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Urban Air Mobility and Obstacles
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ABSTRACT

Urban Air Mobility is expected to resolve some problems in urban transportation such as
traffic congestion and air pollution. Various studies for a large-scale commercialization of UAM
are being actively conducted. To that end, the UAM Traffic Management system aims at
securing a safety and an efficiency of UAM operations. In this study, a risk assessment model
is proposed to evaluate the risk of collision between a vehicle and surrounding obstacles. The
proposed model is conceived from the past studies for determining a proper separation
distance between parallel runways for their independent operations. The model calculates the
risk that the surveillance system fails to meet a target level of safety for a given buffer zone
size between a designed route and surrounding obstacles. The model is applied to one of the
routes proposed in K-UAM roadmap to evaluate its performances.
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Table 1. Research & development goals of UATM
system by period[4]
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Fig. 1. Active monitoring & control model
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Fig. 14. Satellite image of UAM Han River
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