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Continuous indicators
Motion prediction issues
Severity is ‘decided’ at EA onset
Validation studies

Svensson (1992)
Grayson (1984)
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Motion prediction

Probability of a
collision course (PCC)
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Interaction types

No detected evasive action,
Detected evasive action, no collision course (PCC=0)
Detected evasive action, PCC>0
Immediately detected evasive action:
• ‘abnormal’ manoeuvres
• already in an interaction



Normal interactions vs. conflicts

Category
All encounters

(24 hours)
Traffic conflict

(6 weeks)

1. No evasive action 26 (6%) 3 (2%)

2. Evasive action detected, PCC=0 286 (69%) 68 (48%)

3. Evasive action detected, PCC>0 62 (15%) 48 (34%)

4. Evasive action detected immediately 43 (10%) 23 (16%)

Total 417 (100%) 142 (100%)
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Normal interactions vs. conflicts

Category
All encounters

(24 hours)
Traffic conflict

(6 weeks)

1. No evasive action 26 (6%) 3 (2%)

2. Evasive action detected, PCC=0 286 (69%) 68 (48%)

3. Evasive action detected, PCC>0 62 (15%) 48 (34%)

4. Evasive action detected immediately 43 (10%) 23 (16%)

Total 417 (100%) 142 (100%)mostly ‘abnormal’ manourves mostly secondary interactions
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Conclusions

High reliability in primary interactions
Fails in secondary interactions
Many traffic conflicts involve secondary interactions
Increased reference dataset may solve abnormal
manoeuvres, but not multiple interactions
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