Open Journal of Transportation Technologies 2B AR, 2021, 10(1), 49-58 Hans Y
Published Online January 2021 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ojtt
https://doi.org/10.12677/0jtt.2021.101007

ETERBRVTHRERMEHE

g 35'1’ }2& }*’2’37 %E&A

ep [ RS SR A R A A L s, db

CRARHEAEIRAT, 2 AR

SKIER (R ) BHE A RA R, L75 AL

e ] B A AR X 2 T A R B SR VTR S A R, VLR R
Email: congwei@variflight.com

Weks . 20204F12 8 A EM: 20214F1H19H; KA HI: 202141 29H

=

KITHRERMEIMER T PRERZEEHNERARTS, REATTRERABITREMSHENXK
BFBE. DENIA UTHRIMMGERNER, B THHRNEH VT ETKER, E—PRERE
HWEBITHREPALETEEH, EFHEINSHE ITHRMEER. BEE BRS AR SERRAA
PR AT R AR MR, T SRR AT RS T RS R R R RS, BET TR 2T
ATHREA R R RS AR

XKiEid
THXERZEEHE, UTHRERYE, FEH, BERRER

Estimation of Risk of Air Traffic
Confliction Based on Information
Entropy

Da Huo1l, Wei Cong?3, Daoyi Xie*

'Air Traffic Management Bureau of China Civil Aviation Administration, Beijing
2VariFIight Technology Company Limited, Anhui Hefei

*Big Blue Hole (Nanjing) Technology Company Limited, Nanjing Jiangsu

*East China Air Traffic Management Bureau, Jiangsu Sub-Bureau, CAAC, Nanjing Jiangsu
Email: congwei@variflight.com

Received: Dec. 8", 2020; accepted: Jan. 19", 2021; published: Jan. 29", 2021

SCEG| M L, AEL, BHEA B TE R AT s B PG D], SOE R, 2021, 10(1): 49-58.
DOI: 10.12677/0jtt.2021.101007


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ojtt
https://doi.org/10.12677/ojtt.2021.101007
https://doi.org/10.12677/ojtt.2021.101007
http://www.hanspub.org

Abstract

Air traffic confliction estimation is one of the important parts of air traffic safety management and
is a key method to improve the safety and efficiency of air traffic system. Base on the current index
of safety estimation system, we restructure a new dynamic index. In this new index, we improve
description about flight data in confliction and take the construction of air apace and the envi-
ronment of operation into consideration. We use information entropy to describe the influence of
different indicators of the risk of air traffic confliction. Finally, we fully analyze the progress of air
traffic confliction according to time series of true air traffic data.
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WTAESR, W HES R e o 5 e 2 R 3 (R TG e V) SR AR EAT 5% . 2 AR R i &
RIBWEZENE, RWUBESEIZOERZ —, KA T EERERNEZEARN . B, HE
TEBAT T B G B o R G AR R B DR, (AR TAESSRS AT B, TRVEN LAY R g
PRUEH S TSR BEEMUS 4 CATIEREA AT TE, IR, SH. IR SRR R R, LR
S5 R P SO DA R B B ) MG KA SR IS AT PR B AR T, U i) R SV Al s S A LAE B 2 R 1%
EEIHTAE, AR TAERIEZ 2 BE T L N ST, o 8@ m) 2 i R . i
MM, R 5 T A R T 48 AR, 456 4 T IS AT RHESE T FR bR 1 5835 AR, (2 vl D& RS R R
AT

R4 ICAO (PF 19 2e AR B ) $&H 12 A8 BAR RAEZL IV ER, & BT 4 R B L 22 A G i il
HggEm R, DIHEHEEX Wi 2B [L]. b s s, GHE GBI MK T S/ Al bR F
HEIREA R, BSOS AN SRR 2] SR K RRSE 5 [ O LR AR &,
DAVPAl 25 R A P 9 1) P B 2 o VP AT bR TG AT, S8 RN ZS S5 (FAA, Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) #7314 2 43 AR i 25 SN 280 [X 25 38k, BRI =S %2 42 )7 (EASA, European Union Aviation
Safety Agency)t X i il 2= FI R i) B d B2 1 AN R BOARAE, o B IR AL R (CAAC) IRTE A A &1 FE )2
5 A [E) bR, T BRI A2 38 2242 /5 (ATSB, Awustralian Transport Safety Bureau) Il 4% 25 55,2 5K Y A%
PrifEsr K.

Az as IR . W2 S Bar R A T M g B . BRE . 38 RO R A 25 22 4350 T 1 5N A 25
AR E AR FRRR; CAAC. FAA Fl ATSB R4S 83T 51 % #4645 EASA 5] N T 5
PERLE , F -7 S A o $dis 2 2 75 A8 DASZ 3™ E AR VAl o AN AT S 4 R HO %5 IR & mT LA EASA
W 2 R A Ay N L S A T OURT E B A R = AN, T AR > SR U B 2 B R R AR R
P BAE[3] [4] [5] [6]- B& T B 54 MIARAELASL, SR TR T2 th A8 il “AT Z A M T L. M
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TR, FHOCHI FUAR HRAE 7 A 2 A BB AR A R A DL . E BN L T RAT RS A
&R FHVE 3 A28 B IR T RAUT I 2 A B H bR SRR (7] ARAEBRSS & T IE SEBR1E DUHR H AL 2 4
ZEEHERNTIAELEITM, HEHZRSTHENTE, S8 HE 8. B ir s 258 K
RFHAT TWEE S i s, BHXEEE., 28T AFEWETE 2 RSP febrik R, FHEa
LML IRORGETTIEIATLRA VN [9]. FEROWAE, AHSCHIAE FE AR rh 7E M 23 28 B3 RS o 4R
SR AR T TR RS I AT TR B 22 A 9, 23 N REICH 28 XL  BE 2R 8%  BEAL 73 1T W EVENT .
P A RASRAM 78NS (1) £ FE 53 H 4% B DLER 2 LA AT G I [10]. 7 DA S5 M% | RECAR i IAIRE
FRUE T 1) REICH Filff XS AY, ok 1 33t 30 B B 8 XU VPl R R AR [11]

ASCAEW M FR A T R AL b, BB I AT PRV R R TR AL S ol BETE AT
FIVPAL AT MR BRI . sbAl, HFIEMT S48 KA MR E =4 T R e, Hrh—Zepis 8y«
AT TG R A2 06 R BRI 25 i 2 (B P RAT 22 A= AR BB U8, T 240 25 s WA T 1 JC 30 0 AR AEAS [R] /Y
X [a]56 Bl A B, R AT 18 e R AR R AT R SR e = AR A R s . SRT, 4 aTFa bRk R A
RIGEA TR 2 (0] B FE BT Z S TRk sem . Rk, A SCR 51 NE BRSNS 85
RR S FEARIRAL,  ZI A [F) SR i S S 28 AN R RAT W 0 A 6 T S Btk I shas sz . 4T
KPR, ARCRERF TS E BT R MR IR 1@ %, #—PEEN T AT REEN#Z:, o
FRAT MR SERT PR BT FAY, WRAR IS AT FARRRE, @ AT RV BRI L, A Al e
PEER I R RAT I VAN o TAR SR S HF
2. ¥ITHREBEMIERER
2.1. IEfriERGE

T ORISR SE R T PEAL E A AT SIS . BOR A T & S TN, DL R P i s 1
AIEREUE . AFRPRARTER L PR S FI AR PR IESS & — & I T TAERIEAE B, S B DA HLIX
PRI 2 2 A BRI FH DAPPAL 25 o S8 38 o 7 B S R () R A iR R AT iRk . TR YO Rl R T IRIE . BR
WL AR R S5 06 T RAT i R AG R MR PRAL AR DV RN STk o FE AR 1R RILIR G LS 2R AR . Wi
IR . U SIE R . THE MM EAA SN, BN TR EZ AN e, 8 A

Table 1. Evaluation index system of flight conflict risk

F® 1 HUTHRERMIFEERER

FRFR N = EiEr e EizLan AR
I E R CAAC
1 U2 2% 9] B )
T[] B CAAC
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KPR CAAC
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it 2 2 ) B B R A e SRR 2 25 2 AT R A B RE B, 12280048 A FH DA IR h SR 25 46 2 1] b (R AR T
&, G 7 AR S5 7K R A DX 23 i 4 m P SR B0 AR 22 5, DARCAN ) 7 [ 1] B K
NS RAN R R S R PR A o T2 2 18] B A 75 SRR /) 18] o 18 B A2 VAN T 2 8 2 15 R AR AT I R
AR, DRI AT 2 2 1 5 A1 B0 1 VP 3 A 2 1] o e Rl 1) 244
Vsm-VS

Vsm

VSm B G 7EAH B i BE )2 KAT IS, 02 2 8] B e /N ELRIR , M2 #8 FE7E 8400 K(E) LA RS EJZ K

4TI} VSm ¥ 300 m, 12500 m (AS5) A LI 600 m.
HSm — HS

D, =100*———— 2
! oS @

D, =100* 1)

KN BV jd e R AR B SR R I A 4 S BT, Bl HS AR PR 2850
Z AR B CK), AR HSm BB/ N KRB . FEFIRE ST, MZS#4467 T 6000 m & LA R &
JE 2 RATI HSm 4 6 km, 6000 K LL_EA 10 km.

(2) #iig s

Table 2. Approaching speed of collision aircraft
2. MR RIBILRE

T LI (mimin) B KV 5 (ki) B2
VS > 1200 100 CR > 1300 100
600 < VS <1200 80 560 <CR <1300 80
300 <VS <600 40 190 <CR <560 40
VS <300 27 CR <190 27

LS B I T R 2 A T 2 ] S [T BRG F £ i e FH U IR R R A BRI 10, ik 2 o,
WL Y I BT R KPR SR IR S I B FR S« e e A R 2 280 2 [ KSE 7 ) AR Bl
#, ALAXMERCGT R Z8X) PAT o EEE S a8 6 2 (B [R) (ARG 8 IR AS B SR ) S B 1 () 22 57

(3) MiiZEI AR

FULIE S £ G5 P s 25 1D 18] B 5 B0 B X = /MR AR 58 % 1R TS B AR N IS B R AR, 4
SEINSTAR B 20 1 p S AT 2 48 6 R B BZE AR AE PP R B FRJE . 20 3 RAE T i e gkl SR IS (17 K
M fE R, AH 2 s SR J5 T AR 23 BT, dE e fRE AN = AR fE R PR D, =0, Hoh T RoRfii
RTINS, AN

T
D, =100*—— 3
] 180° ®)

% LB B Y SR AL 25 A B A A RO 17 A B AR B AT, S KT R R
WEEIES, S KPR 5 LA R s e A 1R49 43 75 BT — @ B 1E . 1B 1E R %L offset =1-G/Hsm, H+ G
M A 2 B AT I S BRI e LR
2.1.2. BT ARIBIR

SIEN R R OR A, A RIE I 2 R S 2 R BEACHAT R I . A S e R
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AR P AR R e % e A IS P P L v BB IO AR L, AN 53— AN S ik 1A ) 5% 1 A B SR ) S
PR VAL AT RE A (KIHL AL 18 i SRS IR o SRA AN S 45, 3% 3 7 R BRI (13l i AT

Table 3. Airspace busy degree and airspace complexity

®3 THENAERESTHERM

ikad= iy HAF A P> PR BRI P

FCR > 100% 100 R>80% 100 N >2 100
80% < FCR < 100% 65 50% <R <80% 65 N=2 55
50 <FCR < 80% 35 30% <R <50% 35 N=1 20
FCR < 50% 0 R<30% 0 N=0 0

I A e Y b 2 o b SR PO BR ) e S TES A R A S AR B AT R AR R A R A
o BEAT LB AT 2R T TS DAAMIA R B R SRR DL ROKCT Y B o, AR S 2 B R AT TR o IS
ST AEI RS, AT AR 1] 5 AR A A B R S RO K R, AR R X R A 6
FRAE HIUHEFE SO MRS G B AR FRAGUR NI GETT 75 9K 2 1] Rl A B 33008 34 7 4 5 T X
I AT I 1% o

2.2. EBRMITESE

221 NEWRE

Wk BRI, HELEK CE Shannon 5IAEE®, FXRERGEEESRNZ . B
ot — MR E IR B MIBAURR, IZEE BT REH BN TR T &S E SR RE R E . %
BEERMEARE, FER - MAGHFEENER; Mg -MAMEERERE, ARBEER0HA
XTREMRERE . HHKUL, A TCRIE SR, HEREEOR, e rE B8t E, Eirhd e
IR AR, FRE AR R K . R BGE A R FR bR 1 5 B B35 RS DR R e B R, A
P RE S A RO D PP A oh LR 3R R K R AR 22

2.2.2. HRERMSH

AT ARILI R G I M R Bh S YEAR AL, AR SO DA —FP AR 18] A Se - wh 50 =S 28 R /N HSm PL & VSm
M BRI S Fa bR, VE R faia i SR EEmt. B Ayt A B DLE X ) BCA 24 R i 5 1 25 AR g i@ AT
MR fES YRR bR, %052 R Bk 2 A AT R R 2 mAUSE AN, W HRERALR G
R PESE B AR KPR RGO E T 255200 R 2 HIRLER, D T B S48 b A S M et i3 o) e 28 465 BRI il sl
AR RGBS I FE AR B S TR RRIS T, TAEFEARIS R PN AR 20K &5 T bR T2 0 i) B8 AR B
MNFEIZEET, FERRNETET R T BRI ETHINE. PR, AR A EZRR 1 FIfiE s
IR, A2 HIFRERE S, = 0.5% (S +S, ) » Syyv Sy 7P AARER T T ELIFIRE LA S K (] BB 4543, BRI E
(8] RE 55 7K T [ B et i 2 s 18] BR IX — SS90 1) S s PE DTk AR [F] o U B i 8] 1) K AT i 2 S [ ME 15 -«

S=>" w*s, ()

3. ®ATHSIfE 14 SC LR HE
3.1 EHERMEFRTE

3.1.1. A E{R
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Ao FRHT PSS AL A —fUBR OREF 300 m i FEZ2ANS AT, FERHL/NT 20 km I 3 45 14 v i 2
FUBE T B B, %46 2 B0 FEUHEAAAE /N T NP IRV A DL 2 A s BE AP v E R RS o 7
PUACH RGN T 10 242 B B P R 5, BEJRIT AR PAT i SRR - 5 1 3 AE A2 A/ T e TR B
AR 5, i RBEAR AL T AT AR R SR BEAN S o (H R T B3 P e 85 X Al — 2 i
AT, B B RS AR AT TR E 3 nm KR B, ST b R SE T S, 7
IR R AR S A1 A3 7> (B IES 5 k = 0.442).

3.1.2. ABfhsEfE R eR

R ARTG| T HT phRFERNER AR R T EAF B P TRAT S BAE 27 AN T e/ 22 A T BRI Ta] 1 P 2%
MRARAR AN IV 5y o B BB 25 5 B O B A, HLAH M DL B ORRR B, W 8 o] S R X
TR R B e ARG, SUETE SR B A 2% A T B AR RE SR ZIN,  BARK
Y1) B S 980N J5 38 AR BERR /IS, W07 A0 2 25 TR B s SR S S PR RR 2 BT BT AR R b R 25 2%
FEXS CAT B — D7 AT 700 1w A B, B 2 2% (0 B SR A0 K ST B R i (2 BB ALK P T FE AN AR FE 7K
FEE R & FRR IR A R BB AR VI TR, WO AP B BRSNS . (Ef A A 0 2 B T
T EEAFAE— EHIPEEN, WO B E B o E AR TR 50 T I T LA fa e e i . 2 55
T RIS AT R P SRR, A A BN 1~14 NI A P A AR T AR A, A 15 WA TTEA T
2B E G 0 B, AL e i R R P FAE 0. It E sk RGBSR, FHE U X
AL 55.56% Ham G LRI 41.67%, W A FEEE 1S5 35 /0 RAF PS5 1 BATFEE

Table 4. Score of conflict risk index system

® 4. MRERMIERERES

I i L2 5% 1] L2 B AT FLzE % IR I AN
1 2.73 31.26 34.99 35.00 55.00
2 5.38 37.76 35.00 35.00 55.00
3 711 31.26 35.20 35.00 55.00
4 8.78 31.26 35.40 35.00 55.00
5 10.26 31.26 35.62 35.00 55.00
6 12.17 37.76 35.84 35.00 55.00
7 13.69 22.38 36.08 35.00 55.00
8 15.13 22.38 36.32 35.00 55.00
9 16.56 22.38 36.55 35.00 20.00
10 18.40 28.88 36.79 35.00 20.00
1 19.67 22.38 38.36 35.00 20.00
12 20.82 22.38 39.94 35.00 20.00
13 21.79 19.49 41.51 35.00 20.00
14 23.15 25.99 43.07 35.00 20.00
15 23.57 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
16 23.89 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
17 24.15 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
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Continued
18 24.79 25.99 0.00 35.00 20.00
19 25.13 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
20 25.36 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
21 25.37 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
22 25.76 25.99 0.00 35.00 20.00
23 25.55 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
24 25.23 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
25 25.07 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00
26 25.34 25.99 0.00 35.00 20.00
27 24.69 19.49 0.00 35.00 20.00

BT EEMBIIER 4 1 6 NMabaBal e, R M 2 ST 7o AR I B 58 T
SHIAL, FC A RALAT S B IS B 5 B S8 HE I T8 S T R Fe AR R A B E s, A nlis ] T 0.211
H10.209, FALMPREGE RIMIT A FRRTEIR Rk, WEK 0171, H TS T ETEE MR A
KA, HOZERBERMCA 0162, E M h T ALREIZL, SR GR kR s, B3 7
0.247. MR T /T A WFRHEACE (S, BT A R BA SIS ITRAE, SOk A 25 SR 1w (18] B+
P o7 L ) AR B 6 B IS Sl AS A IURE,  BE IR TE 24T B A RO 25 2858 sl A 34 T e s e 4 R fa v

3.2. #SEERMESEFIRTEL 534

321 ABHHRERTEAREY

N T IS UEA S TR bR 2R DA SRR B E R A B S AR, X B A AR R EAA )
AT MR SER S R T AT AR E (RO S 28 FHIE% ) (MH/T2001-2015)i8 5 B 1 #4775 b, 7EAS[H bR
HE T 1% B8 AR T F MG A 2 A, T DL SCRANZ A Fi . R T AR AEAE 1 R 327K T (R B B A7
{14 T L[ o B0 AR A4 AE 26~27 BF 1] 1y il L8 20 B S5 A4 BUAR T fa R PRI e 549 54.768 T 7E 10~12
B 8] B B FE B 1 R s 1590 54.282 4o {HUE, RARTEAR S 8L iR B2 /T, HAWHE RIS
J s SR P S 66 e 42 3 v T AN B LA T A RS (A28 23 BSOS B DRI IRATTRT AR, R B AT T B ARHE
TE—EFERE L2 T s s B s A v R R R 4G A, XA A Sk B T0 28 B4l
1) AL 52 21 3k B S 52 B 1R B 1 520

RFAF PRI BB GRS PESI 93 26.41 43, i LRSS 6 AN TR HUTS 33.48 47, BEARSE S PEEUIC
SBARSRUL, AFRARA R 5 7 bR e T SIS B S R A B X AT R E R AR R A 1A B —
SE AR, (RFEJR 40 L s THE 2 MG EMEINH T2, #—P5%E 7T TR
SERIPERIRIIR o AR RAEMUZE /- BT (1~14 I 8] 7 ) 2E AL R R — BU [A) JE 4R N 1%, 30 thIR J7 b it
Jo BTHE NRERS AR, X2 T I B R R DA AR SR IERRE MR, SRR TR 7 bR AR A R R 43
AT SER PR R R . MO AR RIF R4 RAES 6 B BRI RILFRER NER T Gkt
BONAE, TSI PP AL AE S 8 AN )y 5 i Sk R b 2 T, AT R B fE e
PEMN I T 5 )5 77 bt — SRR o TERTLIZE 53 B (15~27 B 8] ) SO AR bk R 1 H 46 R 2 U R
MRS, FEH I T i T3 77 0] b (8] DL R Bl AR A SR e Bl o I B AT DAARRE N 7E i 2 4
KRB fE, EAREE T A B BT SRAERF SRS, AH TSP O ) b S A AR I R AL A DA AT
EAFERRS, RERERN SR, BE2, AMERMET R, BEsiisir &%
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Figure 1. Comparison of new and old risk systems for flight conflict event A
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3.2.2. ZEHRBIMMERTEL

BT SEhR AT R A 0 T IR B T DU FA ) AT R SE R IR AT XS L, FRER] 2 Hridk AT
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Figure 2. Comparison of flight conflict risk cases
2. RATHSRE R M SEBIXTEE

Table 5. Index weight comparison of flight conflict events
5. KITHREHIRIRERTEE

i 7 A% 1 b i A8 e T FazE e £y I ENRE by =/ C
HEA 0.171 0.211 0.209 0.162 0.247
Fi+ B 0.153 0.235 0.235 0.176 0.176
i C 0.172 0.218 0.218 0.149 0.230
#HfED 0.212 0.200 0.235 0.176 0.176
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MR T FEARI R R A, AT R AT 2 e 5 2 A PR SR A I 1 A e e B R

4, B&E

AT RSE R VR RHE AL A A 2 e B EAY, T /U IUT IR E S E AT R B
PEVEAS AR R B AT B TR T R % bk . ARSI N2 S AT B 53 AR 3 UL R e I8 AT A 5 5%
RN T AT R, EA T R SR SRR RSP bntE . SR T SCBrrh RFAF,
RATPRRAER Ly, RIS SR R R T B TR ARIR T AU . X LR T BT AR S AR bR R R 0T
HARINZER, GRBRAERNETTH 2 SRR SR B R — 2, JRE R L% 7 TR R 2
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R EABERAERITE, A B THRT R E AT P RGP VRl B 77, AT PREE KAT 22 KT RaE $2
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