 = ELe2L22 denote their respective vertical error variances. The combined error vector is given by
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[0217] By the assumptions made for the distribution functions of e1 and e2, the distribution function of e is a normal
distribution with mean 0. Preferably, the error vectors e1 and e2 are assumed to be independent and thus the combined
vertical error variance σ2 = ELeL22 is given by

[0218] Regarding the probability of vertical separation infringement, d denotes the distance between the mean vertical
positions of T1 and T2, σ2 the combined vertical error variance and dmin the minimum distance below which a vertical
separation infringement occurs. The probability of vertical separation infringement is the probability that the normal
random variable u of mean d and variance σ2 lies in the interval [-dmin, dmin] as illustrated in Fig. 14.
[0219] Regarding predicted separation infringement, de and dv, respectively, are considered to be the distances
between the lateral and the vertical positions of the predicted tracks in the pair. p(a, b) is the probability that de < a and
dv < b. Preferably, de and dv are assumed to be independent random variables so that

[0220] The probabilities P(de < a) and P(dv < b) are estimated as described above.
[0221] Preferably, pmin is a threshold probability value. A separation infringement is preferably predicted as follows:

[0222] Otherwise, no infringement is predicted.
[0223] Preferably, the threshold pmin depends on the prediction time frame as well as the combined region type of the
predicted pair, as discussed above. Further in the specification, a method will be presented which restricts the interval
of possible values of pmin. This method is based on the concept of so-called conflict patterns.
[0224] A conflict is preferably computed from the set S of predicted pairs of two given aircraft whose predicted conflict
category is less than or equal to a region type parameter CAT_MAX. The preferred conflict attributes are determined
as follows:

Time to conflict: minimum probe in S;

Lateral and vertical starting positions of conflict: mean position vector of the pair with minimum probe in S;

Predicted minimum lateral (resp. vertical) separation: minimum lateral (resp. vertical) separation of the pairs in S;

Predicted conflict category: minimum predicted conflict category in S;

Probability of major (resp. minor) separation infringement: maximum probability of major (resp. minor) separation
infringement in S;

Predicted crossing (resp. divergence) flag at starting time of conflict: crossing (resp. divergence) flag of pair with
minimum probe in S; and/or

Predicted major (resp. minor) separation infringement flag: TRUE if a major (resp. minor) separation infringement
is predicted for at least one pair in S, FALSE otherwise.

[0225] In the following preferred optimal coarse proximity filter parameters will be described. In the coarse proximity
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filter, as described above, the size EDGE of the cells and the maximum vertical distance DZ_MAX are preferably chosen
large enough to include all predicted pairs of potential concern. However, choosing these parameters too large implies
that an excessive number of pairs are processed by the conflict category prediction algorithm and degrades system
performance. Furthermore, the optimal values of EDGE and DZ_MAX may vary with the probe.
[0226] Now, a preferred method which determines optimal values of these parameters for each probe is presented.
This method is based on the separation infringement prediction of the conflict category prediction module as discussed
above. Preferably, the values of EDGE and DZ_MAX must satisfy the following criterion for each probe:

Separation infringement predicted for pair ⇒ pair is generated by coarse proximity filter.

[0227] Optimal values meeting this condition are based on some worst case values of: the minimum distance dmin,
above which there is no separation infringement, the threshold probability pmin for separation infringement prediction;
and/or the maximum combined error variance σmax

2 of the trajectory prediction.
[0228] First, the optimal separation is derived as a function of the parameters dmin, pmin and σmax· Then, for the lateral
and vertical cases, the worst case values of these parameters are calculated. Finally, an example is presented showing
the evolution of the parameters EDGE and DZ_MAX with the probe.
[0229] For optimal separation u is considered to be a normal random variable of mean d ≥ 0 and variance σ2. u*
denotes the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1. Thus,

[0230] The function pσ(d) is defined as the probability of separation infringement, i.e., the probability that u lies in the
interval [-dmin, dmin]:

[0231] The probability of separation infringement is represented in Fig. 14.
[0232] The standard error σ is preferably assumed to satisfy the relation

[0233] The function pmax(d) is defined as the maximum of pσ(d) for all σ in [0, σmax]:

[0234] It has to be observed that pmax(d) = 1 for d ≤ dmin and/or pmax(d) decreases monotonically with d > dmin.
[0235] The optimal distance dopt is defined as the distance d for which pmax(d) is equal to the threshold probability pmin:

[0236] It has to be noted that, by definition of the function pmax(d), the following relation holds:

[0237] Now the worst case parameters will be discussed. The parameters dmin, pmin and σmax preferably depend on
the region type. Since the coarse proximity filter parameters EDGE and DZ_MAX are independent of the region type,
worst case values for dmin, pmin and σmax in the set SR of all region types have to be found.
[0238] It is observed that dopt increases with dmin, that dopt decreases with pmin and that dopt increases with σmax.
Therefore, the maximum dmin in SR, the minimum pmin in SR and the maximum σmax in SR have to be chosen.
[0239] The worst case value of parameter pmin is determined as follows. If the probe is in the SHORT_TERM prediction
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time frame,

[0240] If the probe is the MEDIUM_TERM prediction time frame,

[0241] If the probe is in the LONG_TERM prediction time frame,

[0242] In the lateral case, the worst case values of parameters dmin and σmax are preferably determined as follows
for each probe. The parameter dmin is given by

[0243] Let MAX_SPEEDLAT denote an upper bound on the lateral speed. The following quantities for each region
type in SR are computed:

[0244] The parameter σmax is given by

[0245] In the vertical case, the worst case values of parameters dmin and σmax are preferably determined as follows
for each probe. The parameter dmin is given by

[0246] Let MAX_SPEEDVERT denote an upper bound on the vertical speed. The following quantities for each region
type in SR are computed:
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[0247] The parameter σmax is given by

[0248] Fig. 16 shows an example of preferred optimal values of the parameters EDGE and DZ_MAX calculated for
NBPROBES = 13 probes. As can be observed from the figure, EDGE and DZ_MAX start with a preferred value dmin for
probe 0, grow until probe 30 seconds, decrease and stabilize at dmin for probe 70 seconds.
[0249] Further to the configuration parameters which are common to all safety nets and which have already been
discussed above e.g. with regard to tables 1 to 9, the following tables 12 to 17 present preferred specification as well
as preferred values of preferred parameters specific to STCA. Table 12 shows the specification of coarse proximity filter
parameters, table 13 shows the specification of mode 3/A code selection filter parameters, table 14 shows the specification
of split tracks filter parameters, table 15 shows the specification of combined region type parameters, tables 16 and 17
show region type parameters wherein table 16 shows the specification of region definition parameters and table 17
shows the specification of conflict prediction parameters depending on region type of STCA.

Table 12: Specification of Coarse Proximity Filter Parameters of STCA

Parameter Description Example

MINLAT Minimum latitude of grids 45:00:00 N

MINLON Minimum longitude of grids 13:00:00 E

MAXLAT Maximum latitude of grids 47:00:00 N

MAXLON Maximum longitude of grids 16:30:00 E

EDGE Size of square cells. If no value is specified, EDGE is determined 
automatically

12 NM

DZ_MAX Maximum vertical separation. If no value is specified, DZ_MAX is 
determined automatically

50 Fl

MAX_SPEEDLAT Maximum lateral speed (for automatic determination of EDGE) 0.18 NM/sec

MAX_SPEEDVERT Maximum vertical speed (for automatic determination of DZ_MAX) 1 Fl/sec

Table 13: Specification of Mode 3/A Code Selection Filter Parameters of STCA

Parameter Description Example

MODE Mode of operation At least one track in pair has selected code

CODE Mode 3/A code 4324

SELECT CODE selected ? TRUE

Table 14: Specification of Split Tracks Filter Parameters of STCA

Parameter Description Example

LSD Lateral split distance 1 NM
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[0250] A preferred idea of conflict patterns consists of imposing the behaviour of the STCA system in defined situations.
A conflict pattern defines a set of scenarios for which the output of STCA is specified. Two classes of conflict patterns
can be identified, depending on whether or not a conflict alert is desired for the pattern. A conflict pattern for which an
alert is desired will be called positive conflict pattern, whereas a conflict pattern for which an alert is not desired will be
called negative conflict pattern.
[0251] For example, in a scenario where two levelled aircraft have parallel lateral trajectories and are always separated
laterally by more than 4 NM, we may desire that the STCA system produces no conflict alert. The same may hold for a
scenario in which two levelled aircraft are separated vertically by more than 1200 ft. In contrast, in a scenario where two
converging and levelled aircraft flying at the same level are predicted to be separated laterally by less than 1 NM in less
than 40 sec in TMA or by less than 3 NM in less than 80 sec in upper airspace, assuming constant speed vectors, we
may desire that STCA produces a conflict alert.
In order to insure the adequacy between a given set of conflict patterns and the output of STCA, a preferred idea is to
impose restrictions on the interval of possible values of the minimum confidence level function pmin(t). Positive conflict
patterns will impose restrictions on the upper bound of pmin, whereas negative conflict patterns will restrict the lower
bound of pmin. Note that it will not always be possible to find a function pmin(t) which is adequate for all conflict patterns
in a given set. Indeed, the upper bound of pmin imposed by a positive conflict pattern may be smaller than the lower
bound imposed by a negative conflict pattern, resulting in a contradiction.
[0252] In the following, the notion of conflict pattern will first be defined formally. Then, the adequacy conditions for

(continued)

Parameter Description Example

VSD Vertical split distance 2 Fl

SCD Maximum mode 3/A code bit differences 5

WINSIZE Size of confirmation window for split detection 5

Table 15: Specification of Combined Region Types Parameters of STCA

Parameter Description Example

COMBINED(i, j) Combined region type of region types i and j 0

Table 16: Specification of Region Definition Parameters of STCA

Parameter Description Example

RVSM RVSM region ? TRUE

Table 17: Specification of Conflict Prediction Parameters Depending on Region Type of STCA

Parameter Description Example

CAT_MAX Maximum category of conflicting predicted pair 2

DL_MAJOR Lateral major separation infringement threshold’ 3 NM

DL_MINOR Lateral minor separation infringement threshold 5 NM

DV_MIN Vertical separation infringement threshold 8 Fl

MIN_CROSS_TIME Minimum cross-over time in crossing test 180 sec

MIN_DIFF_CROSS_TIME
Minimum difference in times to reach cross-over point 

in crossing test
120 sec

MAX_LAT_VCLOS Maximum lateral closing speed in divergence test 0 NM/sec

MIN_LAT_DIST Minimum lateral distance in divergence test 4 NM

MAX_VERT_VCLOS Maximum vertical closing speed in divergence test 0 Fl/sec
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pmin(t) with regard to both positive and negative conflict patterns will be derived. Finally, the section with some examples
of conflict patterns and the corresponding conditions imposed on the function pmin(t) will be concluded.
[0253] As regards conflict pattern, if the behaviour of the STCA system in given scenarios shall be imposed, then the
latter must be predictable by STCA. For example, a scenario containing a late manoeuvre is not predictable by STCA.
In this case, the predicted aircraft separation will not correspond to the actual minimum aircraft separation of the scenario.
However, imposing conditions based on aircraft separations requires that the latter be predictable. Therefore, conflict
patterns will exclusively define sets of scenarios for which the aircraft 3-D speed vectors remain constant.
[0254] A conflict pattern is preferably defined by the following information:

Conflict pattern identification;
Positive/negative conflict pattern flag;
Region type identification;
tmax: maximum prediction time;
Flag indicating whether the first aircraft in the pair is levelled or not;
Flag indicating whether the second aircraft in the pair is levelled or not;
dl: lateral distance between aircraft;
dv: vertical distance between aircraft;
vl,min: minimum lateral aircraft speed;
vl,max: maximum lateral aircraft speed;
vv,level, max: maximum vertical speed for levelled aircraft;
vv, manvr, max: maximum vertical speed for climbing/descending aircraft; and/or
CD: flag indicating whether the pair of aircraft is crossed and diverging or not.

[0255] The maximum prediction time is only relevant for positive conflict patterns. It specifies the prediction time above
which STCA is not required to yield a conflict alert.
[0256] The information of whether an aircraft is levelled or climbing/descending determines which error variance model
is used in the vertical trajectory prediction of STCA.
[0257] The attributes dl and dv correspond to the lateral and vertical aircraft separations at any time in the prediction
time frame.
[0258] The minimum lateral aircraft speed vl, min is used only for negative conflict patterns. The minimum vertical speed
for a climbing/descending aircraft is implicitly defined as the maximum vertical speed for a levelled aircraft vv, level, max.
[0259] The CD flag is used to determine the minimum lateral separation above which there is no lateral separation
infringement. If the flag is set to TRUE, this minimum is given by the parameter DL_MAJOR. Otherwise, it is given by
the parameter DL_MINOR.
[0260] Note that a consequence of the constant speed vector restriction discussed above is that a conflict pattern is
positive if and only if both of the following conditions are met:

dl is smaller than the minimum lateral separation DL_MAJOR or DL_MINOR above which there is no lateral separation
infringement;

dv is smaller than the minimum vertical separation DV_MIN above which there is no vertical separation infringement.

[0261] Now, conflict pattern adequacy conditions will be discussed in more detail. Let pl(t, vl) denote the probability
of lateral separation infringement for a prediction time t and a lateral aircraft speed vl. Let pv(t, vv, level, vv, manvr)
denote the probability of vertical separation infringement for a prediction time t, a vertical speed vv, level for levelled
aircraft and a vertical speed vv, manvr for climbing/descending aircraft. These probabilities are given by the following
formulae :
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where

and where u* denote the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1.
[0262] As discussed above, a positive conflict pattern will restrict the upper bound pmin

U(t) of pmin(t). This upper bound
is given by the formula 

[0263] As discussed above, a negative conflict pattern will restrict the lower bound pmin
L(t) of pmin(t). This lower bound

is given by the formula

where
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[0264] As regards piecewise minimum confidence level function, let pmin(t) be defined as a piecewise constant function
with three distinct values for short, medium and long term prediction time frames, i.e.,

[0265] Let pmin
U(t) be the upper bound of pmin(t) restricted by a positive conflict pattern. The following restrictions are

imposed on the values of pmin(t) :

[0266] Let pmin
L(t) be the lower bound of pmin(t) restricted by a negative conflict pattern. The following restrictions are

imposed on the values of pmin(t):

[0267] Now present a few examples of positive and negative conflict patterns in upper airspace and in TMA regions
will be presented. The following parameter values are assumed:

SHORT_TERM = 30 sec;
MEDIUM_TERM = 60 sec;
LONG_TERM = 120 sec.

[0268] Table 18 shows the restricted intervals for the function pmin(t) imposed by a set of positive and negative conflict
patterns in upper airspace. The following values for the parameters defining the safety cylinder centered at each aircraft
are assumed:

DL_MAJOR = 3 NM;
DL_MINOR = 5 NM;
DV_MIN = 800 ft.
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[0269] Table 19 shows the restricted intervals for the function pmin(t) imposed by a set of positive and negative conflict
patterns in TMA. The following values for the parameters defining the safety cylinder centered at each aircraft are
assumed:

DL_MAJOR = 2.5 NM;
DL_MINOR = 3 NM;
DV_MIN = 800 ft.

Table 18: Examples of Conflict Patterns in Upper Airspace

Conflict Pattern 1 2 3 4 5 Global

Positive/negative Negative Negative Negative Positive Positive -

tmax [sec] - - - 80 30 -

Aircraft 1 levelled TRUE FALSE TRUE TRUE FALSE -

Aircraft 2 levelled TRUE FALSE TRUE TRUE FALSE -

dl [NM] 4 4 0 3 0 -

dv [Fl] 0 0 12 0 0 -

vl, min [NM/sec] 0.09 0.09 0.09 - - -

vl, max [NM/sec] 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 -

vv, level, max [Fl/sec] 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -

vv, manvr, max [Fl/sec] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 -

CD TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE TRUE -

P_MIN_SHORT [0.03, 1] [0.03, 1] [0, 1] [0, 1] [0, 0.31] [0.03,0.31]

P_MIN_MEDIUM [0.18, 1] [0.18, 1] [0.14, 1] [0,0.96] [0, 1] [0.18,0.96]

P_MIN_LONG [0.27, 1] [0.34,1] [0.31, 1] [0,0.84] [0, 1] [0.34, 0.84]

Table 19: Examples of Conflict Patterns in TMA

Conflict Pattern 1 2 3 4 5 Global

Positive/negative Negative Negative Negative Positive Positive -

tmax [sec] - - - 40 30 -

Aircraft 1 levelled TRUE FALSE TRUE TRUE FALSE -

Aircraft 2 levelled TRUE FALSE TRUE TRUE FALSE -

dl [NM] 4 4 0 1 0 -

dv [Fl] 0 0 12 0 0 -

vl,min [NM/sec] 0.04 0.04 0.04 - - -

vl,max [NM/sec] 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 -

vv, level, max [Fl/sec] 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -

vv, manvr, max [Fl/sec] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 -

CD TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE TRUE -

P_MIN_SHORT [0.06, 1] [0.07, 1] [0.21, 1] [0,0.89] [0, 0.58] [0.21,0.58]

P_MIN_MEDIUM [0.14, 1] [0.24, 1] [0.34, 1] [0,0.72] [0, 1] [0.34, 0.72]

P_MIN_LONG [0.14, 1] [0.34,1] [0.35, 1] [0, 1] [0, 1] [0.35,1]
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[0270] As a further preferred example the minimum safe altitude warning (MSAW) function will be discussed. A
minimum safe altitude warning (MSAW) system is a safety net aimed at predicting minimum safe altitude violations in
a near future and warning the radar controller of this potential danger. This example is based on the generic specification,
design and algorithms which are applicable to all safety nets and are discussed above in detail and thus describes solely
the aspects which are specific to the MSAW safety net.
[0271] In the context of the MSAW safety net, the notion of conflict as defined above corresponds to a minimum safe
altitude violation. The uncertainty of a conflict is based on the uncertainty of trajectory prediction, in which errors are
unavoidable, as discussed above. This uncertainty will be represented by a stochastic model for minimum safe altitude
violation. In the context of MSAW, the generic conflict prediction module as defined above predicts a minimum safe
altitude violation of a predicted track and generates conflicts. In the latter preferred model, a probability of minimum safe
altitude violation is estimated.
[0272] In addition to the general region attributes defined above, MSAW regions are defined by a minimum safe altitude
and/or a maximum altitude of potential concern, above which aircraft are considered to be in no danger of coming into
close proximity with the minimum safe altitude within the prediction time frame.
[0273] The maximum altitude of potential concern is preferably specified by a single maximum altitude MAPC, which
is preferably valid for the whole region. The minimum safe altitude is preferably specified in any of the following ways
(see Fig. 17):

As a single minimum altitude MSA, preferably valid for the whole region;

As an offset OFFSET to a terrain elevation data base. Such data base may be available from a satellite survey or
the national official cartographer. The minimum safe altitude is given by

By identifying the region as an obstacle. In this case, the minimum safe altitude corresponds implicitly to the upper
height (specified as an altitude) of the region;

When MSAW is used at airports, as a sloping path associated with an ILS glide path, a missed approach procedure
or a SID. A sloping path is defined by a runaway threshold and a vertical angle ALPHA. If an aircraft is at a lateral
distance d from the runway threshold, the minimum safe altitude for that aircraft is preferably given by

where ALPHA_TOL denotes a tolerance on the angle ALPHA.
[0274] It is to be noted that manoeuvre regions do not contain the additional attributes defined here above.
[0275] Preferably, the mode 3/A code selection specifies which codes have to be protected by the MSAW function.
The information preferably required in an input track is specified above. In the MSAW function, a conflict preferably
comprises the following information, restricted to the prediction time frame: unique conflict identification, wherein con-
tiguous conflicts for a given aircraft have the same conflict identification; duration of conflict identification; MSAW system
identification (sic, sac); current time; time to conflict; lateral and vertical starting positions of conflict; current lateral and
vertical distances to starting positions of conflict; predicted minimum altitude; probability of minimum safe altitude violation;
and/or information about the aircraft involved in the conflict. The information about the aircraft preferably comprises:
track identificaton; mode 3/A code; call sign, if available from input track; and/or track server identificaton (sic, sac).
[0276] The preferred configuration parameters of the MSAW system which are common to all safety nets are specified
above in tables 1 to 9. Additional parameters or parameters specific to MSAW are specified in tables 20 and 21 below.
[0277] In the MSAW, additional sufficient conditions for input track elimination in the generic input track filter, as defined
above, are introduced in order to quickly eliminate input tracks that can not possibly come into close proximity with the
minimum safe altitude within the prediction time frame. These conditions are defined as follows.
[0278] An input track T is eliminated if it does not have a selected mode 3/A code or, if, for each non-manoeuvre
region, any of the following relations hold:
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and/or

where MAPC denotes the maximum altitude of potential concern of the region. Regarding the distance to region it is
noted that the distance of a point x to a set S is defined as the minimum distance of x to each point of S. m denotes the
lateral position of T. The lateral distance d of T to a region R is preferably calculated as follows:

When the lateral geometry of R is a circle of centre c and radius r,
d = max (0, (distance of m to c) - r);
When the lateral geometry of R is a polygon with n edges,

[0279] It should be noted that standard geometrical algorithms can be used to determine whether a point lies in a
simple closed polygon. It should further be noted that, when the lateral geometry of R is a polygon with a large number
of edges, the computation of d may be costly. In this case d may be substituted for the lateral distance of T to the minimum
bounding box of R, as it is shown in Fig. 18. A bounding box of a set S in Rn is the cross product of n intervals which
encloses the set S.
[0280] Regarding conflict prediction, the basic idea of the conflict prediction algorithm consists of predicting a minimum
safe altitude violation of a predicted track. All predicted tracks that are not predicted to violate the minimum safe altitude
are eliminated. Finally, conflicts are built from the remaining predicted tracks.
[0281] Preferably, in order to predict a minimum safe altitude violation of a predicted track, the highest priority, non-
manoeuvre region containing the mean position vector of the predicted track is determined; a stochastic model for
minimum safe altitude violation for this region is developed from the mean position and error variance vectors of the
predicted track. In this model, a probability of minimum safe altitude violation is compared to a minimum confidence
level. The stochastic model is preferably decomposed into lateral and vertical models.
[0282] It should be noted that the restriction to the highest priority region containing the mean position vector of the
predicted track is justified since the probability that the predicted track lies in other regions is normally small and can
thus be neglected and since predicting minimum safe altitude violations for other regions is a complex task in general
because regions may overlap with defined priorities.
[0283] Considering a predicted track T generated for probe p and a region R it is the object to estimate the probability
of a lateral penetration of T into R. m denotes the mean lateral position of T, df the distance of m to the lateral frontier
of R, e the lateral positional error vector of T and σ2 its lateral error variance, as can be seen in Fig. 19.
[0284] The probability of lateral penetration of T into R is the probability that the vector m + e lies inside the lateral
part of R. Since the exact determination of this probability is a complex two-dimensional problem, it is preferably ap-
proximated by the probability that the normal random variable u of mean -df and variance σ2 is smaller than 0, as it is
shown in Fig. 20. It is given by

[0285] Where u* is the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1. This probability is preferably
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obtained by standard normal distribution table look-up.
[0286] Considering a predicted track T generated for probe p and a region R it is the object to estimate the probability
that the altitude of T is less than the minimum safe altitude zmin of R at the mean lateral position of T. m denotes the
mean vertical position of T, e the vertical positional error of T and σ2 its vertical error variance, as is shown in Fig. 21.
The probability that the altitude of T is less than zmin is given by

where u* is the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1. This probability is preferably obtained by
standard normal distribution table look-up.
[0287] Considering a predicted track T and a region R, p1 being the probability of lateral region penetration of T into
R and pv being the probability that the altitude of T is less than the minimum safe altitude of R at the mean lateral position
of T, these probabilities are preferably estimated as described above. Assuming the independence of the lateral and
vertical positional errors of T, the probability ptot of minimum safe altitude violation of T is given by

pmin is considered to be a threshold probability value. Preferably, a minimum safe altitude violation is predicted if and
only if the relation

holds. Preferably, the threshold pmin depends on the prediction time frame as well as the region type of T as already
discussed in detail above.
[0288] When the lateral geometry of a region is a polygon with a large number of edges, it may be useful to predict a
minimum safe altitude violation for the minimum bounding box of the region. If no minimum safe altitude violation is
predicted for this bounding box, there is no need to predict a minimum safe altitude violation for the region itself.
[0289] A conflict is computed from the set S of predicted tracks of given aircraft for which a minimum safe altitude
violation was predicted. The conflict attributes are preferably determined as follows:

Time to conflict: minimum probe in S;

Lateral and vertical starting positions of conflict: position vector of predicted track with minimum probe in S;

Predicted minimum altitude: minimum altitude in S; and/or

Probability of minimum safe altitude violation: maximum probability of minimum safe altitude violation in S.

[0290] The preferred approximate configuration parameters of the MSAW system which are common to all safety nets
have been specified above, e.g. in Tables 1 to 9. In Tables 20 and 21 below, the specification as well as preferred
approximate values of the parameters which are specific to the MSAW are presented, wherein Table 20 shows the
specification of input track filtering parameters and Table 21 shows the specification of region definition parameters.

Table 20: Specification of Input Track Filtering Parameters of MSAW

Parameter Description Example

MAX_DIST_LAT Maximum lateral distance of input track to region in order to keep track 
for further processing

20 NM

MAX_DIST_VERT Maximum vertical distance of input track to region in order to keep track 
for further processing

120 Fl

MAPC Maximum altitude of potential concern 100 Fl
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[0291] Another preferred example of the present invention is the area proximity warning (APW) function and system.
The APW function/system is a safety net aimed at predicting penetrations of protected air space regions in a near future
and warning the radar controller of this potential danger.
[0292] This example is based on the common framework for all safety nets presenting the generic specification, design
and algorithms which are applicable to all safety nets as has been described in detail above. Therefore, in the following
solely the aspects which are specific to the APW safety net will be described. In the context of the APW safety net, the
notion of a conflict as defined above will correspond to a penetration of a protected air space region. In the context of
the APW, the generic conflict prediction module as defined above predicts the penetration of a protected region by a
predicted track and generates conflicts.
[0293] The uncertainty of a conflict is based on the uncertainty of trajectory prediction and will be represented by a
stochastic model for penetration depth of a protected region. In the latter model, a probability of protected region pen-
etration is estimated.
[0294] APW regions define aircraft access restrictions. For example,

In a military exercise region, only aircraft identified as military are allowed to fly;

In a Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (RVSM) region, only RVSM-compliant aircraft as well as a number of
defined non RVSM-compliant aircraft are allowed to fly.

[0295] In addition to the general region attributes defined above, each APW region is defined by

A flag identifying it as protected or not. If the region is protected, it is associated with a list of aircraft permitted to
fly within the region. The list of aircraft allowed to fly within a protected region can be specified e.g. by mode 3/A
code or call sign;

A flag identifying it as RVSM or not. For each RVSM region R1, there is defined an associated non-RVSM region
R2 with the same geometry and lower priority than R1. If an aircraft is RVSM-compliant and R1 is active, it will fall
in R1, otherwise in R2.

[0296] It has to be noted that manoeuvre regions do not contain the additional attributes defined here above and are
considered as non-protected regions.
[0297] The information required in an input track is specified above. A conflict preferably comprises the following
information, restricted to the prediction time frame: unique conflict identification, wherein contiguous conflicts for a given

(continued)

Parameter Description Example

CODE Mode 3/A code 4324

SELECT CODE selected ? TRUE

Table 21: Specification of Region Definition Parameters of MSAW

Parameter Description Example

MSA_TYPE Type of minimum safe altitude (single minimum altitude, offset to 
terrain, obstacle region, sloping path)

Single minimum altitude

MSA Single minimum altitude 10 Fl

OFFSET Offset to terrain 3 Fl

ALPHA Vertical angle of sloping path 3 deg

ALPHA_TOL Tolerance on angle ALPHA 1.4 deg

RWY_LAT Latitude of runway threshold (for sloping path) 46:00:00 N

RWY_LON Longitude of runway threshold (for sloping path) 15:00:00 E

RWY_ALT Altitude of runway threshold (for sloping path) 300 meters
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aircraft have the same conflict identification; duration of conflict identification; APW system identification (sic, sac); current
time; time to conflict; lateral and vertical starting positions of conflict; current lateral and vertical distances to protected
region; predicted minimum lateral and vertical distances to protected region; probability of protected region penetration;
information about the aircraft involved in the conflict; and/or protected region identification. The information about the
aircraft preferably comprises: track identification; mode 3/A code; call sign, if available from input track; and/or track
server identification (sic, sac).
[0298] The configuration parameters of the APW system which are common to all safety nets are specified above,
e.g. in Tables 1 to 9. Preferred further or specific parameters to APW are specified below in Tables 20 and 21.
[0299] Regarding the input track filtering, an additional sufficient condition for input track elimination in the generic
input track filter as defined above has been introduced in order to quickly eliminate input tracks that cannot possibly
penetrate a protected region within the prediction time frame. It is defined as follows.
[0300] An input track T is eliminated if, for each protected region within which T is not allowed to fly, any of the following
relations hold:

 m denotes the lateral position of T. Please note that the distance of a point x to a set S is preferably defined as the
minimum distance of x to each point of S. The lateral distance d of T to a region R can be calculated as follows:

When the lateral geometry of R is a circle of centre c and radius r,

When the lateral geometry of R is a polygon with n 

edges,

[0301] It should be noted that standard geometrical algorithms can be used to determine whether a point lies in a
simple closed polygon. It should further be noted that, when the lateral geometry of R is a polygon with a large number
of edges, the computation of d may be costly. In this case, d is preferably substituted for the lateral distance of T to the
minimum bounding box of R, as shown in Figure 18. A bounding box of a set S in Rn is the cross product of n intervals
which encloses the set S.
[0302] Regarding conflict prediction, the basic idea of the conflict prediction algorithm consists of predicting the pen-
etration of a protected region by a predicted track. All predicted tracks that are not predicted to penetrate any protected
region within which the aircraft is not allowed to fly are eliminated. Finally, conflicts are built from the remaining predicted
tracks.
[0303] In order to predict the penetration of a protected region by a predicted track, the highest priority, non-manoeuvre
region containing the mean position vector of the predicted track is preferably determined. If the latter region is a protected
region within which the aircraft is not allowed to fly, a stochastic model for penetration of this region is developed from
the mean position and error variance vectors of the predicted track. In this model, a probability of region penetration is
compared to a minimum confidence level. The stochastic model is preferably decomposed in lateral and vertical models.
Otherwise, the predicted track is eliminated.
[0304] It should be noted that the restriction to the highest priority region containing the mean position vector of the
predicted track is justified since the probability of penetration for other regions is normally small and can thus be neglected
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and since predicting the penetration of other regions is a complex task in general because regions may overlap with
defined priorities.
[0305] With regard to the lateral stochastic model, in the APW reference can be made to the lateral stochastic model
as discussed above with respect to e.g. the MSAW.
[0306] For the vertical stochastic model considering a predicted track T generated for probe p and a protected region
R, it is the object to estimate the probability of a vertical penetration of T into R. m denotes the mean vertical position of
T, [zmin, zmax] the height band of R, e the vertical positional error of T and σ2 its vertical error variance, as can be seen
in Fig. 22.
[0307] The probability of a vertical penetration of T into R is given by

where u* is the standard normal random variable of mean 0 and variance 1. This probability is preferably obtained by a
standard normal distribution table look-up.
[0308] With regard to predicted region penetration pl and pv, respectively, are the probabilities of lateral and vertical
region penetrations of a predicted track T. These probabilities are estimated as described above. Assuming the inde-
pendence of the lateral and vertical positional errors of T, the probability ptot of region penetration of T is given by

pmin is considered to be a threshold probability value. A region penetration is preferably predicted if and only if the relation

holds. The threshold pmin preferably depends on the prediction time frame as well as the region type of T, as discussed
above in detail.
[0309] When the lateral geometry of a protected region is a polygon with a large number of edges, it may be useful
to predict a penetration of the minimum bounding box of the region. If the predicted track is not predicted to penetrate
this bounding box, there is no need to predict a penetration of the region itself.
[0310] Preferably, a conflict is computed from the set S of predicted tracks of a given aircraft which are predicted to
penetrate a given protected region within which the aircraft is not allowed to fly. The conflict attributes are preferably
determined as follows:

Time to conflict: minimum probe in S;

Lateral and vertical starting positions of conflict: position vector of predicted track with minimum probe in S;

Predicted minimum lateral (resp. vertical) distance to protected region: minimum lateral (resp. vertical) distance to
region of the predicted tracks in S; and/or

Probability of protected region penetration: maximum probability of region penetration in S.

[0311] The preferred approximate configuration parameters of the APW system, which are common to all safety nets,
have been specified above, e.g., in Tables 1 to 9. Below, in Tables 22 and 23, specifications as well as preferred
approximate values of the parameters which are specific to the APW are presented, wherein Table 22 shows the
specification of input track filtering parameters and Table 23 shows the specification of region definition parameters.

Table 22: Specification of Input Track Filtering Parameters of APW

Parameter Description Example

MAX_DIST_LAT Maximum lateral distance of input track to protected region in order to 
keep track for further processing

20 NM



EP 1 517 281 B1

40

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

[0312] The present invention provides a reliable method and system for alerting of potentially hazardous situations in
air traffic which fulfil the objects as defined above. The system and method assist the controller in his work and help him
to better analyse complex traffic situations and take correct decisions in time. Further, the rate of nuisance alerts is
reduced.
[0313] It is to be noted that the present invention, although discussed with regard to air traffic, may also be used with
regard to other forms of traffic, such as rail traffic, e.g. trains, road traffic, e.g. cars, or sea traffic, e.g. ships or submarines,
etc.

Claims

1. Method for alerting of potentially hazardous situations in air traffic on the basis of surveillance data wherein predicted
conflicts are identified based on the prediction of future air traffic situations by definition of a stochastic model for
trajectory prediction in which the uncertainty of the prediction is based on unpredictable variations in magnitude of
the vector of aircraft velocity and/or direction of the vector of aircraft velocity; and is represented as a function of
the prediction time, wherein a stochastic model of predicted trajectories for each predicted lateral position and
predicted vertical position, respectively is defined and used for constructing a stochastic model for conflict prediction
by discretizing a prediction time frame into a finite number of equally spaced time points.

2. The method according to claim 1; wherein at least one stochastic model of predicted trajectories is used for con-
structing a stochastic model for conflict prediction.

3. The method according to claim 1 or 2, wherein probabilities of conflict are compared to minimum confidence levels.

4. The method according to claim 1, 2 or 3, wherein a decision is made whether a predicted situation is a predicted
conflict or not upon the comparison to minimum confidence levels.

5. The method according to any one of claims 1 to 4, wherein a minimum confidence level is defined or predicting a
conflict as a function of the urgency of the conflict, expressed by its prediction time.

6. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein a time interval between a first communication
of an alert and the start of the predicted violation of the safety criteria is sufficiently large to cover the time needed
by a radar controller to formulate an appropriate avoiding manoeuvre and communicate it to the pilot(s) plus the
time needed by the latter to perform the manoeuvre and eliminate the potential danger.

7. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein different region types for airspace regions are
considered.

(continued)

Parameter Description Example

MAX_DIST_VERT Maximum vertical distance of input track to protected region in order to 
keep track for further processing

120 Fl

Table 23: Specification of Region Definition Parameters of APW

Parameter Description Example

PROTECTED Region is protected ? TRUE

RVSM RVSM region ? TRUE

IDENT_TYPE Aircraft Identification Type (mode 3/A, call sign, both) Mode 3/A

CODE Mode 3/A code 4324

CALLSIGN Call sign ABC1234

ALLOWED CODE and/or CALLSIGN allowed in region ? TRUE
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8. The method according to claim 7, wherein each region type is characterized by a different set of trajectory prediction
and conflict prediction parameters and hence different stochastic models for trajectory and conflict prediction.

9. The method according to claim 7 or 8, wherein the region types comprise standard region types and manoeuvre
region types, of which the manoeuvre region types are centred at points in the vicinity of which aircraft are expected
to perform a manoeuvre.

10. The method according to any one of the claims 7 to 9, wherein a different set of trajectory parameters is used and
the uncertainty of the trajectory prediction is adapted according to the respective region types and the properties of
the respective aircraft.

11. The method according to any one of the claims 7 to 10, wherein each region is defined by at least one of the attributes:

unique region identifier;
unique region type identifier;
lateral geometry of the region;
height band of the region;
region priority;
activity flag; and
exclusion flag.

12. The method according to any one of the claims 7 to 11, wherein a region is defined by at least one of the following
lateral geometries:

a closed polygon which is defined as a list of vertices;
a distance radius circle which is defined by a centre and a distance radius; or
a time radius circle which is defined by a centre and a time radius and wherein an aircraft belongs to a time
radius circle if its distance to centre is less than or equal to the aircraft lateral speed multiplied by the time radius.

13. The method according to any one of the claims 7 to 12, wherein regions can be included in or overlap other regions.

14. The method according to any one of the claims 9 to 13, wherein an aircraft is considered to belong to a manoeuvre
region whenever it is expected to perform a manoeuvre in the vicinity of the centre of this region in the maximum
prediction time.

15. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein the trajectory prediction comprises prediction
in the lateral plane and prediction on the vertical axis.

16. The method according to claim 15, wherein these two predictions are performed separately.

17. The method according to claim 15 or 16, wherein the mean trajectory in the lateral plane is determined by means
of a standard turn angle depending on the region type for a manoeuvring aircraft and is determined by linear
extrapolation of a current lateral speed vector for a non-manoeuvring aircraft.

18. The method according to any one of claims 15 to 17, wherein the mean trajectory prediction on the vertical axis is
determined by linear extrapolation of the current vertical speed.

19. The method according to claim 18, wherein the clipping of the aircraft at the assigned flight level is taken into account
when an intended flight level is available and the aircraft is climbing or descending.

20. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein the uncertainty of the prediction is modelled as
a function of the prediction time and the aircraft speed and depends on the region type concerned as well as the
aircraft attitude.

21. The method according to claim 1, wherein this probing process generates a static traffic picture represented by a
set of predicted tracks for each probe.

22. The method according to claim 1 or 21, wherein each probe p lies within a short term prediction time frame, a medium



EP 1 517 281 B1

42

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

term prediction time frame or a long term prediction time frame in order to characterize the proximity of a probe.

23. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein a conflict is predicted if the probability of conflict
pconfl and a threshold probability value representing a minimum confidence level required to predict a conflict pmin
have the relation pconfl ≥ pmin.

24. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein a minimum probability of a conflict pmin is defined
as a function pmin(t) of the urgency of the conflict expressed by its prediction time t.

25. The method according to claim 24, wherein the function pmin(t) increases with the prediction time t.

26. - The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein a confirmation window records the conflicts of
the last cycles and wherein, at the end of one cycle, the confirmation windows are updated with the conflicts predicted
during this cycle.

27. The method according to claim 26, wherein a conflict is confirmed and communicated if the conflict was predicted
at least c times in the last cycles and wherein the parameter c depends on the prediction time frame and the region
type of the aircraft involved in the conflict.

28. The method according to any one of the preceding claims, wherein a stochastic model of each predicted lateral
distance between two aircraft and predicted vertical distance between two aircraft, respectively, is defined and used
for constructing a stochastic model for conflict prediction by discretizing a prediction time frame into a finite number
of equally spaced time points, wherein, for each time point, the combined conflict probability is determined as the
product of the lateral probability and the vertical probability, wherein the maximum of the conflict probabilities for all
probing times is defined.

29. Use of a method according to any one of the preceding claims for predicting violations of defined separation criteria
between at least two aircraft, for predicting minimum safe altitude violations of an aircraft, and/or for predicting
penetrations of protected airspaces by an aircraft.

30. A system for alerting of potentially hazardous situations in air traffic comprising a surveillance data detection and
processing means wherein predicted conflicts are identified based on the prediction of future air traffic situations by
a stochastic processing means which defines a stochastic model for trajectory prediction in which the uncertainty
of the prediction is based on unpredictable variations in magnitude of the vector of aircraft velocity and/or direction
of the vector of aircraft velocity, and is represented as a function of the prediction time, further comprising a stochastic
model defining means for defining a stochastic model of predicted trajectories for each predicted lateral position
and predicted vertical position. respectively and for constructing a stochastic model for conflict prediction based on
the stochastic models of predicted trajectories by discretizing a prediction time frame into a finite number of equally
spaced time points.

31. The system according to claim 30, wherein at least one stochastic processing means for predicted trajectories
constructs a stochastic model for conflict prediction.

32. The system according to claim 30 or 31, wherein the conflict is communicated to the user by a conflict communication
means.

33. The system according to any one of claims 30 to 32, further comprising the data structures:

input track;
trajectory;
predicted track;
conflict;
region type; and
statistical data; as well as

the main modules:

region type identification;



EP 1 517 281 B1

43

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

input track filtering;
trajectory prediction;
trajectory probing;
conflict prediction;
conflict confirmation; and
on-line statistical data collection,

for identifying predicted conflicts based on the prediction of future air traffic situations by definition of said stochastic
model for trajectory prediction.

34. The system according to claim 33, wherein the input track comprises the following data:

track identification;
Mode 3/A code;
call sign, if available from flight plan data;
lateral position;
mode C;
sea level mode C or aircraft altitude;
lateral speed vector;
lateral manoeuvre indication, with direction and rate of turn;
vertical manoeuvre indication, with direction and rate of climb and descent, respectively;
current time;
cleared flight level, if available; and/or
Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (RVSM) compliance flag, if available from flight plan data.

35. The system according to any one of claims 30 to 34, further comprising the parameters:

general safety net parameters;
communication parameters;
input track filtering parameters;
trajectory probing parameters;
conflict prediction parameters;
region definition parameters; and/or
regions type parameters.

36. The system according to any one of claims 30 to 35, wherein the region type parameters comprise all parameters
whose values depend on the region type such as trajectory prediction parameters, conflict prediction parameters
and conflict confirmation parameters.

37. The system according to any one of claims 30 to 36, further comprising a conflict confirmation means.

38. Use of a method according to any one of claims 1 to 29 for establishing a safety net for alerting of potentially
hazardous situations in air traffic.

39. Use of a system according to any one of claims 30 to 37 for establishing a safety net for alerting of potentially
hazardous situations in air traffic.

Patentansprüche

1. Verfahren für die Warnung vor potentiell gefährlichen Situationen im Luftverkehr aufgrund von Überwachungsan-
gaben, wobei vorhergesagte Konflikte auf Basis der Vorhersage künftiger Situationen des Luftverkehrs identifiziert
werden durch die Definition eines stochastischen Modells für die Flugbahnvorhersage, in dem die Unsicherheit der
Vorhersage auf unvorhersehbaren Veränderungen der Größe des Vektors der Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs und/
oder der Richtung des Vektors der Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs basiert und als eine Funktion der Vorhersagezeit
dargestellt wird, wobei ein stochastisches Modell von vorhergesagten Flugbahnen für jede vorhergesagte laterale
Position bzw. vorhergesagte vertikale Position definiert und verwendet wird, um durch die Diskretisierung eines
Vorhersagezeitintervalls in eine finite Anzahl abstandsgleicher zeitlicher Punkte ein stochastisches Modell für die
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Flugbahnvorhersage zu gestalten.

2. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, wobei wenigstens ein stochastisches Modell vorhergesagter Flugbahnen verwendet
wird, um ein stochastisches Modell zur Konfliktvorhersage zu gestalten.

3. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1 oder 2, wobei Konfliktwahrscheinlichkeiten mit minimalen Vertrauensniveaus verglichen
werden.

4. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, 2 oder 3, wobei auf den Vergleich mit minimalen Vertrauensniveaus eine Entscheidung
gefällt wird, ob eine vorhergesagte Situation ein vorhergesagter Konflikt ist oder nicht.

5. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 1 bis 4, wobei ein minimales Vertrauensniveau definiert wird, um einen Konflikt
als eine Funktion der Dringlichkeit des Konfliktes, die durch seine Vorhersagezeit ausgedrückt wird, vorherzusagen.

6. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei ein Zeitintervall zwischen einer ersten Mitteilung einer
Warnung und dem Beginn der vorhergesagten Übertretung der Sicherheitskriterien groß genug ist, um die Zeit
abzudecken, die für den Radarkontrolleur notwendig ist, um ein angemessenes Ausweichmanöver zu formulieren,
und es an den/die betroffenen Piloten zu übermitteln, plus die Zeit, die für diese/n notwendig ist, um das Manöver
durchzuführen und die potentielle Gefahr zu eliminieren.

7. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei verschiedene Typen von Regionen für Regionen des
Luftraums berücksichtigt werden.

8. Verfahren nach Anspruch 7, wobei jeder Regiontyp durch einen unterschiedlichen Satz von Parametern der Flug-
bahnvorhersage und der Konfliktvorhersage und folglich andere stochastische Modelle für die Flugbahn- und Kon-
fliktvorhersage gekennzeichnet ist.

9. Verfahren nach Anspruch 7 oder 8, in der die Regiontypen Standardregiontypen und Manöverregiontypen aufweisen,
von denen die Manöverregiontypen in Punkten zentriert werden, in deren Nachbarschaft Flugzeuge, die ein Manöver
durchführen, erwartet werden.

10. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 7 bis 9, wobei ein unterschiedlicher Satz von Flugbahnparametern benutzt
wird, und die Unsicherheit der Flugbahnvorhersage den jeweiligen Regiontypen und den Eigenschaften des jewei-
ligen Flugzeugs angepaßt wird.

11. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 7 bis 10, wobei jede Region durch wenigstens eines der Attribute definiert wird:

Einmalige Kennung der Region;
Einmalige Kennung des Regiontyps;
Laterale Geometrie der Region;
Höhenband der Region;
Priorität der Region;
Aktivitätindikator; und
Ausschlußindikator.

12. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 7 bis 11, wobei eine Region durch wenigstens eine der folgenden lateralen
Geometrien definiert wird:

Ein geschlossenes Polygon, das als eine Eckpunktliste definiert wird;
Ein Kreis mit beabstandetem Radius, der durch ein Zentrum und einen beabstandeten Radius definiert wird; oder
Ein Kreis mit zeitlichem Radius, der durch ein Zentrum und einen zeitlichen Radius definiert wird
und wobei ein Flugzeug zu einem Kreis mit zeitlichem Radius gehört, wenn seine Distanz zum Zentrum kleiner
ist als oder gleich der lateralen Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs multipliziert mit dem zeitlichen Radius ist.

13. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 7 bis 12, wobei Regionen in andere Regionen eingeschlossen sein oder
andere Regionen überlappen können.

14. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 9 bis 13, wobei ein Flugzeug als zu einer Manöverregion gehörend betrachtet
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wird, wenn man erwartet, daß es ein Manöver in der Nachbarschaft des Zentrums von dieser Region innerhalb der
maximalen Vorhersagezeit durchführt.

15. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei die Flugbahnvorhersage die Vorhersage in der late-
ralen Ebene und die Vorhersage auf der vertikalen Achse umfaßt.

16. Verfahren nach Anspruch 15, wobei diese zwei Vorhersagen getrennt durchgeführt werden.

17. Verfahren nach Anspruch 15 oder 16, wobei die durchschnittliche Flugbahn in der lateralen Ebene mit Hilfe eines
Regiontyp abhängigen Standardwendewinkels für ein manövrierendes Flugzeug und durch lineare Extrapolation
eines aktuellen lateralen Geschwindigkeitsvektors für ein nicht-manövrierendes Flugzeug bestimmt wird.

18. Verfahren nach einem der Ansprüche 15 bis 17, wobei die durchschnittliche Flugbahnvorhersage auf der vertikalen
Achse durch lineare Extrapolation der aktuellen vertikalen Geschwindigkeit bestimmt wird.

19. Verfahren nach Anspruch 18, wobei die Befestigung des Flugzeugs bei dem zugewiesenen Flugniveau berücksichtigt
wird, wenn ein beabsichtigtes Flugniveau verfügbar ist und das Flugzeug aufsteigend oder absteigend ist.

20. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei die Unsicherheit der Vorhersage als eine Funktion
der Vorhersagezeit und der Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs modelliert wird und vom betreffenden Regiontyp sowie
von der Lage des Flugzeugs abhängt.

21. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1, wobei dieser Sondiervorgang ein statisches Bild des Verkehrs erzeugt, das durch eine
Gesamtheit von vorhergesagten Bahnen für jede Sondierung dargestellt wird.

22. Verfahren nach Anspruch 1 oder 21, wobei sich jede Sondierung p in einem kurzfristigen Vorhersagezeitintervall,
einem mittelfristigen Vorhersagezeitintervall oder einem langfristigen Vorhersagezeitintervall befindet, um die Nähe
einer Sondierung zu charakterisieren.

23. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei ein Konflikt vorhergesagt wird, wenn die Konflikt-
wahrscheinlichkeit pconfl und eine Wahrscheinlichkeitsschwelle, die ein minimales Vertrauensniveau pmin darstellt,
das gefordert wird, um einen Konflikt vorherzusagen, die Beziehung pconfl ≥ pmin haben.

24. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei eine Mindestwahrscheinlichkeit eines Konfliktes pmin
als eine Funktion pmin(t) der Dringlichkeit des Konfliktes definiert wird, die durch seine Vorhersagezeit t ausgedrückt
wird.

25. Verfahren nach Anspruch 24, wobei die Funktion pmin(t) mit der Vorhersagezeit t steigt.

26. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei ein Bestätigungsfenster die Konflikte der letzten
Zyklen registriert und wobei zum Schluß eines Zyklus die Bestätigungsfenster aktualisiert werden mit den Konflikten,
die während dieses Zyklus vorhergesagt wurden.

27. Verfahren nach Anspruch 26, wobei ein Konflikt bestätigt und mitgeteilt wird, wenn der Konflikt wenigstens c Mal
in den letzten Zyklen vorhergesagt wurde, und wobei der Parameter c vom am Konflikt beteiligten Vorhersagezeit-
intervall und Regiontyp des Flugzeugs abhängt.

28. Verfahren nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, wobei ein stochastisches Modell von jeder vorhergesagten
lateralen Distanz zwischen zwei Flugzeugen bzw. vorhergesagten vertikalen Distanz zwischen zwei Flugzeugen
definiert wird und benutzt wird, um ein stochastisches Modell für die Konfliktvorhersage durch die Diskretisierung
eines Vorhersagezeitintervalls in eine finite Anzahl abstandsgleicher zeitlicher Punkte zu gestalten, wobei für jeden
zeitlichen Punkt die kombinierte Konfliktwahrscheinlichkeit als das Produkt der lateralen Wahrscheinlichkeit und
der vertikalen Wahrscheinlichkeit bestimmt wird, wobei das Maximum der Konfliktwahrscheinlichkeit für alle Son-
dierzeiten definiert wird.

29. Verwendung einer Methode nach einem der vorhergehenden Ansprüche, um Übertretungen von definierten Tren-
nungskriterien zwischen wenigstens zwei Flugzeugen vorherzusagen, um Übertretungen sicherer Mindesthöhe des
Flugzeugs vorherzusagen und/oder um Penetrationen geschützter Lufträume durch ein Flugzeug vorherzusagen.
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30. System für die Warnung vor potentiell gefährlichen Situationen im Luftverkehr, aufweisend eine Einrichtung zur
Feststellung von Überwachungsdaten und eine Verarbeitungseinrichtung, wobei vorhergesagte Konflikte aufgrund
der Vorhersage künftiger Situationen des Luftverkehrs durch eine stochastische Verarbeitungseinrichtung identifi-
ziert werden, die ein stochastisches Modell für die Flugbahnvorhersage definiert, in dem die Unsicherheit der Vor-
hersage auf unvorhersehbaren Veränderungen der Größe des Vektors der Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs und/
oder der Richtung des Vektors der Geschwindigkeit des Flugzeugs basiert und als eine Funktion der Vorhersagezeit
dargestellt wird, ferner umfassend eine Einrichtung zur Definition eines stochastischen Modells, um ein stochasti-
sches Modell von vorhergesagten Flugbahnen zu definieren für jede vorhergesagte laterale Position bzw. vorher-
gesagte vertikale Position, und um ein stochastisches Modell für die Vorhersage des Konfliktes zu gestalten, das
auf den stochastischen Modellen vorhergesagter Flugbahnen basiert durch die Diskretisierung eines Vorhersage-
zeitintervalls in eine finite Anzahl abstandsgleicher zeitlicher Punkte.

31. System nach Anspruch 30, wobei wenigstens eine stochastische Verarbeitungseinrichtung für vorhergesagte Flug-
bahnen ein stochastisches Modell für die Konfliktvorhersage gestaltet.

32. System nach Anspruch 30 oder 31, wobei der Konflikt dem Benutzer durch ein Konfliktkommunikationsmittel mit-
geteilt wird.

33. System nach einem der Ansprüche 30 bis 32, das außerdem die Datenstrukturen umfaßt:

Eingangsbahn;
Flugbahn;
Vorhergesagte Bahn;
Konflikt;
Regiontyp; und
Statistische Daten; sowie

die Hauptmodule:

Identifikation des Regiontyps;
Filtern der Eingangsbahn;
Flugbahnvorhersage;
Flugbahnsondierung;
Konfliktvorhersage;
Konfliktbestätigung; und
Online-Sammlung statistischer Daten,

um vorhergesagte Konflikte zu identifizieren aufgrund der Vorhersage künftiger Situationen des Luftverkehrs durch
die Definition des stochastischen Modells für die Flugbahnvorhersage.

34. System nach Anspruch 33, wobei die Eingangsbahn die folgenden Daten umfaßt:

Identifikation der Bahn;
Mode 3/A Code;
Rufzeichen, falls verfügbar in den Flugplandaten;
Laterale Position;
Mode C;
Mode C beim Meer oder Höhe des Flugzeugs;
Lateraler Geschwindigkeitsvektor;
Indikation des lateralen Manövers, mit Richtung und Wenderate;
Indikation des vertikalen Manövers, mit Richtung und Anstiegsrate beziehungsweise Abstiegsrate;
Aktuelle Zeit;
Freigelegtes Flugniveau, falls verfügbar; und/oder
Befolgungsindikator der reduzierten minimalen vertikalen Trennung (RVSM), falls verfügbar in den Flugpland-
aten.

35. System nach einem der Ansprüche 30 bis 34, das außerdem die Parameter umfaßt:
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Allgemeine Parameter des Sicherheitsnetzes;
Kommunikationsparameter;
Parameter des Filterns der Eingangsbahn;
Parameter der Flugbahnsondierung;
Parameter der Konfliktvorhersage;
Parameter der Regiondefinition und/oder;
Parameter des Regiontyps.

36. System nach einem der Ansprüche 30 bis 35, wobei die Parameter des Regiontyps alle Parameter umfassen, deren
Werte vom Regiontyp abhängen, wie die Parameter der Flugbahnvorhersage, die Parameter der Konfliktvorhersage
und die Parameter der Konfliktbestätigung.

37. System nach einem der Ansprüche 30 bis 36, das außerdem eine Konfliktbestätigungseinrichtung umfaßt.

38. Verwendung eines Verfahrens gemäß einem der Ansprüche 1 bis 29 zum Ausbilden eines Sicherheitsnetzes für
die Warnung vor potentiell gefährlichen Situationen im Luftverkehr.

39. Verwendung eines Systems gemäß einem der Ansprüche 30 bis 37 zum Ausbilden eines Sicherheitsnetzes für die
Warnung vor potentiell gefährlichen Situationen im Luftverkehr.

Revendications

1. Méthode pour l’alerte de situations potentiellement dangereuses dans le trafic aérien sur base de données de
surveillance dans laquelle des conflits prédits sont identifiés sur base de la prédiction de situations futures du trafic
aérien par la définition d’un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de trajectoire dans lequel l’incertitude de la
prédiction est basée sur des variations imprévisibles de la magnitude du vecteur de vitesse de l’avion et/ou de la
direction du vecteur de vitesse de l’avion, et est représenté comme une fonction du temps de prédiction, dans
laquelle un modèle stochastique de trajectoires prédites pour chaque position latérale prédite et chaque position
verticale prédite, respectivement, est défini et utilisé pour construire un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de
conflit en discrétisant un intervalle de temps de prédiction en un nombre fini de points temporels équidistants.

2. La méthode selon la revendication 1, dans laquelle au moins un modèle stochastique de trajectoires prédites est
utilisé pour construire un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de conflit.

3. La méthode selon la revendication 1 ou 2, dans laquelle des probabilités de conflit sont comparées à des niveaux
de confiance minimum.

4. La méthode selon la revendication 1, 2 ou 3, dans laquelle une décision est prise si une situation prédite est un
conflit prédit ou non par comparaison à des niveaux de confiance minimum.

5. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 1 à 4, dans laquelle un niveau de confiance minimum est
défini pour prédire un conflit comme une fonction de l’urgence du conflit, exprimée par son temps de prédiction.

6. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle un intervalle de temps entre
une première communication d’une alerte et le début de la violation prédite des critères de sûreté est suffisamment
grand pour couvrir le temps nécessaire au contrôleur radar pour formuler une manoeuvre d’évitement appropriée
et la communiquer au(x) pilote(s) concerné(s) plus le temps nécessaire à celui-ci pour effectuer la manoeuvre et
éliminer le danger potentiel.

7. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle différents types de régions pour
des régions de l’espace aérien sont considérés.

8. La méthode selon la revendication 7, dans laquelle chaque type de région est caractérisé par un ensemble différent
de paramètres de prédiction de trajectoire et de prédiction de conflit et par conséquent des modèles stochastiques
différents pour la prédiction de trajectoire et de conflit.

9. La méthode selon la revendication 7 ou 8, dans laquelle les types de région comprennent des types de région
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standards et des types de régions de manoeuvre, desquels les types de régions de manoeuvre sont centrés en des
points dans le voisinage desquels on s’attend à ce que les avions effectuent une manoeuvre.

10. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 7 à 9, dans laquelle un ensemble différent de paramètres
de trajectoire est utilisé et l’incertitude de la prédiction de trajectoire est adaptée selon les types de région respectifs
et les propriétés des avions respectifs.

11. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 7 à 10, dans laquelle chaque région est définie par au
moins un des attributs :

Identificateur de région unique ;
Identificateur de type de région unique ;
Géométrie latérale de la région ;
Bande de hauteur de la région ;
Priorité de la région ;
Indicateur d’activité ; et
Indicateur d’exclusion.

12. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 7 à 11, dans laquelle une région est définie par au moins
une des géométries latérales suivantes :

Un polygone fermé qui est défini comme une liste de sommets ;
Un cercle de rayon spatial qui est défini par un centre et un rayon spatial ; ou
Un cercle de rayon temporel qui est défini par un centre et un rayon temporel

et dans laquelle un avion appartient à un cercle de rayon temporel si sa distance au centre est inférieure ou égale
à la vitesse latérale de l’avion multipliée par le rayon temporel.

13. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 7 à 12, dans laquelle des régions peuvent être incluse dans
ou recouvrir d’autres régions.

14. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 9 à 13, dans laquelle un avion est considéré comme
appartenant à une région de manoeuvre quand on s’attend à ce qu’il effectue une manoeuvre dans le voisinage du
centre de cette région dans le temps de prédiction maximum.

15. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle la prédiction de trajectoire
comprend la prédiction dans le plan latéral et la prédiction sur l’axe vertical.

16. La méthode selon la revendication 15, dans laquelle ces deux prédictions sont effectuées séparément.

17. La méthode selon la revendication 15 ou 16, dans laquelle la trajectoire moyenne dans le plan latéral est déterminée
au moyen d’un angle de tournant standard dépendant du type de région pour un avion manoeuvrant et est déterminée
par extrapolation linéaire d’un vecteur de vitesse latérale courant pour un avion non-manoeuvrant.

18. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 15 à 17, dans laquelle la prédiction de trajectoire moyenne
sur l’axe vertical est déterminée par extrapolation linéaire de la vitesse verticale courante.

19. La méthode selon la revendication 18, dans laquelle la fixation de l’avion au niveau de vol assigné est prise en
compte quand un niveau de vol prévu est disponible et que l’avion est ascendant ou descendant.

20. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle l’incertitude de la prédiction est
modélisée comme une fonction du temps de prédiction et de la vitesse de l’avion, et dépend du type de région
concerné ainsi que de l’attitude de l’avion.

21. La méthode selon la revendication 1, dans laquelle ce processus de sondage génère une image statique du trafic
représentée par un ensemble de pistes prédites pour chaque sonde.

22. La méthode selon la revendication 1 ou 21, dans laquelle chaque sonde p se trouve dans un intervalle de temps
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de prédiction à court terme, un intervalle de temps de prédiction à moyen terme ou un intervalle de temps de
prédiction à long terme afin de caractériser la proximité d’une sonde.

23. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle un conflit est prédit si la pro-
babilité de conflit pconfl et une valeur seuil de probabilité représentant un niveau de confiance minimum requis pour
prédire un conflit pmin ont la relation pconfl ≥ pmin.

24. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle une probabilité minimum d’un
conflit pmin est définie comme une fonction pmin(t) de l’urgence du conflit exprimée par son temps de prédiction t.

25. La méthode selon la revendication 24, dans laquelle la fonction pmin(t) augmente avec le temps de prédiction t.

26. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle une fenêtre de confirmation
enregistre les conflits des derniers cycles et dans laquelle, à la fin d’un cycle, les fenêtres de confirmation sont
mises à jour avec les conflits prédits durant ce cycle.

27. La méthode selon la revendication 26, dans laquelle un conflit est confirmé et communiqué si le conflit a été prédit
au moins c fois dans les derniers cycles et dans laquelle le paramètre c dépend de l’intervalle de temps de prédiction
et du type de région des avions impliqués dans le conflit.

28. La méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes, dans laquelle un modèle stochastique de
chaque distance latérale prédite entre deux avions et de chaque distance verticale prédite entre deux avions,
respectivement, est défini et utilisé pour construire un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de conflit en discrétisant
un intervalle de temps de prédiction en un nombre fini de points temporels équidistants, dans laquelle, pour chaque
point temporel, la probabilité de conflit combinée est déterminée comme le produit de la probabilité latérale et de
la probabilité verticale, dans laquelle le maximum des probabilités de conflit pour tous les temps de sondage est défini.

29. Utilisation d’une méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications précédentes pour prédire des violations de
critères de séparation définis entre au moins deux avions, pour prédire des violations d’altitude minimum sûre d’un
avion, et/ou pour prédire des pénétrations par un avion d’espaces aériens protégés.

30. Un système pour l’alerte de situations potentiellement dangereuses dans le trafic aérien comprenant un moyen de
détection et de traitement de données de surveillance dans lequel des conflits prédits sont identifiés sur base de la
prédiction de situations futures du trafic aérien par un moyen de traitement stochastique qui définit un modèle
stochastique pour la prédiction de trajectoire dans lequel l’incertitude de la prédiction est basée sur des variations
imprévisibles de la magnitude du vecteur de vitesse de l’avion et/ou de la direction du vecteur de vitesse de l’avion,
et est représenté comme une fonction du temps de prédiction, comprenant en outre un moyen définissant un modèle
stochastique pour définir un modèle stochastique de trajectoires prédites pour chaque position latérale prédite et
chaque position verticale prédite, respectivement, et pour construire un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de
conflit basé sur les modèles stochastiques de trajectoires prédites en discrétisant un intervalle de temps de prédiction
en un nombre fini de points temporels équidistants.

31. Le système selon la revendication 30, dans lequel au moins un moyen de traitement stochastique pour des trajectoires
prédites construit un modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de conflit.

32. Le système selon la revendication 30 ou 31, dans lequel le conflit est communiqué à l’utilisateur par un moyen de
communication de conflit.

33. Le système selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 30 à 32, comprenant en outre les structures de données :

Piste d’entrée ;
Trajectoire ;
Piste prédite;
Conflit ;
Type de région ; et
Données statistiques ;

ainsi que les modules principaux :
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Identification de type de région ;
Filtrage de piste d’entrée ;
Prédiction de trajectoire ;
Sondage de trajectoire ;
Prédiction de conflit ;
Confirmation de conflit ; et
Collection de données statistiques en ligne,

pour identifier des conflits prédits sur base de la prédiction de situations futures du trafic aérien par la définition du
dit modèle stochastique pour la prédiction de trajectoire.

34. Le système selon la revendication 33, dans lequel la piste d’entrée comprend les données suivantes :

Identification de la piste ;
Code Mode 3/A ;
Indicatif d’appel, si disponible dans les données de plan de vol;
Position latérale ;
Mode C ;
Mode C au niveau de la mer ou altitude de l’avion ;
Vecteur de vitesse latéral ;
Indication de manoeuvre latérale, avec direction et taux de tournant ;
Indication de manoeuvre verticale, avec direction et taux de montée et descente, respectivement ;
Temps courant ;
Niveau de vol instruit, si disponible ; et/ou
Indicateur de conformité au minimum de séparation verticale réduit (RVSM), si disponible dans les données
de plan de vol.

35. Le système selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 30 à 34, comprenant en outre les paramètres :

Paramètres généraux de filet de sécurité;
Paramètres de communication;
Paramètres de filtrage de piste d’entrée ;
Paramètres de sondage de trajectoire ;
Paramètres de prédiction de conflit ;
Paramètres de définition de région, et/ou
Paramètres de type de région.

36. Le système selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 30 à 35, dans lequel les paramètres de type de région
comprennent tous les paramètres dont les valeurs dépendent du type de région tels que les paramètres de prédiction
de trajectoire, les paramètres de prédiction de conflit et les paramètres de confirmation de conflit.

37. Le système selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 30 à 36, comprenant en outre un moyen de confirmation
de conflit.

38. Utilisation d’une méthode selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 1 à 29 pour établir un filet de sécurité pour
l’alerte de situations potentiellement dangereuses dans le trafic aérien.

39. Utilisation d’un système selon n’importe laquelle des revendications 30 à 37 pour établir un filet de sécurité pour
l’alerte de situations potentiellement dangereuses dans le trafic aérien.



EP 1 517 281 B1

51



EP 1 517 281 B1

52



EP 1 517 281 B1

53



EP 1 517 281 B1

54



EP 1 517 281 B1

55



EP 1 517 281 B1

56



EP 1 517 281 B1

57



EP 1 517 281 B1

58



EP 1 517 281 B1

59



EP 1 517 281 B1

60



EP 1 517 281 B1

61



EP 1 517 281 B1

62



EP 1 517 281 B1

63



EP 1 517 281 B1

64



EP 1 517 281 B1

65

REFERENCES CITED IN THE DESCRIPTION

This list of references cited by the applicant is for the reader’s convenience only. It does not form part of the European
patent document. Even though great care has been taken in compiling the references, errors or omissions cannot be
excluded and the EPO disclaims all liability in this regard.

Non-patent literature cited in the description

• Operational Requirements Document for EATCHIP
Phase III; ATM Added Functions, 25 January 1999,
vol. 2 [0004]

• Operational Requirements for ETACHIP Phase III;
ATM added Functions, 25 January 1999, vol. 2
[0006]

• R.A. PAIELLI ; H. ERZBERGER. Conflict Probability
Estimation for Free Flight. Journal of Guidance, Con-
trol and Dynamics, May 1997, vol. 20 (3), 588-596
[0007]

• JANE’S AIRPORT. Safety Revamp Triggered. The
safety management culture of European ATM agen-
cies will need an immediate overhau, September
2002, vol. 14 (7 [0009]


	bibliography
	description
	claims
	drawings

