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Abstract 

 
I. Acronyms 

 
ACES    = Airspace Concept Evaluation System 
ATAR    = Air-to-Air RADAR 
ATC     = Air Traffic Control 
AUVSI    = Association for Unmanned Vehicle Systems International  
C2    = Command and Control 
CONOPS   = Concept of Operations 
C-SWaP    = Cost, Size, Weight and Power 
DAA    = Detect and Avoid 
DAIDALUS   = Detect and AvoID Alerting Logic for Unmanned Systems  
DWC     = DAA Well Clear 
FAA    = Federal Aviation Administration 
GCS    = Ground Control Station 
GRACE    = Generic Resolution Advisor and Conflict Evaluator  
HITL    = Human-in-the-Loop 
HMD    = Horizontal Miss Distance 
MOPS   = Minimum Operational Performance Standards 
NAS    = National Airspace System 
SC-228   = RTCA Special Committee 228 MOPS for UAS 
TCAS    = Traffic alert and Collision Avoidance System 
TSD    = Tactical Situation Display 
TSO    = Technical Standard Order 
UAS    = Unmanned Aircraft System 
VFR     = Visual Flight Rules 
 
 

II. Abstract 
 

NASA’s Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) integration into the National Air Space (NAS) project has been 
working closely with the FAA and RTCA Special Committee 228 to identify and break down barriers to UAS 
integration.   A focus of this work is on detect and avoid (DAA) technologies.   A pilot has responsibility to see and 
avoid other aircraft and to remain “well clear,” using their best judgment (Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Sec. 
91.113).    For UAS to perform this function, the see function is replaced by sensors to detect the other aircraft.  
Secondly, the pilot judgment of well clear has to be replaced by a mathematical expression.   For Phase 1 of this 
effort, a well clear violation was defined if all three of these conditions are true:  a) the horizontal clearance is less 
than 4000 ft., and b) the vertical clearance is less than 450 ft., and c) the time to loss of well clear is less than 35 
seconds.   This definition was developed with a great deal of community input and testing to ensure interoperability 
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with Air Traffic Control (ATC) and pilots of manned aircraft.   Appropriate guidance, alerting and displays were 
developed to allow UAS, with the appropriate sensors, to effectively maintain well clear.  This work contributed to 
FAA Technical Standard Orders:  TSO-C211, Detect and Avoid and TSO-C212, ATAR for Traffic Surveillance.  
Phase 2 of this work extends the operational environment to include the terminal area and lesser capable aircraft that 
might not have the payload capability to carry the RADAR defined in Phase 1.   This session reports on work from 
Phase 1 and initial work in Phase 2. 

 
III. Introduction 

 
The Association for Unmanned Vehicle Systems International (AUVSI) published a 2013study on the economic 

impact of the integration of Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) integration into the National Airspace System 
(NAS) [1]. The three major conclusions of the study were that: 1) the economic impact of the integration of UAS 
into the NAS will total more than $13.6 billion in the first three years of integration and will grow sustainably for 
the foreseeable future, cumulating to more than $82.1 billion between 2015 and 2025; 2) integration of UAS into the 
NAS will create more than 34,000 manufacturing jobs and more than 70,000 new jobs in the first three years; and 3) 
by 2025, total job creation is estimated at 103,776. The clear importance of this was emphasized by the FAA’s UAS 
Concept of Operations (CONOPS) and Roadmap [2] that stated that, “it is necessary to develop new or revised 
regulations/ procedures and operational concepts, formulate standards, and promote technological development that 
will enable manned and unmanned aircraft to operate cohesively in the same airspace. Specific technology 
challenges include two critical functional areas: 1) Detect and Avoid (DAA) capability, and 2) Control and 
Communications (C2) system performance requirements.” 
 NASA anticipated this need and formulated the UAS Integration into the NAS project that began Phase 1 in 
May 2011.  NASA has been working closely with the FAA and RTCA Special Committee 228 (SC-228) to identify 
and break down barriers to UAS integration. A focus of this work is on DAA technologies. A pilot has responsibility 
to see and avoid other aircraft and to remain “well clear,” using their best judgment [3]. For UAS to perform this 
function, the see function is replaced by sensors to detect the other aircraft. Secondly, the pilot judgment of well 
clear has to be replaced by a mathematical expression. For Phase 1 of this effort, a well clear violation was defined if 
all three of the following conditions are true:  a) the horizontal miss distance (HMD) is less than 4000 ft., b) the 
vertical clearance is less than 450 ft., and c) modified tau less than 35 seconds. This definition of DAA well clear 
was developed with a great deal of community input and testing to ensure interoperability with Air Traffic Control 
(ATC) and pilots of manned aircraft. Appropriate guidance, alerting and displays were developed to allow UAS, 
with the appropriate sensors, to effectively maintain well clear.  This work contributed to FAA Technical Standard 
Orders (TSOs):  TSO-C211, Detect and Avoid and TSO-C212, ATAR for Traffic Surveillance [4, 5].  This paper 
reports on work from Phase 1 in four keys areas of research and development performed by the UAS-NAS DAA 
team in support of the minimum operational performance standards (MOPS) for DAA [6]: 1) DAA well clear 
(DWC) threshold, 2) alerting and guidance display requirements, 3) alerting and guidance processing (i.e., 
algorithm) requirements, and 4) validation and verification. Initial efforts by the UAS-NAS project to address Phase 
2, which extends the operational environment to include the terminal area and lesser capable aircraft that lack the 
payload capability to carry the RADAR defined in Phase 1, is also discussed. 

 
 

IV. Phase 1 
 
Phase 1 focused on DAA system and radar/tracker requirements for UAS operations transitioning to and from 

Class A airspace as well as to and from special use areas.   

A. DAA Well Clear 
Concepts of operations for UAS in the NAS were formulated in terms of roles and responsibilities [7] and 

interoperability with the collision avoidance system [8]. Initial NASA work examined impacts of UAS operations on 
NAS traffic in terms of the number of conflicts (a function of the DWC) and the distribution of these conflicts at 
NAS level [9]. In order to ensure interoperability of UAS in the NAS, it was a critical consideration that the DWC 
threshold be small enough to not disrupt ongoing, nominal operations unnecessarily while still being large enough to 
ensure safety. Various forms of candidate DWC definitions were evaluated, and the frequencies of DWC violation 
were calculated [10]. Analytical properties required of a DWC such as symmetry and local convexity were proposed 
[11]. Air traffic controllers’ subjective judgment of violation of a DWC was also examined [12] to help narrow 
down the range of acceptable DWC parameters. 



NASA proposed a candidate DWC type, which along with two other candidate DWC types were evaluated with 
eight performance metrics [13]. NASA’s simulation tool, Airspace Concept Evaluation System (ACES) [14], was 
used to compute two of the eight metrics. Encounter sets in ACES for metric computation were built from projected 
UAS traffic [15A] overlayed on historical VFR traffic. The selected DWC was further adjusted in its vertical 
dimension to avoid routine nuisance alerts in operations [16]. 

B. Alerting and Guidance Display Requirements 
The UAS-NAS DAA subproject conducted a series of human in the loop (HITL) simulation experiments, 

resulting in empirical data that informed the development of the display requirements within the DAA MOPS [17, 
18, 19, 20, 21]. The objectives of this set of experiments was twofold: 1) to determine the minimum set of display 
requirements that would support acceptable pilot performance in remaining DAA well clear of other aircraft, and 2) 
to determine the amount of time within the DAA timeline that needed to be allocated to the pilot response time. The 
first objective drives the minimum information requirements for the DAA display, including information elements, 
alerting and decision aiding such as maneuver guidance. The second objective drives other DAA system 
requirements that need to account for human response times, such as the minimum range of the onboard surveillance 
equipment and appropriate alerting thresholds.  

In order to fulfil these two above objectives, the DAA team developed two categories of metrics to objectively 
quantify pilot performance on remaining DAA well clear. The first category, measured response, quantifies a human 
operator’s end to end response time for a task by breaking down that response into discrete stages [22, 23]. Fern et 
al. [17] defined the measured response timeline and stages for a pilot responding to the presence of a DAA alert. By 
extracting various response times between different stages of the response timeline, the impact of different display 
configurations on pilots’ response can be quantified and compared. These metrics capture how quickly pilots 
respond given a DAA display configuration as well as how much time needs to be allocated to the pilot in the DAA 
timeline. The second category of metrics used to measure pilots’ performance is loss of DAA well clear. These 
metrics include the proportion of actual to predicted losses of DAA well clear, the severity of losses of DAA well 
clear that occur (i.e., how much of the DAA well clear threshold was penetrated), and the causes of losses of DAA 
well clear. The loss of DAA well clear metrics indicate how well pilots are remaining DAA well clear of other 
aircraft as well as help diagnose why losses of DAA well clear occur. 

Using the measured response and loss of DAA well clear metrics, various DAA display features were compared 
during the HITL experiments to examine the impact on pilots’ ability to remain DAA well clear in order to 
determine the minimum display requirements for safe operation of the DAA system. Across the series of HITL 
experiments, the following display features were examined: 1) if and how maneuver guidance should be presented to 
the UAS pilot situation in the ground control station (GCS) [17, 18, 19]; 2) multi-level alerting structures [24; 3) the 
level of display integration in the GCS (e.g., integrated into the primary GCS display versus in a separate, 
standalone display) [17, 20]; and 4) interoperability of DAA alerting and guidance features with the Traffic alerting 
and Collision Avoidance System (TCAS) II alerting and guidance [21]. 

C. Alerting and Guidance Processing Requirements 
NASA contributed to the requirements of the detect and avoid alerting and guidance requirements. Prototype 

DAA algorithms such as the Detect and AvoID Alerting Logic for Unmanned Systems (DAIDALUS) [25] and the 
Generic Resolution Advisor and Conflict Evaluator (GRACE) [26] were developed to support research and 
requirement work. DAIDALUS became the reference DAA implementation for the DAA MOPS. ACES simulations 
provided a set of encounters that allowed researchers to relate alerting criteria to sensor range requirement [27]. 
Trade space between alerting metrics such as false positive alert and missed alert, as well as different effects of 
state-based and flight-plan-based trajectory predictions on alerting and guidance performance [28], were 
investigated. Researchers assessed the adequacy of DAA’s alerting timeline by recording when and where air traffic 
controllers issued traffic alerts and advisories during encounters [29]. A method of accounting for sensor uncertainty 
was investigated [30]. 

For DAA guidance, an analytical study illustrated the relationship between aircraft performance parameters and 
the required maneuver initiation range [3031, 32]. Interoperability of DAA vertical guidance with TCAS II was 
investigated, and a collision avoidance region was recommended to RTCA [33]. The effectiveness of vertical 
guidance against non-cooperative intruders was investigated [34]. 



D. Validation and Verification 
DAA Flight tests demonstrate that concepts of operation, combined with integrated the DAA and C2 

technologies, actually work. NASA conducted Flight Tests 3 [35] and 4 [36] in which prescribed encounters 
involving NASA’s test UAS Ikhana and manned aircraft intruders were flown. The Live, Virtual, Constructive 
Simulation Environment (LVC) [37] served as a message switchboard for communications and data collection. 
Results were analyzed [38, 39, 40 ] to validate simulation results and inform the MOPS development. 

An end-to-end fast-time simulation near the end of Phase 1 work was conducted [41] to verify and validate the 
performance of a DAA system, utilizing the reference DAA implementation (DAIDALUS), sensor and tracker 
models, a pilot response model, and the test vector encounters. A HITL simulation was also conducted to verify and 
validate of the proposed DAA display requirements [20]. 

 

 
V. Phase 2 

 
One of NASA’s research areas in Phase 2 work is to help enable UAS operations with low cost, size, weight, 

and power sensors (C-SWaP). The ATAR specified in the Phase 1 MOPS is the only sensor onboard that can detect 
non-cooperative aircraft. However, the Phase 1 ATAR must detect intruders 8 nmi away and thus requires high 
power. For many UAS missions that fly at low speeds and altitudes, the Phase 1 ATAR is either physically 
infeasible or economically impractical. To enable additional missions of UAS that are equipped with relatively low 
C-SWaP sensors, NASA has partnered with Honeywell International with a cooperative agreement since 2017. 
Flight tests are being planned for demonstrating DAA capabilities using a NASA UAS, SIERRA-B, that will be 
equipped with Honeywell’s proprietary low C-SWaP radar. In the meanwhile, NASA has started investigating 
alternative forms of Well Clear definitions [42, 43] for UAS and non-cooperative aircraft.  In support of this work, 
NASA has performed an analysis to provide insight into the trade space between UAS speed and turn capability and DAA 
sensor range requirements [44]. 

NASA is researching needed modifications to the DAA well clear parameters and alerting times to enable 
terminal operations. Two NASA studies provided empirical evidence that the Phase 1 DWC parameters are too large 
for terminal operations and cause excessive alerts for traffic entering or within the VFR traffic pattern while an 
arriving UAS is as far as 8 nmi from the runway, resulting in degraded pilot performance [45, 46].  NASA 
conducted a fast-time simulation that investigated a wide variety of DWC parameters in an effort to determine under 
what conditions alerting and losses of DAA well clear occurred for traffic entering or within the VFR traffic pattern 
[47].  NASA will evaluate alerting times associated with the final terminal DWC parameters as well as 
methodologies for switching from the Phase 1 DWC parameters to the terminal DWC parameters. 

In an effort to address issues with the Phase 1 sensor uncertainty mitigation approach when the sensor 
uncertainty is very large, NASA will investigate alternative approaches involving integrating sensor uncertainty 
mitigation into DAIDALUS. 

NASA has been assisting the FAA in verifying and validating the performance of ACAS-Xu, an UA-variant of 
ACAS that will replace TCAS to be the next-generation collision avoidance system. ACAS-Xu has been in active 
development to incorporate DAA capabilities, building towards the Phase 1 MOPS. NASA worked with the FAA in 
conducting a flight test in 2017 and performed limited-scope data analysis [48]. NASA will evaluate display options 
for ACAS-Xu with a HITL. 

Ground-based DAA utilizes surveillance systems on the ground to perform DAA and is particularly suitable for 
terminal area operations. NASA funded Virginia Tech Test site to conduct a flight test with ground-based radars as 
the surveillance system. Data will be collected via the LVC test infrastructure and a generic ground-based sensor 
model will be developed. 
 
 
References 

[1] The Economic Impact of Unmanned Aircraft Systems Integration in the United States (2013), AUVSI, 
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/AUVSI/958c920a-7f9b-4ad2-
9807f9a4e95d1ef1/UploadedImages/New_Economic%20Report%202013%20Full.pdf. 

 



                                                                                                                                                                                           
[2] Federal Aviation Administration. “Integration of civil unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) in the national airspace system (NAS) 

roadmap, first edition.” Washington, D.C, 2013. 
[3] General Operating and Flight Rules, 14 C.F.R. § 91, Secs. .3, .111, .113(b), and .181(b) (2004). 
[4] TSO-C211, Detect and Avoid (DAA) Systems, FAA, 2018. 
[5] TSO-C212, Air to Air Radar (ATAR) for Traffic Surveillance, FAA, 2018. 
[6] RTCA. “DO-365 – Minimum operational performance standards (MOPS) for detect and avoid (DAA) systems,” RTCA Inc., 

Washington, D.C., 2017. 
[7] Lee, Seung Man, and Mueller, E. R., "A Systems-Based Approach to Functional Decomposition and Allocation for 

Developing UAS Separation Assurance Concepts." In AIAA Conf. Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations. 2013. 
[8] Consiglio, Maria C., Chamberlain, J. P., Munoz, C. A., and Hoffler. K. D., "Concepts of Integration for UAS Operations in 

the NAS," 28th International Congress Of The Aeronautical Sciences, 2012.  
[9] Mueller, E., Santiago, C., Cone, A., and Lauderdale, T., "Effects of UAS Performance Characteristics, Altitude, and 

Mitigation Concepts on Aircraft Encounters and Delays," Air Traffic Control Quarterly, Vol. 21, No. 1, May 2013. 
[10] Lee, S.M., Park, C., Johnson, M.A., and Mueller, E.R., "Investigating Effects of “Well Clear” Definitions on UAS Sense-

And-Avoid Operations," 2013 AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Los Angeles, CA, 12-14 
Aug. 2013.  

[11] Muñoz, C., Narkawicz, A., Chamberlain, J., Consiglio, M., and Upchurch, J.,“A Family of Well-Clear Boundary Models for 
the Integration of UAS in the NAS,” Proceedings of the 14th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations 
(ATIO) Conference, AIAA-2014-2412, Atlanta, Georgia, 2014.  

[12] Comstock Jr, J. R., Ghatas, R. W., Vincent, M. J., Consiglio, M. C., Muñoz, C., Chamberlain, J. P., Volk, P. and Arthur, K. 
E., “Unmanned Aircraft Systems Human-in-the-Loop Controller and Pilot Acceptability Study: Collision Avoidance, Self-
Separation, and Alerting Times (CASSAT)”, 2016.  

[13] Cook, S. P., Brooks, D., Cole, R., Hackenberg, D., and Raska, V., “Defining Well Clear for Unmanned Aircraft Systems,” 
Proceedings of AIAA Infotech@ Aerospace, AIAA-2015-0481, AIAA, 2015.  

[14] George, S. E., Satapathy, G., Manikonda, V., Refai, M., and Dupee, R., “Build 8 of the Airspace Concept Evaluation 
System,” AIAA Modeling and Simulation Technologies Conference, AIAA-2011-6373, Aug. 2011.  

[15] Ayyalasomayajula, S., Sharma, R., Wieland, F., Trani, A., Hinze, N., and Spencer, S., “UAS Demand Generation Using 
Subject Matter Expert Interviews and Socio-Economic Analysis,” Proceedings of the AIAA Aviation Conference, AIAA-
2015- 3405, 2015.   

[16] Walker, D., “FAA Position on Building Consensus Around the SARP Well-Clear Definition,” RTCA Special Committee, 
Vol. 228, 2014.   

[17] Fern, L., Rorie, R.C., Pack, J., Shively, R.J., & Draper, M. “An evaluation of DAA displays for unmanned aircraft systems: 
The effect of information level and display location on pilot performance." Proceedings of 15th AIAA Aviation Technology, 
Integration, and Operations Conference, Dallas, TX (2015) 

[18] Rorie, R. C. & Fern, L., “The impact of integrated maneuver guidance information on UAS pilots performing the Detect and 
Avoid task.” In Proceedings of the 59th Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 2015. 

[19] Rorie, R. C., Fern, L., & Shively, J., “The impact of suggestive maneuver guidance on UAS pilot performing the detect and 
avoid function.” AIAA Infotech@ Aerospace, San Diego, CA, 2016. 

[20] Rorie, R.C., Fern, L., Roberts, Z., Monk, K., Santiago, C., and Shively, R.J., "Validation of minimum display requirements 
for a UAS detect and avoid system" AIAA Infotech@ Aerospace, 2017. 

[21] Rorie, R.C., and Fern, L.F., “An interoperability concept for detect and avoid and collision avoidance systems: results from a 
human-in-the-loop simulation,” 18th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 
June 2018. 

[22] Shively, R.J., Vu, K-PL., and Buker, T.J., “Unmanned Aircraft System Response to Air Traffic Control Clearances Measured 
Response." Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting. Vol. 57. No. 1. SAGE Publications, 
2013. 

[23] Vu, K-PL, Morales, G., Chiappe, D., Strybel, T.Z., Battiste, V., Shively, R.J., and Buker, T.J. "Influence of UAS pilot 
communication and execution delay on controller's acceptability ratings of UAS-ATC interactions." Digital Avionics Systems 
Conference (DASC), 2013 IEEE/AIAA 32nd, pp. 6D4-1, 2013. 

[24] Fern, L. “SC-228 inclusion of DAA warning alert for TCAS interoperability”. NASA Technical Report (Document ID: 
20160012547). Moffett Field, CA, 2016. 

[25] Muñoz, C., Narkawicz, A., Hagen, G., Upchurch, J., Dutle, A., Consiglio, M., and Chamberlain, J., “DAIDALUS: Detect 
and Avoid Alerting Logic for Unmanned Systems,” 34th Digital Avionics Systems Conference (DASC), IEEE/AIAA, 2015, 
pp. 5A1–1.    

[26] Abramson, M., Refai, M., and Santiago, C., "The Generic Resolution Advisor and Conflict Evaluator (GRACE) for Detect-
And-Avoid (DAA) Systems," AIAA-2017-4485, 2017 AIAA Aviation Forum, 17th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, 
and Operations Conference, Denver, CO, 5-9 June 2017. 

[27] Johnson, Marcus, Mueller, E. R., and Santiago, C., "Characteristics of a Well Clear Definition and Alerting Criteria for 
Encounters between UAS and Manned Aircraft in Class E Airspace." In Eleventh USA/Europe Air Traffic Management 
Research and Development Seminar (ATM2015). 2015. 

http://arc.aiaa.org/doi/abs/10.2514/6.2014-2412
http://arc.aiaa.org/doi/abs/10.2514/6.2014-2412


                                                                                                                                                                                           
[28] Lee, S. M., Park, C., Thipphavong, D. P., Isaacson, D. R., and Santiago, C., “Evaluating Alerting and Guidance Performance 

of a UAS Detect-And-Avoid System,” NASA/TM-2016-219067, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Ames 
Research Center, 2016. 

[29] Mueller, E., Isaacson, D., and Stevens, D., "Air Traffic Controller Acceptability of Unmanned Aircraft System Detect-and-
Avoid Thresholds," NASA/TM-2015-219392, Oct. 2016.  

[30] Jack, D. P., Hoffler, K. D., Sturdy, J. L., “Mitigating the Impact of Sensor Uncertainty on Unmanned Aircraft Operations,” 
NASA-CR-2017-219630, 2017. 

[31] Jack, D. P., Hoffler, K. D., and Johnson, S., “An Assessment of Unmanned Aircraft System Level-Turn Maneuver 
Performance Requirements in Relation to a Quantified Well-Clear Definition,” 14th AIAA Atmospheric Flight Mechanics 
Conference, AIAA-2015-2394, June 2015.   

[32] Jack, D. P., Hoffler, K. D., and Johnson, S. C., “Exploration of the Trade Space Between UAS Maneuver Performance and 
SAA System Performance Requirements,” NASA CR-2014-218264, May 2014.  

[33] Thipphavong, D., Cone, A., Lee, S. M., and Santiago, C., "Ensuring Interoperability between UAS Detect-and-Avoid and 
Manned Aircraft Collision Avoidance," Twelfth USA/Europe Air Traffic Management Research and Development Seminar, 
2.  

[34] Cone, A.C., Thipphavong, D., Lee, S., and Santiago, C., "UAS Well Clear Recovery Against Non-Cooperative Intruders 
Using Vertical Maneuvers," AIAA-2017-4382, 2017 AIAA Aviation Forum, 17th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, 
and Operations Conference, Denver, CO, 5-9 June 2017.  

[35] Hoang, T., "UAS-NAS Flight Test Series 3 Test Environment Report," NASA/TM-2016-219102, Document No. UAS-ITE-
5.1-016-001, 15 April 2016.  

[36] Marston, M., Sternberg, S., and Valkov, S., “Flight Test Series 4”, NASA Armstrong Flight Research Center, Sep. 2016. 
[37] Murphy, J., and Kim, S., "Live Virtual Constructive Distributed Test Environment Characterization Report," National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, UAS-04.05.0001.01, Sep. 2013. 
[38] Gong, C., Wu, M. G., and Santiago, C., "UAS Integration in the NAS Project: Flight Test 3 Data Analysis of JADEM-

Autoresolver Detect and Avoid System," NASA/TM-2016-219441, Dec. 2016. 
[39] Isaacson, D. R., Gong, C., Reardon, S. E., and Santiago, C., “FT4 Data Analysis Summary (SSI-ARC),” RTCA SC-228,  

url=https://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=20170003855, 2016.  
[40] Vincent, M.J., “DAIDALUS Results from UAS in the NAS Flight Test 4,” 17th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and 

Operations Conference, AIAA-2017-3937, 2017.  
[41] Ghatas, R, W., Jack, D. P., Tsakpinis, D., Vincent, M. J., Sturdy, J. L., Muñoz, C. A., Hoffler, K. D., Dutle, A. M., Myer, R. 

R., Dehaven, A. M., Lewis, E. T., Arthur, K. E., ”Unmanned Aircraft Systems Minimum Operations Performance Standards 
End-to-End Verification and Validation (E2-V2) Simulation," NASA-TM-2017-219598, 2017.  

[42] Wu, M. G., Bageshwar, V. L., and Euteneuer, E. A., "An Alternative Time Metric to Modified Tau for Unmanned Aircraft 
System Detect And Avoid," AIAA-2017-4383, 2017 AIAA Aviation Forum, 17th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, 
and Operations Conference, Denver, CO, 5-9 June 2017.  

[43] Wu, M. G., Cone, A., Lee, S., Edwards, M. W., Jack, D., “Well Clear Trade Study for Unmanned Aircraft System Detect 
And Avoid with Non-Cooperative Aircraft”, 18th AIAA Aviation Forum, 18th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and 
Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 June 2018.  

[44] Jack, D. P., Hardy, J., Hoffler, K. D., “Analysis of Influence of UAS Speed Range and Turn Performance on Detect and 
Avoid Sensor Requirements,” 18th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 
June 2018.  

[45] Trujillo, A. C., Jack, D. P., Tsakpinis, D., “En Route Detect and Avoid Well Clear in Terminal Area Landing Pattern,” 18th 
AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 June 2018.  

[46] Fern, L.F., Rorie, R.C., Roberts, Z., and Monk, K.J., “An Exploratory Evaluation of UAS Detect and Avoid Operations in 
the Terminal Environment,” 18th AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 
June 2018.  

[47] Vincent, M.J., “A Recommended DAA Well-Clear Definition for the Terminal Environment,” 18th AIAA Aviation 
Technology, Integration, and Operations Conference, Atlanta, GA, 25-29 June 2018.  

[48] Davies, J. T. and Wu, M. G., 2018. “Comparative Analysis of ACAS-Xu and DAIDALUS Detect-and-Avoid Systems,” 
NASA/TM-2018-219773, 2018.  

https://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=20170003855

	A. DAA Well Clear
	B. Alerting and Guidance Display Requirements
	C. Alerting and Guidance Processing Requirements
	D. Validation and Verification

