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ABSTRACT
This research aims to develop a method which predicts the task demand Flaps APP flaps approach (flaps 15)
load as experienced by pilots while flying an area navigation (RNAV) Flaps LAND flaps land (flaps 40)
approach. First, this will yield insight in which aspects of an approach FMS flight management system
actually influence pilot task demand load. And second, during the design GD gear down
of approaches this method can be used to rapidly evaluate a potential GS glideslope
approach and to ‘optimise’ an approach with respect to pilot task demand HDG heading
load. During previous research, focusing on approaches flown with a IAF initial approach fix
B747, a list of factors that influence pilot task demand load has been 1AS indicated airspeed
obtained, as well as a method to keep pilot task demand load at an IF intermediate fix
acceptable level. The method consists of seven guidelines to be adhered ILS instrument landing system
to during approach design. This paper shows that the list of factors and LNAV lateral navigation
the method do not only apply to a B747 aircraft but are generally LOC localiser
applicable to other aircraft as well. This is underpinned by results from MCC multi-crew co-ordination
both flight simulator tests and real flight tests with TU Delft’s Cessna ML mental load
Citation laboratory aircraft. Additionally, it is shown that there are no NASATLX NASA Task Load indeX
discrepancies between the list of factors influencing pilot task demand NDB non directional beacon
load resulting from the flight simulator tests and the list of factors NLR National Aerospace Laboratory
resulting from the real flight tests. PANS-OPS  Procedures for air navigation services — aircraft

operations

PF pilot flying
PFD primary flight display

NOMENCLATURE PH-LAB registration of the Cessna Citation test aircraft
AAL above airport level PM pilot monitoring
ALAR Approach and Landing Accident Reduction Task Force PMM point mass model
Task Force QNH pressure at mean sea level
APP approach RNAV area navigation
APPO1 test approach 1 to 10 RSME rating scale for mental effort
to APP10 RW runway
ATC Air Traftic Control SIMONA TU Delft's flight simulator
B747 Boeing 747 SOP(s) standard operation procedure(s)
CAVOK ceiling and visibility OK SRS SIMONA research simulator
CDA continuous descent approach TDL task demand load
CDU command display unit THR threshold
CL checklist TU Delft Delft University of Technology
Eratio energy ratio VNAV vertical navigation
FAF final approach fix VOR VHF omni-directional beacon
FD flight director VREF reference speed
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This research aims to develop a method which predicts the task
demand load (TDL) as experienced by the pilot while flying an
approach. TDL is defined as the mental workload imposed by the
system to be controlled or supervised”. As opposed by mental load,
the workload experienced by a particular operator. First, this will
yield insight in which aspects of an approach actually influence pilot
TDL. And second, during the design of approaches this method can
be used to rapidly evaluate a potential approach and to ‘optimise’ an
approach with respect to pilot TDL.

The rationale within this research is that approaches should be
designed such that they can be flown according to Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) and that a stabilised approach at
1,000ft can be achieved. This is based on the conclusions of the
Flight Safety Foundation Approach-and-landing Accident Reduction
Task Force®. These conclusions read, amongst others, that
‘Establishing and adhering to adequate SOPs and flight-crew
decision-making processes improve approach-and-landing safety’
and that ‘Unstabilised and rushed approaches contribute to
approach-and-landing accidents’. Therefore, within this research,
pilot TDL is predicted for approaches while flying according to
SOPs and while aiming to achieve a stabilised approach.

The approaches considered in this research are Area Navigation
(RNAV) approaches or, more specifically, RNAV transitions since
the final part of the approach is guided by the Instrument Landing
System (ILS). The approaches are flown using the Flight
Management System (FMS), Autothrottle and Autopilot with
Vertical Navigation (VNAV) and Lateral Navigation (LNAV)
modes. On Localiser intercept heading the autothrottle and autopilot
are switched off, and the remainder of the approach is flown using
the Flight Director (FD).

Given the level of automation described above, given a certain
aircraft with its corresponding SOPs, and given a certain approach,
we aim to map pilot TDL and the factors that contribute to pilot
TDL. The factors contributing to pilot TDL considered in this
research are the properties of the approach trajectory and its speed
and altitude constraints (for instance, the Localiser intercept speed or
distance available on Localiser Intercept Heading), the meteoro-
logical conditions (wind direction and wind speed) and the flight
mechanical properties of the aircraft (for instance, how easy it is to
dissipate energy)®. To investigate pilot TDL we thus focus on
factors that can be described as ‘the environment’ of the pilot,
instead of focusing on the constraints of the pilot himself (like
memory capacity, time delay, etc.)®. In this respect our work is

influenced by the principles of cognitive work analysis®. This
approach deliberately deviates from the idea behind models such as
the Procedure-Oriented Crew model (PROCRU)®® or the Man-
Machine Integrated Design and Analysis System (MIDAS)"” that
use human operator models which do focus on the constraints of the
human operator. It is anticipated that by focusing on the environment
of the pilot instead of on the limitations of the pilot himself much
simpler models can be achieved to predict pilot TDL than by using
human operator models.

During previous research!®'?, factors have been identified that
influence pilot TDL for pilots flying an RNAV approach with a
B747. These factors were identified based on flight simulator tests.
In this paper it will be demonstrated that the same factors also
influence pilot TDL when flying an approach with a Cessna Citation.
This indicates that the set of factors that has been identified is a
generally applicable set of factors, and not only valid for the B747.
Additionally, it is investigated whether the same set of factors influ-
ences pilot TDL during flight simulator tests and during real flight.
To this end, in this paper, both the results of a flight simulator exper-
iment for a Cessna Citation and the results of real flight tests with a
Cessna Citation aircraft are compared. It will be demonstrated that
the same set of factors results from both experiments. Finally, the
simulation tool that was developed for the B747 in order to analyse
an approach with respect to the factors that were proven to influence
pilot TDL is adjusted in order to include the Cessna Citation. It will
be shown that the simulation tool also works and provides reliable
results for the Cessna Citation.

This paper is structured as follows. First, the basic principles of
this research are introduced as well as the scope of the research.
After that, the results of previous research"'"® which focused on the
B747 are briefly explained. Subsequently, the human in the loop
experiments are presented, these experiments are conducted for the
Cessna Citation aircraft both in a flight simulator and during real
flight tests. To conclude, the simulation tool that is adjusted to
include the Cessna Citation is explained, and its predictions are illus-
trated by a case study.

2.0 BASIC PRINCIPLES OF THIS
RESEARCH

At the heart of the project lies the development of a method that
will provide guidelines that can be used during approach design
in order to keep pilot TDL during the approach at an acceptable
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Figure 1. Direct and indirect factors that influence the safety of airport approaches.
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Figure 2. Difference between task demand
load and workload, adapted from Ref. 14.

level. In order to analyse whether a newly designed approach
actually meets all the guidelines, a computer simulation program
is developed. This simulation program incorporates the aspects
that affect pilot TDL during approach, including standard
operating procedures, altitude-profiles, velocity-profiles, etcetera.
It should also be possible to enter different types of aircraft and
to change the meteorological conditions (turbulence intensity,
amount of wind). These properties are the descriptors of the
environment that form the ‘input’ of the computer program as
they constitute the specific characteristics of the approach to be
evaluated. The ‘output’ of the simulation program is an indication
whether the guidelines to keep pilot TDL at an acceptable level
are met. This section will explain the basic principles of the
method and computer simulation, the assumptions and the
choices that have been made as to what is incorporated within
this research, and also what is considered to be beyond the scope
of this research.

2.1 Factors of the air transport system included

Many different factors and the interactions between those factors
have an influence on the execution of an approach, see Fig. 1.
This research concentrates on the ‘pilot’ box in Fig. 1. It will,
e.g., not consider the Air Traffic Controller’s TDL. To determine
pilot TDL, this research will only take into account the factors
that have a direct influence on an approach (see Fig. 1), most
importantly the characteristics of the trajectory, the type of
aircraft and the meteorological conditions.

2.2 Task demand load

This research aims to develop a method to predict pilot TDL.
Task Demand Load is defined as the mental workload imposed by
the system to be controlled or supervised”, see also Fig. 2. The
TDL is not to be mistaken for the mental workload experienced
by the human operator, which is referred to as Mental Load
(ML). Many of the well-known methods to measure workload,
like the NASA Task Load indeX, measure ML, not TDL.

Within this research several experiments are performed during
which pilots are asked to comment on approaches regarding the
amount of effort these approaches require, or their effect on the
difficulty as experienced by the pilot. When pilots give their
opinion on these matters, they obviously base their opinion on the
mental workload they experienced. This results in the situation
that in order to obtain information about the task demand load,
pilots are asked about the mental workload they experienced
during the experiments, unfortunately there is no other way.
However, by choosing pilots with different levels of experience
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Figure 3. Part of flight considered (top view) and automation used.

etc., by testing the approaches in random order and by converting
the pilots’ ratings to z-scores it is assumed that through the
comments of the pilots a good indication of the task demand load
can be obtained.

2.3 Approaches considered and automation used

Obviously, the TDL depends directly on the type of approach that
is considered. This research focuses on Area Navigation (RNAV)
Approaches. Although it is appreciated that non-precision
approaches such as Non-Directional Beacon (NDB) approaches
are, in general, more difficult for a pilot to fly than RNAV
approaches''”, a deliberate choice is made to focus on RNAV
approaches only, since these are expected to become more and
more frequently used in the future. The last part of the RNAV
approach is assumed to be flown using the Instrument Landing
System (ILS).

The part of the flight that is considered starts at the Initial
Approach Fix (IAF) and comprises the entire approach (Initial
Approach, Intermediate Approach and Final Approach) until
1,000ft above airport level, see Fig. 3. Based on interviews with
pilots it was decided to use two different levels of automation
during the approach: until Localiser Intercept Heading the
approach is flown using the FMS, Autopilots and Autothrottle. At
Localiser Intercept Heading (but before Localiser capture) the
pilot switches to Flight Director (FD) mode and disconnects the
Autothrottle, the remainder of the approach is thus flown using
the FMS and FD, which implies manual control by the pilot.

2.4 Non-nominal conditions and emergencies

Non-nominal conditions and emergencies such as engine failure
are not considered in this research. The goal is to determine pilot
TDL for published RNAV approaches under nominal conditions.
When any emergencies such as engine failure occur, the crew
will most likely not be required to follow the RNAV approach
anyway, but will be vectored to the runway in the most conve-
nient way.

Additionally, the assumption for less severe non-nominal situa-
tions is that when flying under nominal conditions, the RNAV
approach should provide enough ‘margin’ with respect to pilot
TDL, such that the pilot has enough spare capacity and time to
deal with non-nominal conditions. This implies that the TDL that
is predicted by this research for nominal conditions should be
well below the absolute maximum TDL a pilot can cope with in
order to guarantee this margin.
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Figure 4. Division of the approach into three parts.

2.5 Boundary conditions: Stabilised approach and
standard operating procedures

The TDL experienced by the pilot also depends on the boundary
conditions that are set, e.g. the accuracy with which the approach
needs to be flown. The boundary conditions chosen for this research
are that the approach should be performed according to standard
operating procedures and that pilots should aim to achieve a
stabilised approach at 1,000ft above airport elevation. This decision
is based on the conclusions of the ALAR Task Force®.

To determine whether a stabilised approach is achieved at 1,000ft,
the following nine criteria® are used:

1. The aircraft is on the correct flight path;

2. Only small changes in heading/pitch are required to maintain
the correct flight path

3. The aircraft speed is not more than VREF + 20kt Indicated
Airspeed (IAS) and not less than VREEF;

4. The aircraft is in the correct landing configuration;

5. Sink rate is no greater than 1,000ft per minute; if an approach
requires a sink rate greater than 1,000ft per minute, a special
briefing should be conducted;

6. Power setting is appropriate for the aircraft configuration and is
not below the minimum power for approach as defined by the
aircraft operating manual;

All briefings and checklists have been conducted;

Specific types of approaches are stabilised if they also fulfill the
following: instrument landing system (ILS) approaches must be
flown within one dot of the glide slope and localiser; a
Category II or Category III ILS approach must be flown within
the expanded localiser band; during a circling approach, wings
should be level on final when the aircraft reaches 300ft above
airport elevation; and

9. Unique approach procedures or abnormal conditions requiring a
deviation from the above elements of a stabilised approach
require a special briefing.

2.6 Level of detail of computer simulation models

As briefly explained in the introduction, it is the goal to incorporate
very detailed models of the environment of the pilot in the computer
simulation, and to add to this a rather simple model for the pilot.
Therefore, the aircraft with its kinematic and dynamic constraints,
the 3D properties of the trajectory, the velocity profile, turbulence,
wind, etcetera, in other words: the factors that have a direct influence
on an approach as given in Fig. 1, are modeled as detailed and
accurate as possible. Whereas the pilot model is kept as simple as
possible. This simple pilot model consists of a manual control model
(which in effect only contains a pure gain plus time delay) and a
model for performing actions such as selecting flaps and gear
according to the SOPs.

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0001924000006047 Published online by Cambridge University Press

3.0 RESULTS OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH
FOR B747

Using these basic principles and assumptions, a method (consisting
of guidelines to keep pilot TDL at an acceptable level) and two
computer simulations have been developed for the B747. The results
are briefly explained in this section.

Based on two sets of B747 flight simulator experiments with nine
B747 pilots participating in each experiment'*'?, a list of factors has
been identified that influence pilot TDL during approach. This list of
factors is considered to be complete, which means that there are not
any other factors that fall within the previously defined scope of this
research that influence pilot TDL. The factors that influence pilot
TDL are grouped per approach part (see Fig. 4) and can be
summarised as follows:

For the first part of the approach:
® The major contributor to pilot TDL is the fact whether or not

the altitude and velocity constraints can be met at the
waypoints. This is only true when the effect of not meeting the
constraints continues into the Localiser part or final part of the
approach. If the consequences of not meeting the constraints
remain within the first part of the approach this does not
influence pilot TDL.

® The number of waypoints, number of heading changes and the
altitude profile (horizontal approach, CDA, stepped approach)
do not influence pilot TDL. This is due to the fact that this part
of the approach is flown in LNAV and VNAV modes with
autopilot and autothrottle.

For the Localiser intercept part of the approach:

® The time available to perform all actions (which is directly
related to the distance available on Localiser intercept heading)
is the most important factor for pilot TDL. Actions that need to
be performed for the B747 on Localiser intercept heading are:
select flaps 10, select heading select, arm the approach, and
(due to the choices made for this research, see Fig. 3) switch off
the autopilot and autothrottle.

® Next to this, pilot TDL is also influenced by the Localiser
intercept speed, the Localiser intercept angle, and whether the
constraints at the waypoints can be met.

For the final part of the approach:

® The most important factors influencing pilot TDL seem to be
whether or not a stabilised approach can be achieved at 1,000ft,
the distance between IF and FAF and the airspeed on final.
Whether an approach is stabilised can, for a B747, be deter-
mined from: (1) whether the constraints at the waypoints can be
met during the final part of the approach, (2) the value of the
vertical speed (should be below the sink rate warning) which in
itself is a function of airspeed on final and glideslope angle, and
(3) the FAF altitude and distance between IF and FAF (resulting
in the line-up distance) since these two factors together
determine whether there is enough time available to perform all
actions required for a stabilised approach. All these factors thus
influence pilot TDL during the final part of the approach.

The method to predict pilot TDL during approach for a B747 is

based on the above factors. The method basically consists of seven

guidelines for the design of approaches. When these guidelines are
met, pilot TDL during the approach will be acceptable. Starting
point for the guidelines is that pilots should fly the approach
according to SOPs and that they should aim to achieve a stabilised
approach at 1,000ft.

Concluding, the guidelines for the contributors to pilot TDL for
the B747 then are that:

1. aircraft should be able to meet the altitude and airspeed
constraints throughout the approach, especially during the final
part of the approach, and during the first part of the approach if
this has consequences for the subsequent parts of the approach;


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0001924000006047

HEILIGERS ET AL

PILOT TASK DEMAND LOAD DURING RNAV APPROACHES WITH A CESSNA CITATION 425

Figure 5. The SIMONA Research Simulator.

2. there should be sufficient time to perform all actions on Localiser
intercept heading;

3. it should be possible to achieve a stabilised approach. Whether a
stabilised approach can be achieved for a B747 depends on 1.
whether the aircraft can dissipate enough energy during the final
part of the approach, 2. the value of the vertical speed (should be
below the sink rate warning) which in itself is a function of
airspeed on final and glideslope angle, and 3. the FAF altitude
and distance between IF and FAF (resulting in the line-up
distance);

4. the distance between IF and FAF should be sufficient;

5. the vertical speed should be below the sink rate warning;

6. the Localiser intercept speed should not be too high, and that
7.  the Localiser intercept angle should not be too large.

A quantification of these guidelines is given in Ref. 13.

It is hypothesised that the same factors will also determine pilot TDL
for other aircraft types. In this respect it should be noted that the
factors ‘FAF altitude’ and ‘time available on Localiser intercept
heading’ are factors that originate from the fact that for the B747 the
SOPs require pilots to perform a number of actions on Localiser
intercept heading and between the FAF and 1,000ft, and that they
should have sufficient time to do so. If, for another aircraft type, these
actions are required to be performed in another part of the approach,
then care should be taken that sufficient time is available in that
particular part of the approach. In that case, the factors ‘time available
on Localiser intercept heading’ and ‘FAF altitude’ might not influence
pilot TDL for that particular aircraft type. All other factors in the list
above are assumed to be valid for all aircraft types.

In order to obtain a prediction whether these guidelines are met for an
approach, a comprehensive Monte Carlo computer simulation was
developed for the B747, together with a relatively simple point mass
model computer simulation”"®, By running either of these computer
simulations for a specific approach and analysing their output combined
with the requirements in Procedures for Air Navigation Services
Aircraft Operations (PANS-OPS)"”, an indication can be obtained of
whether or not the guidelines as described above are met''?.
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Questions arising from this previous research are whether the
guidelines outlined above are indeed valid for other aircraft types,
and whether the fact that they were obtained from flight simulator
tests might cause discrepancies with guidelines for real flight. To
find an answer to these questions, this paper describes flight
simulator experiments and real flight tests with a Cessna Citation
aircraft. Given the goal of this research (to develop a method to keep
pilot TDL at an acceptable level during RNAV approaches) the
choice for a Cessna Citation aircraft might not be obvious, since it is
not among the aircraft types that will most frequently fly these kinds
of approaches. However, it is the only aircraft type for which non-
linear aerodynamic models were available for the simulations, and
the only aircraft that was available for flight tests. Therefore this
paper concentrates on the Cessna Citation. It should be noted in this
respect that the particular aircraft that was used does not have a
VNAYV mode or an autothrottle. When comparing the results found
for the Citation to the results found for the B747 this should be kept
in mind.

4.0 HUMAN IN THE LOOP EXPERIMENT

Two separate human-in-the-loop experiments were performed for
the Cessna Citation aircraft which involved pilots flying different
approaches under varying conditions. The first experiment was
conducted in a six-degree-of-freedom flight simulator, while the
second was conducted in a Cessna Citation II aircraft.

4.1 Experiment goal

The first goal of the experiment was to test whether the same factors
that were found to influence pilot TDL for the B747"* are general
factors, and also influence pilot TDL for other aircraft, in this case a
Cessna Citation. The second goal was to investigate whether the
factors that influence pilot TDL during flight simulator tests also
influence pilot TDL during real flight.
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Figure 6. Standard operating procedures for Cessna Citation.

4.2 Method of experiment 1, flight simulator tests

4.2.1 Apparatus and Citation model

The experiment was performed in the six-degree-of-freedom TU
Delft SIMONA Research simulator (SRS), see Fig. 5. The Cessna
Citation aerodynamic models as well as the yaw damper are based
on the Cessna Citation 1'Y. Autopilot modes available during the
experiment were: LNAV, Heading Select, Altitude Hold, Vertical
Speed and Indicated Airspeed (IAS). In Flight Director operation
additional modes available were Glide slope mode and Localiser
mode.

The autopilot and flight director models are based on the
autopilots developed for the model of the B747"Y, which were
derived from Ref. 19. The LNAV mode is based on the VOR modes
described in Ref. 19.

All approaches that were flown, were pre-programmed in the
FMS/CDU. The appropriate approach was loaded in the FMS before
the start of the approach, and during the experiment pilots could
switch between the ‘Progress’ and ‘Legs’ pages, but could not use
the CDU interactively, or modify the approach.

There were some discrepancies between the SRS and a Citation
that are of importance to the experiment. First, the cockpit lay-out in
the SRS differed from reality (see Fig. 5). Second, the aircraft was
not trimmed when the pilot switched from autopilot to flight
director. Third, the altitude capture was slightly abrupt as compared
to reality. This resulted in a minor ‘bubble feeling’ when an altitude
was captured. Fourth, with respect to the flight director, at LOC
intercept the flight director over exaggerated the bank angle required
for a correct intercept. In practice this meant that during LOC
intercept the pilots rolled the aircraft to a correct bank angle and
waited for the FD bars to return to the centre position. All pilots
were briefed about these discrepancies before the tests commenced.
Also, all these aspects were the same for all pilots and constant
during all runs.

4.2.2 Subjects and instructions

Six Citation pilots participated in the experiment, total flight hours
ranging from 500 to 13,200 hours (M = 7,100 hours, s = 5,047
hours). Their flight hours on the Cessna Citation ranged from 200 to
1,500 hours (M = 750 hours, s = 521 hours). The pilots were paired
up to form a crew of pilot flying (PF) and pilot monitoring (PM).
The task of each pilot was to fly 10 different approaches as PF and
the same 10 approaches as PM, starting at the Initial Approach Fix
(IAF) and ending at around 800 above airport level (AAL).

Pilots were instructed to fly the approaches according to SOPs.
The SOPs are used as stated for the Aircraft Operations Manual of
the Cessna Citation I1®”, see Fig. 6. It is assumed that before every
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Figure 7. Rating scale mental effort, during the
experiment the Dutch translation was used.

run the approach checklist has been completed. On Localiser
intercept heading pilots should switch to heading select mode, arm
the approach and switch from AP to FD (the latter requirement is not
prescribed by SOPs but is based on the choices made for this
research). The pilots are then required to select Flaps APP between
2nm and 0-5nm from the FAF. On the FAF the Gear is selected,
followed immediately by the landing checklist. At 1,200’ above the
airfield level Flaps LAND are selected.

Two weeks before the experiment the pilots received a briefing by
mail. On the day of the experiment they were briefed as well. The
pilots were asked to adhere very strictly to SOPs, even if they could
foresee that by adhering to SOPs they would not meet certain
constraints at waypoints or would end up unstabilised at 1,000ft.
Additionally they were asked to perform their tasks according to the
principles of Multiple Crew Coordination (MCC) and to fly
passenger comfort. They were briefed about the discrepancies
between the SRS and the Citation (as explained in the previous
paragraph), and were informed that there would be no emergencies
(e.g. engine failure) during the flight. They were told that they could
fly the approach as published on the approach and landing charts,
implying that ATC would not interfere. The pilots were not allowed
to use speedbrakes, since approaches should be designed such that
they can be flown without the use of speedbrakes.

4.2.3 Procedure

Before starting the experiment the pilots could familiarise
themselves with the SRS and their task during three to five
(depending on the pilot) practice approaches. After that the exper-
iment started. Before every approach the pilots could take as much
time as they thought necessary to study the approach and landing
charts, to brief the approach and to prepare the SRS for the next
approach. The simulation was started when the pilots indicated they
were ready.

After every approach the pilots (PF) were asked to fill in a run
questionnaire. Each run questionnaire consisted of three parts: the
first part required a rating of the total approach on the Rating Scale
Mental Effort (RSME)®", see Fig. 7 and required additional RSME
ratings for the three individual parts of the approach, resulting in
three RSME sub-ratings per approach. The RSME is constructed
according to the ‘magnitude estimation’ method® and can therefore
be regarded as interval data. The Dutch version of the scale (which
was also used for this research) was used and validated in®"*.
Though originally intended to measure only one aspect of a task, it is
used here to get an indication of the total task because of its
simplicity and ease of use when compared to, for example, a NASA
TLX rating procedure®.

The second part of the run questionnaire contained two questions
asking the pilot’s opinion on whether the pilot would have adhered
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to SOPs during real flight, and whether the pilot would have used
speedbrakes during real flight. The third part of the run question-
naire consisted of specific closed format questions per approach
part regarding the factors hypothesised to influence pilot TDL in
that specific approach part. For an example, see Fig. 8. To analyse
the pilots’ answers, the response options for all questions have
been coded from 1 — 5, and are regarded interval data. Although
there is much controversy about whether these response options
can be considered ordinal or interval data®?®, it is, in this case,
deemed appropriate to treat the data as interval scale because the
response options were arranged horizontally and were equally
spaced apart, and the verbal labels connoted more-or-less evenly-
spaced gradations, most of them symmetrical about a neutral
middle.

At the end of the day, after all approaches were flown, the pilots
(PF) filled in an end of day questionnaire. The first part of the end
of day questionnaire regarded the realism of the flight simulator
and the realism of the experiment as a whole. The second part
contained general questions about factors that might possibly
influence pilot TDL during approach.

4.3 Method of experiment 2, Cessna Citation flight tests

4.3.1 Apparatus

The second experiment was performed in the Cessna Citation II
laboratory aircraft (PH-LAB) see Fig. 9. The PH-LAB is jointly
owned by Delft University of Technology and the National
Aecrospace Laboratory (NLR). As with the SRS experiments, the
same autopilot modes were available to the pilots and the
FMS/CDU was used in the same manner.

The flight tests were performed at Malta International Airport.
All tests were performed in either CAVOK (officially this means
no clouds under 5,000ft, in practice it was a clear blue sky) or in
FEWO012 to FEWO033, which means that ' to Y of the sky is
covered with clouds with a cloud base at 1,200ft to 3,300ft, respec-
tively. The few small clouds that were present during the tests did
not have an effect on the visibility. Maximum windspeeds encoun-
tered during the tests were 12kt, with a maximum tailwind of 7kt.
During the test week the QNH only varied between 1,014 and
1,017hPa, which means that there was not much variability in air
density, and therefore only a very small effect on the flight
mechanics due to this change in air density. All in all it can be
stated that the meteorological conditions during the real flight tests
were very similar to the conditions during the flight simulator
experiment.

The number of waypoints was Very Large Neutral Small Very

large small
As aresult I found this part of the Very . No Very
approach difficult Difficult influence Easy easy

Figure 8. Example of question from the run
questionnaire for the flight simulator tests.

4.3.2 Subjects and instructions

For this experiment the same six pilots participated and the same 10
approaches were flown. All pilots were given the same instructions
as were given during the SRS experiments.

4.3.3 Procedure

The procedure used during the Citation flight tests was similar to
the SRS experiments. Before starting the experiment the pilots
could familiarise themselves with the Citation and their task
during one or two (depending on the pilot) practice approaches.
After which the experiment started. Before every approach the
pilots could study the approach and landing charts, to brief the
approach. The experiment started when the aircraft crossed the
IAF and ended around 800ft above airport level (AAL). At this
altitude a go-around was initiated and the aircraft was maneuvered
to the IAF of the next approach.

Obviously the aircraft could not be paused after each approach, so
there was considerably less time available to fill in a run question-
naire. Instead, during the go-around, the PM was given control over
the aircraft while the PF completed a single page questionnaire. This
consisted of an RSME scale for the entire approach and three RSME
scales for the different parts. Using the headsets the researchers
could then ask some specific questions about the approach for
additional information.

When the PF had completed all ten approaches an end of day
questionnaire was filled out. This questionnaire resembles the end of
day questionnaire used during the SRS experiments and can be used
for extra information later in the analysis.

4.4 Independent variables and approaches

Considering the time and resources available for this research, 10
custom approaches were flown during the human-in-the-loop experi-
ments. It was chosen to design one benchmark approach and nine
approaches for each of which a separate independent variable is
changed with respect to the benchmark approach, see Table 1.

Figure 9. Cessna Citation Il laboratory aircraft.
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Table 1
Independent variables
Independent variable Linked factor TPL
effect
APPO1 Benchmark Benchmark
APP02 Short LOC intercept heading - +
APPO3 Large LOC intercept angle - +
APP04 Low FAF (normal line-up distance) Lower FAF speed +
Lower LOC int. speed
Long distance IF-FAF
APPO5 Short line-up distance Lower LOC int. speed +
Lower IF altitude
Short distance IF-FAF
Lower FAF altitude
Lower FAF speed
APP06 Short leg IF-FAF Lower LOC int. speed +
Lower IF altitude
APPO7 High LOC intercept speed Large line-up distance +
Higher IF altitude
Large distance IF-FAF
APPO8 Not meeting constraints at WP’s, but stabilized at 1000  Horizontal GS intercept +
APP09 Not stabilized due to high speed at low FAF (Eratio>1)  Higher LOC int. speed +
(Lower FAF alittude
Higher FAF speed)
APP10 Not stabilized due to high energy at start of approach Higher LOC int. speed +
(Eratio>1) Low IF altitude

Low FAF altitude
Higher FAF speed
Short distance IF-FAF
Short line-up distance

The factor ‘Eratio’ in the second column needs explanation: this is
the energy rate demand, which is the ratio between the rate at which
the trajectory requires the aircraft to dissipate energy, and the rate at
which the aircraft can dissipate energy. Once this ratio becomes
larger than one this means that the altitude and velocity constraints at
the next waypoint will not be met.

If possible, the independent variable was the only changing factor
between the benchmark and the respective approach. However,
sometimes, due to changing the independent variable another aspect
of the approach also had to be changed. These aspects, if there were
any, are listed in the column labeled ‘Linked factor’. For example,
for APP07 a higher Localiser intercept speed was applied. There are
then two options: (1) if the FAF altitude, line-up distance and
required airspeed at the FAF are maintained equal to the benchmark
approach, this will result in an energy rate demand larger than 1
between IF and FAF, (2) the other option is to keep the energy rate
demand the same as in the benchmark approach, but in order to do
this the line-up distance (and thus IF altitude and distance between
IF and FAF) needs to be increased. While designing the approaches
in Table 1 the objective was to keep the energy rate demand for all
approaches equal to the benchmark approach (except when the

energy rate demand was the independent variable), since previous
research>'? showed that when the value of the energy rate demand
becomes larger than one, this has a large influence on pilot TDL.
Therefore, for APP07 the second option is chosen for the design.

4.5 Hypotheses

Regarding the influence of the independent variables the following
was hypothesised (see also last column of Table 1):

A short LOC intercept heading increases pilot TDL

A large LOC intercept heading angle increases pilot TDL
A low FAF increases pilot TDL

A short line-up distance increases pilot TDL

A short leg IF-FAF increases pilot TDL

A high LOC intercept speed increases pilot TDL

Not meeting constraints increases pilot TDL

Not being stabilised at 1,000ft increases pilot TDL

5.0 RESULTS

Due to the total number of tests that is performed on the data set
resulting from the flight simulator experiment and real flight tests, a
p-value smaller than -05 should be used (when applying a Bonferroni
correction) as criterion for significance in order to control the Type I
error rate (this error represents the situation that an effect is found
using a statistical test, whereas in reality there is no effect).
However, by correcting the p-value to smaller than -05, statistical
power is lost (meaning that the probability of rejecting an effect that
does actually exist is increased (a Type II error)). Moreover, with
the small sample size available for all comparisons (N = 12 at most)
it will be highly unlikely to arrive at very small significance values.
Therefore, it is decided to use a significance value of 05 for all
comparisons, while keeping in mind that this inflates the Type I
error, and that we thus might classify factors as influencing pilot
TDL while in reality they do not. For the purpose of this research
however, this is deemed more favorable than discarding factors that
actually do influence pilot TDL. In any regard, due to the small
sample size, the results of the tests given below should only be
considered as an indication of possible effects.

w
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Rating of whole approach
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Figure 10. Boxplot of standardised ratings of entire approach, white boxplots are for flight simulator tests, striped boxplots for real flight tests.
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Table 2
Results of paired samples t-test (comparison of SIMONA research simulator test and Citation)
of the z-scores of the RSME ratings of the entire approach

Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Std. Error |Difference Sig. (2-

Mean Deviation |Mean Lower Upper t df tailed)
Pair 1 |SIMI - Citl .10609  11.32690 .54170 -1.28640 1.49859 .196 5 .852
Pair2 |SIM2 - Cit2 -.75148 |1.12667 45996 -1.93385 43089 -1.634 |5 .163
Pair3 |SIM3 - Cit3 .09902 |1.15279 47062 -1.11075 1.30880 210 5 .842
Pair4 |SIM4 - Cit4 36378 |1.29521 .52877 -.99546 1.72302 .688 5 522
Pair 5 |SIMS - Cit5 .03972 ]1.61328 .65862 -1.65331 1.73275 .060 5 954
Pair 6 |SIM6 - Cit6 -.50136 |1.07567 43914 -1.63021 .62748 -1.142 |5 .305
Pair 7 |SIM7 - Cit7 -.51029 [1.51476 .61840 -2.09993 1.07936 -.825 5 447
Pair 8 |SIMS - Cit8 -. 13877 |1.65862 67713 -1.87938 1.60185 -.205 5 .846
Pair9 |SIMO - Cit9 56194 ]1.63780 26038 -.10739 1.23127 2.158 |5 .083
Pair 10 [SIM10 - Cit10 [.73134 ]1.12780 46042 -45221 1.91489 1.588 |5 173

5.1 Comparison between flight simulator tests and real
flight tests

The first goal of the flight simulator tests and real flight tests is to
identify whether pilots classify the same factors as increasing or
decreasing pilot TDL during both experiments. If there would be
discrepancies between the results of the two experiments, for
instance, pilots would identify a large Localiser angle as increasing
pilot TDL during the simulator tests, and would identify this same
factor as decreasing pilot TDL during the real flight tests, this would
be apparent from the RSME scores for the approach in which this
factor was tested.

To test whether this is the case the RSME z-scores for all pilots
and all approaches are calculated for each of the two experiments.
The RSME z-scores for the entire approach are plotted in Fig. 10 for
both experiments, the RSME z-scores for the three approach parts
are also calculated but not given in Fig. 10. If the same factors
influence pilot TDL during both experiments, one would expect to

see the same trend relative to the benchmark approach (approach 1)
for both experiments.

To analyse whether the same trend can be observed, the RSME z-
scores for both experiments are compared for each approach. If there
is no difference between the RSME z-scores per approach this means
that the factor that was tested during that approach had the same
influence both during the simulator experiment and during the real
flight tests. The RSME z-scores are compared using the paired
samples #-test for the parametric cases, and using the Wilcoxon
matched pairs test for the non-parametric cases. In total 40 compar-
isons were made (four RSME ratings per approach for 10
approaches).

The results for the RSME ratings for the entire approach are given
in Table 2, there was no significant difference (p < -05) for any of
the approaches, and hence for any of the TDL influencing factors
tested during these approaches. Comparison of the RSME z-scores
for the three approach parts proved that three comparisons out of the
thirty possible comparisons were significant (p < -05), which

Table 3
Analysis of differences in effort between the approaches and APP01

) - = - =
Iz E-TS B P £
o = 2w ] = o ] ER=-R7 fn = 2 =
=] L2 8 =3 s 0 & =z e o)
gE ZEEE gZ:E & sifz SE33 g
R 2258 &3s§&% &Z5E3F ZEE2E S
APPO1 -
APP02 Short LOC,mtercept No difference More effort More effort More effort More effort
heading
APP03 Large LOClmtcrccpt No difference More effort More effort More effort More effort
angle
APP04 Low FAF’,normal line- No difference More effort More effort More effort More effort
up distance
APPO05 Short line-up distance More effort More effort More effort More effort More effort
Short leg IF-FAF,
APP06 normal line-up No difference  No difference  No difference  No difference ~ No difference
distance
APPO7 High LOC l(riltercep t No difference  No difference ~ No difference  No difference ~ No difference
spee:
Not meeting
APPO8 constraints at WP’s, No difference More effort More effort More effort More effort
but stabilized at 1000’
APP09 NOt stabilized due to More effort More effort More effort More effort More effort
high speed at low FAF
Not stabilized due to
APP10 high energy at start of ~ More effort More effort More effort More effort More effort

approach
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Table 4
Overview of factors that increase the TDL during RNAV approaches

= = - z, = T, =2 T s
2 LE, = E ey TLSZ LE S ‘Z
= 3 ez 22 weE 2 weoend o < =
] = L 08 ZFZ % T3 L ox s 2 e
g & fif: Tisy zif: 2ifE Z5.: &
& < 2 &58% EE2E S5EF =S 5EE€ =235 & o
Eratio more than APPOS More More More More More More
1, part 1 approach effort effort effort effort effort effort
Eratio more than APP10 More ) More More B More
1, part 2 approach effort effort effort effort
Eratio more than APP09 & More ) More More B More
1, part 3 approach APP10 effort effort effort effort
Short LOC APPO2 More More More More
intercept heading effort effort . . effort effort
Large LOC APPO3 More More More More More More
intercept angle effort effort effort effort effort effort
High LOC APPO07, More Neutral More More B More
intercept speed 09 & 10 effort effort effort effort effort*
APPO5, More More More More
Shortleg IF-FAF ¢ ¢ 10 effort ) effort effort . effort*
Short Line up APPO5 & More More More More
distance 10 effort . effort effort . effort
High Speed on APP09 & More More More More More More
FAF 10 effort effort effort effort effort effort
Low FAF APP04, More More More More B More
© 05 & 10 effort effort effort effort effort
Not stabilized at APP09 & More ) More More R More
1000’ 10 effort effort effort effort
Horlzomal APPOS8 Less effort  Less effort - - - Less effort
intercept of GS

(* = under specific circumstances - = No information available)

indicates that there was, in some way, a difference in effect for the
same approach parts between the two experiments.

For approach 6 (short leg IF-FAF) there was a difference in the
RSME z-scores for the first part of the approach. Compared to the
benchmark approach, the RSME z-scores were lower for both exper-
iments, but the RSME z-scores for the real flight tests were even
lower when compared to the z-scores for the flight simulator tests.
What caused this difference is unclear, since compared to the
benchmark approach nothing was adjusted in this part (segment) of
the approach.

For approach 2 (Short Localiser intercept heading) there was a
difference in RSME z-scores for the final part of the approach. The
RSME z-scores were both higher than for the benchmark, but for the
real flight tests even more so. Approach 2 was the approach with the
short Localiser intercept heading. Therefore, this might indicate that
this factor had more effect on pilot TDL during the real flight tests
than during the flight simulator tests.

For approach 9 (Not stabilised due to high speed at low FAF) the
RSME z-scores for the final part of the approach were significantly
different. Again, both RSME z-scores were higher than for the
benchmark, but this time this effect was more pronounced for the
flight simulator tests. Approach 9 was designed such that it was very
difficult to achieve a stabilised approach at 1,000ft. This factor thus
appears to have more effect on pilot TDL during the simulator tests
than during the real flight tests.

Although some differences were found in the pilots’ ratings of
the approach during both experiments it can be concluded that the
‘direction’ of the effect, i.e., the trend, was always the same. That
is, for both experiments the same factor always either increased or
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decreased pilot TDL, there was never an opposite effect between
the two experiments for the same factor. The difference in RSME
z-scores was caused by the fact that the effect was more
pronounced in one of the two experiments. Additionally, this
difference in effect was only found in the RSME sub-ratings (the
rating for an approach part), it never affected the ‘overall’ RSME
rating for the entire approach. Therefore it can be concluded that
pilots classify the same factors as increasing or decreasing pilot
TDL during both experiments.

Some differences, although they did not result in different factors
for TDL, could be observed between the two experiments. It
appeared that the duration of the landing checklist is longer during
the real flight tests, than during the flight simulator experiment. The
mean for the simulator data being 15-7 seconds and the mean for the
Citation real flight tests is 20-9 seconds. During the flight simulator
tests it was already observed that the landing checklist was often
hastily completed. In some cases certain actions that needed to be
performed by the PF during the checklist (physically checking the
brake pressure by pressing the pedals, actually flipping the ignition
switches, etc) were in fact not done. During the real flights in the
Citation aircraft the checklist was taken more seriously for obvious
reasons.

Another difference that was observed concerns the communication
with Air Traffic Control (ATC). During the flight simulator tests all
communication was standard and the same for all approaches (in
order not to add yet another variable to the test). As a result pilots
would know, after having flown a couple of approaches, what ATC
was going to say. Consequently, after a while, they would continue
performing checklists even if ATC was giving them instructions.
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Figure 11. Boxplots of ratings approaches (SIMONA research simulator test and Citation combined).

During the real flights this was not the case: once the pilot monitoring
received a call from ATC all attention was diverted to ATC contact
and all other activities (such as performing checklists, selecting flaps,
corresponding to calls from the pilot flying) stopped.

5.2 Factors that influence pilot TDL

Six sets of subjective data are available to determine which factors
influence pilot TDL. These six sets are:
1. The RSME z-scores for the entire approach, and

2. the RSME z-scores for the three approach parts. Since the effect
of the different approaches on the RSME z-scores was the same
for both the flight simulator tests and the real flight tests, the
RSME z-scores for both experiments are combined, in order to
yield one larger data set. As a result each approach now has 12
RSME ratings. The boxplots of this combined set of ratings can
be found in Fig. 11. To analyse whether there was a difference
between the RSME z-scores for any approach (part) and the
benchmark approach (approach 1), paired samples t-test were
used when the RSME z-scores were parametric, and Wilcoxon
matched pairs tests were used when they were non-parametric.

3. The run questionnaires from the flight simulator tests. The
pilots’ answers to the questions regarding the difficulty (see
Fig. 8 for an example) are converted to z-scores. To determine
whether there was an effect of a factor, the answers given for
one specific approach are compared to the answers given for the
benchmark approach. The comparison is again performed by
using paired samples #-tests and Wilcoxon matched pairs test.

4. The answers from pilots to the brief in-flight interview during
the real flight tests. To analyse these answers the majority rule
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is used: when more than three of the pilots have the same
opinion on a matter, this opinion is used for further analysis.

5. The answers to the end-of-day questionnaires for the flight
simulator tests, and

6. The answers to the end-of-day questionnaires for the real flight
tests. These two end-of-day questionnaires are mostly identical.
It is interesting to see whether the general opinion of the pilots
changes between the two test series. Again, the majority rule is
used to analyse the answers.

5.2.1 Overview per approach

Table 3 shows the results when comparing each approach to the
benchmark approach, when using the results from the first four
datasets.

To explain the idea behind Table 3 an example for APP02 is
given here. The data for each approach are compared to the data of
the benchmark approach (APPO1). The first comparison is between
the RSME z-scores for the entire approach for APP02 and APPOI.
The result of the #-test is that there is no significant difference (#(11)
=-1-649, p > -1). For the second test the RSME z-scores of part 2
of the approach are used, since the independent measure for APP02
is a short LOC intercept heading. The result of the t- test is that
there is a significant difference between the two ratings (#(11) =
—3:003, p < -05). On average the ratings of part 2 of APP02 are
significantly higher than the ratings of part 2 of APPO1. Hence the
table states ‘more effort’. The next column is the flight simulator
run-questionnaire. In this particular case only the question about the
length of the LOC intercept heading is important. The standardised
data for this question are normally distributed, so again a paired
samples t-test is used. The result is that a short LOC intercept
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heading significantly increases the amount of effort needed («(5) =
2:965, p < -05). Finally the in-flight interview from the real flight
tests is reviewed on this issue. All six pilots stated that this short
LOC intercept heading increased the amount of effort needed.

Since three out of four sets of data indicate ‘more effort’ the
conclusion can be drawn that APP02 requires more effort than the
benchmark approach, APPO1. For this reason the final column
reads ‘more effort’ for approach 2. Using this method for each
approach gives the results in Table 3.

5.2.2 Overview per factor

Table 3 thus gives the overview per approach. However, per
approach there were sometimes more factors that were changed
relative to the benchmark approach than just the independent
variable, see Table 1. Therefore it is interesting to also consider the
effects per factor. For this reason Table 4 is created. This table lists
all the specific factors that are investigated in this research in the
first column.

The second column lists the approach numbers where the factor
mentioned in the first column occurred. The next four columns list
the results of the flight simulator test run-questionnaires, the real
flight test in-flight interviews, the end-of-day questionnaire for the
flight simulator tests and the end-of-day questionnaire for the real
flight tests respectively. The fifth column indicates the results
according to the RSME z-scores for that particular part of the
approach that is connected to the factor. There is only an entry in
this column when there was no other linked factor (see Table 1)
that was also changing in that part of the approach. The same
procedure is used as before: when a certain factor is identified to
increase the effort at least in threeof the data sets, it is concluded
that this factor increases the effort.

An example: the first entry in the table is ‘Eratio more than 1, in
part 1 of the approach’. This only occurs in APP08. Using the data
from APPOS, statistical tests are performed on the answers to the
flight simulator run questionnaires. A paired samples z-test is
conducted on the answers of the question in the run questionnaire
(regarding the ability to meet constraints at waypoints in the first
part of the approach, see Fig. 8 for an example of the format). The
results indicate that this significantly increases the effort (£ = 2-939,
p < -05). During the in-flight interview of the Citation tests four
pilots answered that this aspect increased the amount of effort. The
same answers are found from the two end-of-day questionnaires.
Additionally, in APPOS the only factor that was changed in the first
part of the approach relative to the benchmark approach was the
Eratio in the first part of the approach, there were no linked factors.
Therefore in the fifth column the result of the RSME z-scores for the
first part of the approach is also incorporated (taken from Table 3).
So, in the case of ‘Eratio more than 1, in part 1 approach’ all the data
concur, this factor increases the effort.

In several parts of the table it states ‘no information available’.
This occurs frequently in the column of the Citation in-flight
interview. These interviews were so short that only a limited
amount of information could be gathered. In some cases the end of
day questionnaires do not contain a question that specifically
handles a factor. So these cases are also noted as ‘no information
available’. When this occurs twice in one row and the other two
columns do state ‘increase in effort’, the conclusion is that that
particular factor does increase the effort. An example is ‘short
LOC intercept heading’. Unfortunately there was no question
incorporated in the end of day questionnaires that specifically
targeted this aspect. But from the flight simulator test run question-
naire and the real flight test in-flight interview it was found that
this factor does increase the effort. In this case only two out of four
are needed for a positive conclusion.

Very interesting to note in Table 4 are the factors: ‘High LOC
intercept speed’ and ‘short leg IF-FAF’. From the comparisons of
the RSME ratings of APP06 (which has a short leg IF-FAF) it was
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concluded that this approach does not require significantly more
effort to fly. However, APP06 is not the only approach with a short
IF-FAF leg. As can be seen in the second column of Table 4, APP05
and APP10 also have a short leg IF-FAF (among other factors). The
results of the Wilcoxon test on the answers of the question in the run
questionnaire regarding the length of leg IF-FAF of APPO5 and
APP10 showed a significant difference compared to the benchmark
approach. This difference is not found on APP06. From this it seems
that a short leg IF-FAF only increases the effort when an approach
also has a short line-up distance (like APPOS and APP10). In APP06
the line-up distance is normal, so pilots have enough time to
‘recover’ from the short leg IF-FAF. However in the end of day
questionnaires 5 out the 6 pilots answered ‘more effort’ on the
question regarding the effect of a short IF-FAF distance. Taking this
information into consideration it is concluded that in the researchers’
opinion a short leg IF-FAF does increase the TDL, but the increase
in TDL is limited and only really occurs when the line-up distance is
short as well.

The same conclusion is made regarding the high LOC intercept
speed. No increase in TDL is found when investigating APPO7
(which has a high LOC intercept speed, but with a long line-up
distance). But analysis of APP09 and APP10 shows that a high LOC
intercept speed accompanied by a short line-up distance (little time
to recover on final), does indeed increase the TDL.

Interesting to note is the last row, where the factor ‘horizontal
intercept of the GS’ is stated. This aspect occurs in APP0S. This
approach is designed in such a way that instead of a CDA, this
approach has several ‘step-down’s’ (legs where the aircraft descends,
followed by legs where the aircraft flies level). In APPOS the leg
before the GS is flown level and as a result the GS is intercepted
horizontally. From the flight simulator test run questionnaire and the
Citation real flight tests in-flight interviews it can be concluded that
this in fact decreases the effort during an RNAV approach.

5.2.3 Conclusions TDL factors

Analysing the factors from Table 4 and taking the observations made
by the authors during all the tests (both flight simulator and real
flight tests) into consideration, it can be concluded that especially the
final part of the approach (the glideslope) has great influence on the
TDL of pilots. An Eratio of more than one in the beginning of an
approach (and not being able to meet constraints on waypoints as a
result) increases the TDL to some extent. However, when this occurs
in the final part of the approach the increase in TDL is much more
significant.

The factors concerning the LOC intercept (length of localiser
intercept heading, angle and speed) increase the TDL slightly. When
pilots have a long line-up distance to ‘recover’, the increase in TDL
is even less.

A short line-up distance and low FAF are of great influence to the
TDL. Even when the Eratio on the glideslope is less than one (and a
stabilised approach is possible), a short line-up distance (and a low
FAF) results in very limited time available to perform the necessary
pilot actions. This ‘limited time available’ (which is always a conse-
quence of one of the above stated factors), is indeed the driving force
on increasing the TDL. It was observed during both experiments that
due to limited time, pilots were often late with SOPs and
occasionally even forgot certain actions altogether.

To summarise the analysis of this section, the following list of
factors increase the TDL during an RNAV approach:

Limited increase in TDL:
Eratio more than one (before LOC intercept heading)

Short LOC intercept heading
Large LOC intercept angle

High LOC intercept speed (in combination with other factors,
e.g. short line-up distance)

Non-horizontal intercept of the Glideslope
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High increase in TDL:

® Short leg [F-FAF (in combination with other factors, e.g. short
line-up distance)

Short line-up distance

High speed on FAF

Low FAF

Eratio more than one (after LOC intercept heading)

® Not stabilised at 1,000ft

The factors that are found to influence pilot TDL for the Cessna
Citation were found to be identical to those found for the B747.
Except for the fact that for the Citation experiments pilots indicated
that a horizontal intercept of the Glideslope resulted in a decrease in
effort, whereas for the B747 experiments the results showed that this
did not have an influence on the effort. This difference can be
explained by the fact that during the B747 experiments pilots had a
VNAV mode available, guiding them correctly towards the
Glideslope intercept independent of the altitude profile, whereas
pilots during the Citation experiment had not. It is therefore stated
that for aircraft with VNAV mode the Glideslope intercept does not
influence pilot TDL.

The hypothesis that the list of factors that influence pilot TDL and
the guidelines to keep pilot TDL at an acceptable level as found for
the B747 are also valid for other aircraft types, thus is a reasonable
one. It is noted again that the factors ‘FAF altitude’ and ‘time
available on Localiser intercept heading’ are factors that originate
from the fact that both for the B747 and for the Citation a number of
actions need to be performed on Localiser intercept heading and
between the FAF and 1,000ft. If, for other aircraft, these actions are
performed at a different location in the approach, then there should
be sufficient time at that particular location.

6.0 FLIGHT MECHANICAL TOOL

For the B747 a comprehensive Monte Carlo simulation and a Point
Mass Model (PMM) simulation were developed which could, when
combined with the regulations in the PANS-OPS"”, for a given
approach predict whether the guidelines to keep pilot TDL at an
acceptable level are met. It is now investigated whether these two
simulation models can also provide predictions for another aircraft,
in this case the Cessna Citation. To this end, first the general idea
behind the Monte Carlo computer simulation"" is repeated here, and
the necessary adjustments to incorporate the Cessna Citation are
explained. After that, a case study is considered for the Cessna
Citation. To conclude the PMM simulation is briefly mentioned.

6.1 Monte Carlo computer simulation

When a (newly designed) approach is entered into the Monte Carlo
computer simulation, the simulation predicts, amongst others, the
percentage of flights that will meet the constraints at the waypoints,

and the percentage of flights that will result in a stabilised approach
at 1,000ft, both factors proved to have a significant influence on
pilot TDL. It also predicts under what circumstances (e.g., wind
conditions) this can be achieved. This section will describe the
aircraft model, pilot model, SOPs, wind model and turbulence model
that are used within the Monte Carlo computer simulation.

6.2 Computer simulation input

The input of the Monte Carlo computer simulation exists of a list of
waypoints of a (newly designed) approach, defined by their lat-lon
co-ordinates, and the altitude and speed constraints at these
waypoints. Additionally, the user has to define which waypoint in
the list is the Final Approach Fix (FAF).

6.3 Aircraft (Cessna Citation) and autopilot models

The Monte Carlo computer simulation”” was set-up in a modular
way. The B747 aircraft is replaced by the model for the Cessna
Citation I (500)"® which is exactly similar to the model used in the
SIMONA flight simulator. Just as in the flight simulator models (and
identical to the flight simulator models), the autopilot models are
based on the autopilots developed for the model of the B747"",
which were derived from"”. Autopilot modes included are: LNAV,
Altitude hold, Vertical Speed Select, Glideslope, Heading Select and
Localiser modes. The LNAV mode is based on the VOR modes
described in Ref. 19. As the Cessna Citation Il Laboratory aircraft
does not contain a VNAYV mode the aircraft is modeled to descend
from waypoint to waypoint in the vertical speed mode where the
selected (calculated) vertical speed depends on the constraints at the
waypoints and the wind conditions.

The hierarchy in meeting the constraints at the waypoints is as
follows: the Autopilot models will always aim to meet the altitude
constraints at the waypoints, second to this, the Autothrottle controls
the airspeed. This results in the situation that the altitude constraint
at the next waypoint will always be met, while the speed constraint
might not be met (airspeed might be higher than required).

6.4 Pilot model and standard operating procedures for
the Cessna Citation laboratory aircraft

All pilot actions such as selecting flaps are modeled according to the
SOPs for the Cessna Citation (see Fig. 6). Each of the pilot actions
prescribed by the SOPs is modeled using a ‘trigger’ event (e.g.
reaching 1,200ft) and a reaction time representing the time between
reaching the trigger event and actually performing the action (e.g., 2
seconds after reaching 1,200ft, flaps LAND are selected). These
reaction times are modeled as normal distributions and are based on
the distributions of the reaction times as obtained from the flight
simulator tests and real flight tests. The trigger events and corre-
sponding reaction time normal distributions as used in the computer
simulation are given in Table 5.

Trigger events and reaction time distributions for pilot actions in Monte Carlo simulation

Pilot action Trigger Event Mean Standard deviation

Switch to heading select mode =~ Waypoint capture at start Localizer Intercept Heading 16.4 sec 9.4 sec

Arm approach Waypoint capture at start Localizer Intercept Heading 22.2 sec 10.1 sec

Disengage autopilot Waypoint capture at start Localizer Intercept Heading 23.5 sec 10.6 sec

Flaps APPROACH 2.0 nm before reaching FAF 10.3 sec 13.7 sec

Gear Down Reaching FAF 0.5 sec 6.9 sec

LAND checklist start Gear Down 14.3 sec 12.8 sec
(Checklist duration - 20.9 sec 8.7 sec)

Flaps LAND Reaching 1,200’ above airport elevation 1.5 sec 4.1 sec
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It is important to note that if the airspeed constraints at the
waypoints required an airspeed lower than the instantaneous flap
speed mark (the IAS below which the next flap setting needs to be
selected), the next flap setting is selected in the Monte Carlo
simulation irrespective of SOPs. Also, when the airspeed exceeds the
placard speed of a certain flap setting, this flap setting cannot be
selected. Gear Down selection has no upper speed limit.

The Cessna Citation II Laboratory aircraft does not contain an
autothrottle. In the model the airspeed is regulated using a simple
proportional controller to simulate the pilots’ manual throttle control.
Additionally, a relatively simple pilot manual control model for the
flight director task is added, consisting of only a time delay (equal to
0-3 seconds) and pure gain.

6.5 Turbulence and wind models

A patchy turbulence model is used within the Monte Carlo
simulation. The intensity of the turbulence can be adjusted with a
gain. During one Monte Carlo simulation run the turbulence intensity,
wind direction and wind speed are constant throughout the entire
approach, between different Monte Carlo runs these are varied.

6.6 Outputs of the computer simulation

The constraints at a waypoint were considered to be met when the
actual Indicated Airspeed (IAS) at that waypoint (to be more
specific: the point in the trajectory closest to that waypoint) was less
than the required IAS plus 10kt, and the actual altitude at that
waypoint was less than the required altitude plus 100ft. A lower
boundary for these constraints is not necessary since the Monte
Carlo simulation always regulates the airspeed and altitude towards
the constraints at the next waypoint, when the required airspeed and
altitude are attained, the Monte Carlo simulation maintains the
required airspeed and altitude until the waypoint is reached.
Therefore, in the Monte Carlo simulation, the altitude and airspeed
will never be too low at a waypoint.

To determine whether a Monte Carlo simulation run of the
approach resulted in a stabilised approach the criteria given earlier
were quantified as follows:

Heading change, and roll rate are within Sdeg/s
The IAS is not more than VREF + 20kt;

Flaps LAND are selected, landing gear is down;
Sink rate is not larger than 1,000ft per minute; and

Localiser and glide slope are within one dot;

These criteria are evaluated exactly at 1,000ft above airport
elevation.

6.7 Validation of Monte Carlo simulation with experiment
data

To properly validate the predictions of the Monte Carlo simulation, a
comparison is made with the results obtained during the two experi-
ments (flight simulator test and real flight test). During these experi-
ments flight data were recorded and analysed to evaluate how many
flights were stabilised at 1,000ft, to determine how often the
constraints were met at the waypoints and to gain insight into all
pilots’ actions. The Monte Carlo simulation will be run with exactly
the same conditions as encountered during each of the runs during
the two experiments, and while simulating the pilots’ actions at
exactly the same moments in time at which the pilots performed
their actions during the experiments. This implies that the RNAV
routes, aircraft weight, wind speed and wind direction, QNH
pressure levels, airport elevation, runway heading and pilot action
times (the moment that SOPs are performed) are simulated exactly
identical to the experiment situation. This results in a total of 12
simulated Monte Carlo runs per approach (since each approach was
flown only once by each pilot during each experiment).

The results of the Monte Carlo simulation are presented in Fig. 12
as the percentage of approaches that are predicted to be stabilised at
1,000ft.

Table 6
Waypoint constraints met during tests compared to the simulations with input parameters as measured during test runs (N = 6)
2nd WP 3rd WP 2nd WP or 4th Begin LOC
(APPOS8 only) (APPO08 only) | WP (APP0S only) Intercept hdg IF FAF
=2 =2 =2 =2 =2 =2
7] g S w E'g [72) E'g w E‘g w 2‘2 w E'g
z 2z = 2z = 2z ] 22| = £z = 2z
2 go|l 2% gof| % g0 2 go| 2% g0 2 g0
i g:z| & Fz| & szl & gzl & szl & g%
z =3 z S @ =3 z = z R 7 =3
APPO1 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP02 100% 100% 83% 100% | 67% 100% 83% 100%
APPO03 100% 100% 100% 100% 83% 100% 67% 100%
APP04 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 83% 100%
APPO05 100% 100% 83% 100% | 100% 100% 83% 100%
APP06 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP0O7 100% 100% 83% 100% | 100% 100% 67% 100%
APP08 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP09 100% 100% 83% 100% | 100% 100% 83% 100%
APP10 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2, 5| 24 25| 24 2f| 2~ 25| 2~ 2F| 2. &%
a Q 85 [ g 5 ae 2 g5 . 2 8 5 aa & ] a Q g =
=g £ T £® =g £ =g £ =8 £ =g =
8 5 8 5 2 5 8 5 8 5 8 5
jog 3 5~ a2 5 o~ jag=3 £~ o g jag =3 £~ o3 E -
oo =3 L 3=} =3 fr =) =3 oo =3 oo =1 oo =
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APPO1 T00% T00% T00% T00% T00% T00% 83% 100%
APP02 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 67% 100%
APP03 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP04 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 83% 67%
APP05 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 67% 100%
APP06 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 83% 100%
APP0O7 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP08 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 50% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100%
APP09 100% 100% 100% 100% 83% 100% 100% 100%
APP10 100% 100% 100% 100% 17% 0% 0% 0%
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Comparison between experiments and Monte Carlo computer simulation
predictions with conditions as measured during tests

@ Real flight tests

OFlight simulator experiment

OsSimulation with input parameters equal to real flight tests

OSimulation with input parameters equal to flight simulator experiment

100%
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Figure 12. Stabilised approaches during tests compared to the simulations with environment input
and reaction times equal to every test performed in the SRS and during the Citation flight tests.

As Fig. 12 shows, there is still a discrepancy between the predic-
tions of the Monte Carlo computer simulation and the actual flight
simulator test and real flight test results. Excessive airspeed was
always one of the violated conditions in the unstabilised
approaches in the experiments. Even though APP01, APP02,
APPO03 and APPOS5 are no high energy approaches, the airspeed at
1,000ft still exceeded the VREF + 20kt limit during the flight
simulator tests and real flight tests resulting in unstabilised
approaches. These large variations in airspeed can all be traced
back to human performance in throttle control. Figure 13 shows the
airspeed profiles during APPO1 as an example to indicate the
difference in variation between a throttle controlled by a human
pilot and by the simple throttle model in the Monte Carlo
simulation. It can be seen that the simple throttle model in the

Monte Carlo computer simulation regulates the airspeed more
strictly than the pilots did during the experiment.

In the case of APP10, a high-energy approach, the model simulates
a stabilised approach, even though none of the approaches during the
flight simulator tests and real flight tests were stabilised approaches
(all due to an excessive airspeed at 1,000ft above airport elevation).
This difference is related to the slightly larger variation in manual
altitude control by the pilots compared to the altitude control of the
model, resulting in slightly different altitude profiles. For this
particular case the altitude profile during the flight simulator test was
steeper than the three degree glideslope. If, for this case, flaps ‘land’
were selected at 1,500ft this occurred at a later moment in time for the
steep approach during the flight simulator test than during the three
degree glideslope approach simulated in the Monte Carlo computer

Indicated Airspeed of SIMONA research simulator tests and Matlab/Simulink model (APP01)
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Figure 13. Airspeed profile of APP01.

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0001924000006047 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0001924000006047

436 THE AERONAUTICAL JOURNAL

Jury 2011

Figure 14. Example approach towards runway'.

Table 7
Waypoints with altitude and airspeed constraints
for example approach towards runway"”

Waypoint Altitude [ft] IAS [knots]
IAF 3000 240
WP2 3000 240
WP3 2500 240
IF 1700 160
FAF 1500 130
THR RW13 0 VREF + 5

NORTH

15kts
stabilized approach
- unstabilized approach

WEST 270 90 EAST

180
SOUTH

Figure 15. Example of the results of the Monte Carlo computer
simulation with respect to the possibility of achieving a stabilised
(grey circle) or unstabilised (black dot) approach, as a function
of wind direction and wind speed.

trajectory

groundtrack

Autopilot off

Arm APPR

1000 Switch to HDG select mode

Flaps APPROACH
800 Vo

Flaps LAND
Gear Down

oo

Figure 16. Example of the results of the computer simulation,
providing insight into the locations in the approach where pilots are
performing actions such as selecting flaps, gear, etc.
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simulation. This results in a stabilised approach in the computer
simulation and an unstabilised approach during the flight simulator
tests. This is the reason for the discrepancy for APP10 in Fig. 12.
Table 6 shows how many times the constraints at the waypoints have
been met. The grey cells indicate the fact that a large amount of
energy (altitude and/or airspeed) before that waypoint needed to be
dissipated in order to meet the constraints. Again, there are discrep-
ancies to be found in how many times waypoint constraints have
been met during the experiments compared to the output of the
simulation. However, as with the prediction of stabilised approaches,
the reason for the differences lies in the unpredictability of the
manual throttle control by the pilots.

It can thus be concluded that the predictions of the Monte Carlo
computer simulation model are not always fully in agreement with
reality, but that the trends are predicted rather well. The major cause
for discrepancies is the lack of correct simulation of the pilots’ manual
control of the throttle. It should be noted that the method and computer
simulation developed within this research will be used to give an
indication of pilot TDL during RNAV approaches at airports. The
majority of these aircraft will have an autothrottle, and therefore it is
expected that better results will be obtained for these aircraft.

6.8 Case study

The Monte Carlo computer simulation can now be run many times,
using all recorded reaction times, and applying different wind condi-
tions. The computer simulation can then be used to predict under
what wind conditions the constraints at the waypoints can be met
and a stabilised approach can be achieved. As an example an
approach towards runway 13 is considered, see Fig. 14 and Table 7.
The results are depicted in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16. Fig. 15 clearly shows
that the possibility of achieving a stabilised approach depends on the
wind direction (a headwind on final results in a stabilised approach).
Other reasons for ending stabilised or unstabilised are the moment in
time at which flaps LAND and/or gear down are selected. A similar
plot as in Fig. 15 can be generated for meeting the constraints at
each waypoint. The results of the computer simulation also provide
insight into the locations in the approach where pilots are performing
many actions, thereby providing approach designers with an
indication of the ‘busy’ parts of an approach, see Fig. 16 for an
example.

6.9 Point mass model

The Monte Carlo simulation model generates reliable results
regarding the percentage of flights that can achieve a stabilised
approach and factors that influence pilot TDL, but takes a long time
to produce these results (in the order of several hours per approach
that is analysed). This is not very practical when the computer
simulation is intended to be used as a tool during the design of
approaches. Therefore it was investigated"® for the B747 whether a
much simpler model based on a point mass model, with a consid-
erably shorter calculation time, can generate results as reliable as the
highly detailed computer simulation. It was found for the B747 that
a point mass model could indeed generate the same results as the
more detailed computer simulation. It can now be stated that this is
also the case for the Cessna Citation. This is true as long as the point
mass model contains:

1. a detailed lift-drag polar for all flap settings and gear up/down
setting,
a detailed model of the flight idle thrust,

3. an accurate model to simulate the lateral track, specifically the
distance of turn anticipation since this influences the amount of
trackmiles available between two waypoints, and

4. a model to simulate the pilots’ actions according to the trigger
events and reaction time distributions found in this research.
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6.10 Are all design guidelines predicted by the computer
simulation?

The question now is, whether the output of this computer simulation
provides sufficient information in order to assess whether the
approach meets all guidelines for the contributors to pilot TDL as
given earlier in this chapter. The simulation obviously predicts
whether a stabilised approach can be achieved (guideline 3), and
whether the constraints at the waypoints can be met (guideline 1). It
also provides insight whether there is sufficient time on Localiser
intercept heading since the moments in time at which all actions are
performed is predicted (guideline 2), and it can easily predict the
sink rate (guideline 5).

However, although the simulation can predict or calculate the
numerical values for the (actual) Localiser intercept speed (guideline
6), the Localiser intercept angle (guideline 7), and the distance
between IF and FAF (guideline 4), it does not give a qualitative
indication of whether these numerical values are sufficiently high or
low. Fortunately, the minimum or maximum values for these factors
are very accurately prescribed in the Procedures for Air Navigation
Services Aircraft Operations (PANS-OPS)'”. The PANS-OPS
prescribe a minimum straight distance between IF and FAF of 2nm
with an additional turning distance (which depends on the airspeed
and intercept angle), and recommend an interception angle at the
Localiser not exceeding 30 degrees. Actually, the PANS-OPS and
the predictions of the computer simulation complement each other
very nicely regarding factors contributing to pilot workload, since
what is not prescribed in the PANS-OPS is predicted by the
computer simulation and vice versa.

The conclusion thus is that the computer simulation, combined
with the regulations in the PANS-OP, provides sufficient infor-
mation to assess whether the guidelines for the contributors to pilot
TDL for the Citation are met.

Table 8

6.11 Quantification of guidelines

In order to be able to assess whether, for instance, sufficient time is
available on Localiser Intercept heading, the time required in this
part of the approach needs to be quantified. Table 8 gives an
indication of the reaction times for all pilot actions for the Citation
based on the reaction times recorded during the two experiments. As
an example: 41 seconds after starting the turn towards Localiser
intercept heading, pilots had switched off the autopilot during 95%
of all runs. From this it can be concluded that, when it is assumed
that 95% of the pilots should be able to fly the approach, the time
available on Localiser intercept heading should at least be 41
seconds. These values can also be used in the point mass model.

It is now interesting to compare the values found for the Citation
(Table 8) to the values found for the B747"%, see Table 9. The only
actions that are based on the same trigger event for both aircraft are
the actions Flaps LAND and Gear down (the reaction time for the
B747 stated to the left of the forward slash is of importance here). It
is important to note that the reaction times given for each percentage
of pilots in both tables are based on the actual recorded reaction
times, not on the approximating normal distribution curves.

It can be seen that the reaction times for the B747 are in all cases
larger than for the Citation. This might be caused by the following
two facts: first, the sample size for the B747 was much larger (see
also the histograms in Figure 17 as an example), and second, the
pilots participating in the Citation experiments were pilots that were
used to participate in scientific research and flight tests, the pilots
participating in the B747 experiment were commercial airline pilots.
For these reasons, the reaction times for the B747 given in Table 9
are regarded more reliable and more realistic.

To illustrate the difference between the reaction times for the
B747 and Citation, Fig. 17 is presented. Mann-Whitney, Wald-
Wolfowitz and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests all indicated that the

Maximum pilot reaction times in seconds for different percentages of pilots based on 120 samples for the Cessna Citation

Pilot action Trigger Event 85 % 90 % 95 % 99 %
Heading Select start turn to LOC int. HDG 23.1 253 29.6 55.2
ARM Approach start turn to LOC int. HDG 30.5 33.6 383 57.0
AP OFF start turn to LOC int. HDG 31.7 354 41.0 58.8
Flaps APP 2 NM before FAF 21.5 29.6 38.1 443
Gear Down Reaching FAF 5.6 7.3 9.2 19.8
Flaps LAND 12001t 5.5 7.5 10.6 14.5
Landing Checklist Gear Down 55.2% 60.2%* 70.2% 75.7*
* Time in seconds until the checklist was completed
Table 9
Maximum pilot reaction times for different percentages of pilots for the B747(13)
Pilot action Trigger Event 85 % 90 % 95 % 99 %
Flaps 1 IAS VREF+75.5kts VREF+73kts VREF+70.2kts ~ VREF+50kts
Flaps 5 IAS VREF+57.3kts  VREF+56.2kts ~ VREF+54.2kts =~ VREF+43.3kts
Flaps 10 End turn to LOC int. HDG 33.1s 38.7s 62.9 s 86.1s
Heading Select End turn to LOC int. HDG 24.0s 30.8s 45.4s 147.0 s
ARM Approach End turn to LOC int. HDG 37.1s 44.8 s 57.6s 130.0s
AP & AT Off End turn to LOC int. HDG 308 s 38.8s 473 s 6528
Gear Down Reaching FAF 9.6/-8.5s 11.3/1.3s 15/2.5s 278/-Ts
Flaps 20 Gear Down -9.6/149s -6.9/83s -15/12.8 s -26.8/30.4 s
Flaps LAND Reaching 1,200” 6.4s 9.6 153s 23.4s
Approach CL Transition Level TL —333ft TL - 3501t TL — 4001t TL - 1,220ft
Duration 9.8s 104 s 11.5s 16.5s
CL after GD/flaps20 Latest of GD or Flaps 20 23.6s 342s 35.7s 65.6s
Duration 1395 153s 16.7 s 21.8s
CL after flaps 25 Flaps 25 8.4s 9s 12.3s 13.0s
Duration 9s 93s 1155 12.1s

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0001924000006047 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0001924000006047

438

THE AERONAUTICAL JOURNAL

Jury 2011

40,0

30,07

Frequency
8
=)
1

10,0

Frequency

120,04

100,07

80,0

80,0

40,07

20,07 -

T T T T
-40,00 -20,00 ,00 20,00 40,00

Reaction time for Flaps LAND for the Citation

400 200 0 200 400
Reaction time for Flaps LAND for the B747

Figure 17. Histograms for the reaction times for selecting Flaps LAND for the B747 (left, N = 116) and Citation (right, N = 421).

distributions for the B747 and the Citation were significantly

different.

For clarity, the exact quantification of the guidelines as used
during this research is given below (numbers correspond to
numbered guidelines):

1. The constraints at the waypoints are considered to be met when
the airspeed is within 10kt of the required airspeed and the
actual altitude is within 100ft of the required altitude.

2. Using the reaction times for the actions performed on Localiser
intercept heading as given in Table 9 it can be determined (for a
percentage of pilots defined by the approach designer) whether
all actions that should be performed on Localiser intercept
heading are actually performed on Localiser intercept heading.
When this is the case this is regarded ‘sufficient time’ to
perform all actions.

3. An approach is considered stabilised at 1,000ft when:
® Heading change and pitch change are within Sdeg/s;

@® The IAS is not more than VREF + 20kt;

® Flaps 25 are selected, landing gear is down (whether this is
the case for the defined percentage of pilots can be derived
from the values in Table 9);

®  Sink rate is not larger than 1,000ft per minute;

® Localiser and glide slope are within one dot ; and

®  All checklists are completed (whether this is the case can
again be derived from the values in Table 9)

4. the distance between IF and FAF is considered sufficient when

it meets the requirements in the PANS-OPS"”

the vertical speed should be below the sink rate warning.

the Localiser intercept speed is considered ‘not too high’ when

it meets the requirements in the PANS-OPS"”

7. the Localiser intercept angle is considered ‘not too large’ when
it meets the requirements in the PANS-OPS"".

7.0 CONCLUSIONS

The list of factors that influence pilot TDL during RNAV
approaches as found for the B747 are also applicable to the Cessna
Citation. In other words: the same factors influence pilot TDL while
flying an RNAV approach both for the B747 and for the Citation.
This is concluded from the results from flight simulator tests and real
flight tests with the Cessna Citation. Consequently, the guidelines to
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keep pilot TDL at an acceptable level as defined for the B747 also
apply to the Cessna Citation. From this it is concluded that these
guidelines are valid for aircraft types that fly approaches according
to the assumptions set forth in this research, and that these guidelines
can be used as such during the design of approaches.

It was also found that there were no discrepancies between the list
of factors influencing pilot TDL resulting from the flight simulator
tests and the list of factors resulting from the real flight tests.

Finally, the computer simulations that were developed for the
B747 in order to predict whether the guidelines were met for a
certain approach, were successfully adjusted to incorporate the
Cessna Citation and produced reliable results. The same simulation
technique can thus be used for different types of aircraft.
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