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Abstract
Operational machine-learning based assistant systems must be
robust in a wide range of scenarios. This hold especially true
for the air-traffic control (ATC) domain. The robustness of an
architecture is particularly evident in edge cases, such as high
word error rate (WER) transcripts resulting from noisy ATC
recordings or partial transcripts due to clipped recordings. To
increase the edge-case robustness of call-sign recognition and
understanding (CRU), a core tasks in ATC speech processing,
we propose the multimodal call-sign-command recovery model
(CCR). The CCR architecture leads to an increase in the edge
case performance of up to 15%. We demonstrate this on our
second proposed architecture, CallSBERT. A CRU model that
has less parameters, can be fine-tuned noticeably faster and is
more robust during fine-tuning than the state of the art for CRU.
Furthermore, we demonstrate that optimizing for edge cases
leads to a significantly higher accuracy across a wide opera-
tional range.
Index Terms: robust, multimodal, NLU, ATC, safety

1. Introduction
Pilots rely on the guidance of air-traffic controllers (ATCO) for
a safe take-off and landing. Research projects targeting ACTO
pilot communication automation, such as AcListant, Malorca
[1], or ATCO2 [2], are enabling the development of fully auto-
mated air traffic-control (ATC) speech processing pipelines and
assistant systems. These systems should be robust and tested on
edge case scenarios which the European Union Aviation Safety
Agency states specifically [3]. This is contrasted by the fact
that the majority of developed models are optimized for stan-
dard conditions on data sets like ATCOSIM [4], AIRBUS [5]
or ATCO2 [6]. These data sets are not designed for edge case
testing and often lack edge case samples, like for example high
noise recordings. This is problematic since high noise condi-
tions with low SNR values are occurring during operation. If a
machine learning (ML) system is not properly adapted to those
conditions, hallucinations or drastic performance degradation
can occur [7].

We address this at the example of call-sign recognition and
understanding (CRU) [8]. Extracting the call-sign from ATC
speech, respectively transcripts, is one of the key tasks in ATC.
ACTOs address their commands to a specific pilot by starting
each instruction with a call-sign1. A misrecognized call-sign
can lead to incidents or in the worst case accidents. Our first
contribution to this topic is the introduction of CallSBERT, a
novel, smaller and faster to train CRU model that can be used
more flexible than the state of the art (SOTA) for CRU. As

1ATC examples: https://wiki.flightgear.org/ATC phraseology

second contribution, we show that training on edge cases like
high WER, clipping and missing transcripts can significantly
improve the accuracy not only in these edge cases but over the
whole operational range. We propose the call-sign-command
recovery model (CCR) which utilizes commands and plane co-
ordinates to recover additional call-sign accuracy (CA) in the
edge cases and can even compensate for completely erroneous
transcripts.

2. Related work
Related works focus on call-sign tagging [9], call-sign tran-
scription [10] or call-sign recognition in International Civil Avi-
ation Organization (ICAO) format from ATC conversation tran-
scripts [8, 11]. Multimodal approaches for automatic speech
recognition (ASR) in ATC use surveillance call-signs from Au-
tomatic Dependent Surveillance–Broadcast (ADS-B) informa-
tion to boost the performance [12, 6]. Blatt et al. propose
a call-sign recognition and understanding (CRU) model using
surveillance call-signs [8]. Their surveillance model, referred
to as EncDec model in the following, relies on ATC transcripts
as input, which allows to evaluate the CRU task independently
from the ASR task. This is the CRU reference model for our
edge case optimization. Plane locations are also useful context
information, since commands are given from ATCOs to pilots
usually at defined areas in the airspace. Kleinert et al. [13]
include plane locations via binary 2D airspace command dis-
tributions to improve their controller command prediction. We
extend this idea, by using more informative non-binary 3D dis-
tributions in our command distribution module (CDM), which
is one of the key components for our robust edge case CRU
performance. Our CRU model CallSBERT is based on SBERT
[14] and we adapt BERT [15] as command classifier in our edge
case robust CCR architecture.

3. Data preparation
The CRU models are trained on ATC transcripts of the MAL-
ORCA data set (Prague airport) and on transcripts of the AIR-
BUS data set. Both data sets contain ATC transcripts labeled
with the correct call-signs, e.g. ryanair one two four
(expanded format), respectively RYR124 (ICAO format) as
shown in Figure 2. The AIRBUS dataset, with artificial surveil-
lance data added [8], is only used for pretraining. This pretrain-
ing is crucial since the MALORCA dataset is relatively small.
The train|val|test split consists of 0.9K|0.1K|0.1K samples for
the MALORCA dataset, respectively 8.9K|1.3K|1.3K samples
for the AIRBUS dataset. To generate samples for command
classification, the data is multi-labeled with a key-word-based
labeler that recognizes six command types: horizontal, vertical,
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Figure 1: Architecture comparison of the parallel EncDec [8]
(left) and the sequential CallSBERT model (right).

ils, taxi, clearing and greeting. A transcript is tagged with hor-
izontal if it contains for example the key words turn right
or change heading.

For each of the MALORCA transcripts, the ADS-B infor-
mation of each airplane in 100 km N-S and E-W distance of the
Prague airport and 0-20 km altitude is fetched from the Open-
Sky data base2 via the timestamp of the transcript. From the
ADS-B state vectors, the coordinates of the planes in the 200 km
· 200 km · 20 km bounding box are isolated and transformed
to an xyz coordinate system with its origin located at the air-
port. Roughly 30 planes are within this bounding box at the
same time. Therefore a random baseline for call-sign identi-
fication has a chance of 1/30 to identify the correct call-sign.
For the different edge cases in Section 5.2.1, Section 5.2.2 and
Section 5.2.3, the transcripts are altered accordingly. Versions
of different WERs are produced by adding ASR noise as de-
scribed in [8]. Additionally, clipped versions of the transcripts
are produced by removing n words from the beginning of the
transcript. All experiments are run on a NVIDIA GeForce RTX
2060 GPU. All experiments are run thrice and the mean and
standard deviation are given. For each run, the model with the
lowest validation loss is chosen for testing.

4. Models
4.1. EncDec

As SOTA, we take the EncDec model from Blatt et al. [8] which
uses a bert-base3 encoder-decoder architecture and has 66.3M
parameters. One mayor drawback of the EncDec architecture
is the way, the model is trained. The model input consists of
a transcript concatenated with all surveillance call-signs to pre-
dict the target call-sign directly in ICAO format as Figure 1a
shows.

4.2. CallSBERT

The CallSBERT model takes the transcript and only one match-
ing or non-matching surveillance call-sign for the contrastive
loss training. This significantly reduces the input size. In Fig-
ure 1, Call2 is an example for a matching call-sign (positive
sample), while Call1 is a non-matching call-sign (negative sam-
ple). The CallSBERT architecture is based one SBERT block4

[14], visualized in Figure 1, and has only 37.1% (24.6M param-
eters) of the EncDec model parameters. All this results in an in-
creased training speed of a factor of 45 in comparison with the
EncDec Model. If the models are applied to a bigger airspace,
with more surveillance call-signs present, this factor will further
increase. Since CallSBERT ranks the surveillance call-signs se-

2OpenSky: https://opensky-network.org/
3Transformer library: https://huggingface.co
4SBERT library: https://www.sbert.net
5roughly 100 s vs 400 s for 10 epochs finetuning on the 0.9K MAL-
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Figure 2: CCR architecture. The dotted lines mark the addi-
tional call-sign prediction path via command distributions.

quentially during inference via cosine-similarity scores (Sim),
its maximum input size does not need to be defined beforehand,
which is an advantage of this architecture. The production of
similarity scores also allows this architecture to be used in a
submodel, because the similarity scores for each surveillance
call-sign can be used as features. In contrast, the EncDec archi-
tecture does only predict one call-sign and gives no information
about the other call-signs which is the main disadvantage of this
model.

4.3. CCR

The call-sign-command recovery model (CCR), displayed in
Figure 2, combines command with call-sign recognition to in-
crease the robustness of the CRU. It consists of a CallSBERT
branch (solid lines) and the additional command branch (dotted
lines), which utilizes coordinates as additional input. The com-
mand branch consists of three different modules, the command
classifier, the command distribution module (CDM) and the fi-
nal call-sign identifier. The command classifier is a transformer-
based multi-label classifier. It can detect whether a transcript
contains one or multiple of the six command types described in
Section 3. The predicted command types are fed into the com-
mand distribution module (CDM). The CDM consists of plane
2D/3D-coordinates → command probabilities (Dis) mappings
for each of the six command types. The CDM contains map-
pings for each command type and they are selected based on the
command types that are recognized by the command classifier.
The Dis scores therefore indicate which plane in the airspace
is most likely mentioned in the transcript based on its position
and the command uttered in the transcript. In the example in
Figure 2, just the horizontal command type is identified, there-
fore the CDM only uses the probability distribution map of the
horizontal command for the Dis generation.

If there is no transcript available, the coordinate → prob-
ability mappings for every command type are considered and
mean pooled. For generating the mappings, a small set of
coordinate-command pairs of the target airspace are filtered by
one of the following filter functions: Gaussian, binary, maxi-
mum or uniform. The filtering, described in Section 4.4 allows
to generate command probability distributions for the whole
airspace out of just a few hundred samples as Figure 4 shows.
The final call-sign identifier of the CCR model takes the Sim
scores of CallSBERT and the Dis scores of the CDM module
for each surveillance call-sign and generates a final weighted
score for each surveillance call-sign and extracts the most prob-
able one. Our identifier consists of a fully connected five-layer
network with relu activations and batch normalization in be-
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Figure 3: Maximum accuracy of call-sign prediction based on
command distributions with optimal filter parameters.

tween the fully connected layers and a sigmoid activation at the
last layer.

4.4. CDM optimization

To reduce the need for a large transcribed corpus to create
the command probability distributions of the CDM for a new
airspace, we evaluate different filter functions for the distribu-
tion generation in a low-resource scenario. The naive base-
line uses all command distributions for the call-sign prediction
(naive mode). Using just the relevant command distributions
(select mode), which are selected by the command classifier
of the CCR, adds 10% accuracy over the naive baseline for
the Gaussian, maximum and uniform filter as Figure 3 shows.
Switching from of 2D coordinates to 3D coordinates, respec-
tively incorporating the plane height, additionally adds 10%
accuracy. The highest accuracy for the low resource scenario
is achieved with a Gaussian filter. Using just 100 coordinate-
command pairs to generate the distributions via Gaussian fil-
tering gives a similar accuracy as with 1000 samples for the 3D
select case. For the final CCR model, we therefore use 3D coor-
dinate→probability mappings generated by a Gaussian filtering
as shown in Figure 4c.

(a) Plane coordinates (b) Binary filtered (c) Gaussian filtered

Figure 4: 2D coordinates of airplanes while receiving a vertical
command (a) and 2D distribution maps (top view) of the vertical
command in the 200 km · 200 km Prague airspace (b),(d). Dark
colored areas have a high probability for vertical commands.

(a) CallSBERT (b) EncDec

Figure 5: Call-sign accuracy depending on the surveillance size
per test transcript. During fine-tuning, each transcript has ei-
ther 4 or 24 corresponding surveillance call-signs.

5. Results
5.1. CallSBERT: Surveillance adaptation

Depending on the the flight sector, the amount of surveillance
call-signs available might vary. The EncDec architecture is
proven to be robust against fluctuations in the surveillance call-
sign count during testing [8]. The question remains how the
EncDec architecture and CallSBERT react, when they are fine-
tuned with a different amount of surveillance call-signs. Fig-
ure 5b shows that the CA of the EncDec model, despite staying
over 80%, depends on the number of surveillance call-signs en-
countered during training. If the model is finetuned on samples
with 24 surveillance call-signs per transcript, it performs better
if the number of surveillance call-signs during testing is in the
same range. The same holds true for the model trained with
4 surveillance call-signs per transcript. The CallSBERT model
however seems to be agnostic against the number of surveil-
lance call-signs encountered during training and shows the ex-
pected behaviour of a reduced CA with an increasing number
of surveillance call-signs due to an increasing search-space.

5.2. Edge cases

5.2.1. High word error rate

The best performing SOTA ASR model of [6] achieves a mean
word error rate (WER) on their LiveATC data set [6] of 26.8%.
But we found that 24% of the transcripts have a 40% WER or
higher and 9% of the transcripts have even a WER over 60%.
For our experiments, we therefore generate test data sets with a
mean WER of up to 70%. Figure 6 shows that both, the EncDec
and CallSBERT model show a significant performance drop at
high WERs, when trained on low WER data of 16%. Train-
ing on data with higher WERs allows the models to learn the
noise distribution and reduces the CA deterioration by up to
30%, with the bigger EncDec model adapting better to the ASR
noise. Incorporating the CallSBERT model into the CCR archi-
tecture stabilizes the CA for a WER over 60% and adds up to
15% to the accuracy of the pure CallSBERT model.

To further evaluate this, we conduct an ablation study on
the CCR architecture. In the CDMnaive case, the CDM mean
pools the output of all 3D command distributions to generate
a score for each plane coordinate. Since this part of the CCR
is not depending on ASR output, the accuracy is stable over the
whole WER range as Figure 6d shows. By feeding the output of
the command classifier into the CDM (CDMcommand), the CDM
selects the distribution map of the most probable command for
predicting the call-sign. This adds roughly 10% performance as
Figure 6d shows. The missing deterioration of the accuracy at
high WERs proves the robustness of the command prediction.
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Figure 6: Call-sign accuracy depending on the WER of the
MALORCA test data.

Up to a test WER of 40%, the call-sign accuracy of CallSBERTs
is more than 20% higher than the CA of CDMcommand. At higher
WERs the accuracy of CallSBERT drops significantly. The full
CCR architecture however outperforms the single CCR mod-
ules by combining the CDMcommand and CallSBERTs output.
The ablation study highlights the importance of using multi-
modal data, but also the importance of extracting noise-robust
text-based features.

5.2.2. Clipping

An ATC utterance can be clipped at the beginning if the trans-
mission of the utterance starts delayed after the ATCO or pilot
started talking. CRU algorithms are quite sensitive to clipping,
since the call-sign is either located at the beginning or end of
an utterance. Clipping for example the first three words of the
call-signs lufthansa one two four lima echo and
ryanair three five four lima echo results in the
identical call-sign. Figure 7 shows that clipping just the first
four words reduces the CA of CallSBERT below 50%, which
compares to a WER higher than 70%. With the clipping of six

(a) CallSBERT (b) CCR

(c) EncDec

Figure 7: Call-sign accu-
racy depending on the num-
ber of words clipped off at
the beginning of the tran-
scripts.

Table 1: Call-sign accuracy on test data without transcripts.

WERtrain 16% 41% 64%

CallSBERT 0.03(±0.02) 0.07(±0.06) 0.06(±0.04)
EncDec 0.00(±0.00) 0.12(±0.04) 0.31(±0.05)
CCR 0.16(±0.04) 0.33(±0.03) 0.37(±0.04)

words, the CA starts to plateau, since the majority of call-signs
at the beginning of utterances are cut off beyond recognition.
Training specifically on those shortened utterances can recover
up to 30% CA. The additional command branch of the CCR re-
duces the performance drop by 10%, even for an CallSBERT
model, which is trained on unclipped data. The comparison
between the CCR module and the EncDec architecture shows
that both architectures have a similar performance, when they
encounter already heavily clipped data during training. If how-
ever only one or no words are clipped during training the CCR
architecture outperforms the EncDec model significantly.

5.2.3. Missing transcript

The worst case scenario for a CRU model is a missing tran-
script. In the ATCO² project, utterances with an SNR < 0 dB,
make up roughly 10% of all the recordings. They are however
discarded because they are to noisy for ASR. To still make use
of such samples, a CRU model has to work solely on surveil-
lance data. Table 1 shows, that the CallSBERT model, can-
not utilize the surveillance call-signs to reach a CA higher than
10% if the transcript is completely missing. The EncDec model
is able to generate predictions, when trained on the 64% WER
data because the model utilize the simultaneous processing of
all surveillance call-signs to draw a prediction from previous
surveillance constellations. It falls however far behind the CCR
model for lower WER training data and fails completely at 16%
WER training data. The additional command distribution maps
keeps the CCR module still operational at 16% WER, where the
other CRU models completely break down.

6. Conclusion
In this work we have shown at the example of call-sign recog-
nition and understanding models, that edge case optimization
leads to a more stable performance over a broad operational
range. Fine-tuning on noisy transcripts reduces the noise intro-
duced accuracy drop significantly without degrading accuracy
levels on clean data. This holds true for high WER transcripts
as well as for word-clipped trancripts. Our introduced CallS-
BERT model shows just a minor performance decrease com-
pared to the EncDec model introduced in [8] while having only
37.1% of the parameters and beeing faster and more robust dur-
ing finetuning. This performance gap is significantly reduced
when CallSBERT is integrated in our newly proposed multi-
modal CCR architecture. The ablation study of the architecture
shows, that the additional context information extracted by the
command distribution module and the command classification
module of the CCR architecture ensures a stable performance
for all investigated edge case scenarios. This makes this design
also interesting for other domains, where coordinates of com-
munication targets are known, for example the nautical or the
military domain. Due to its command distribution module, the
CCR model can even produce nearly 40% accurate predictions
when there is no transcript available, making it the favorable
choice for a robust call-sign prediction model.
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[2] J. Zuluaga-Gomez, K. Veselý, A. Blatt, P. Motlicek, D. Klakow,
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M. Kocour, H. Černocký, C. Cevenini, K. Choukri, M. Rigault,
and F. Landis, “Automatic call sign detection: Matching
air surveillance data with air traffic spoken communications,”
Proceedings, vol. 59, no. 1, 2020. [Online]. Available:
https://www.mdpi.com/2504-3900/59/1/14

[3] European Union Aviation Safety Agency, “EASA Concept Paper:
First usable guidance for Level 1 machine learning applications,”
no. 1, pp. 1–174, 2021. [Online]. Available: https://www.easa.e
uropa.eu/en/easa-concept-paper-first-usable-guidance-level-1-m
achine-learning-applications-proposed-issue-01pdf

[4] K. Hofbauer, S. Petrik, and H. Hering, “The ATCOSIM corpus
of non-prompted clean air traffic control speech,” in Proceedings
of the 6th International Conference on Language Resources
and Evaluation, LREC 2008, 2008, pp. 2147–2152. [Online].
Available: http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2008/pdf/5
45{ }paper.pdf

[5] T. Pellegrini, J. Farinas, E. Delpech, and F. Lancelot, “The Airbus
Air Traffic Control Speech Recognition 2018 Challenge: Towards
ATC Automatic Transcription and Call Sign Detection,” in Proc.
Interspeech 2019, 2019, pp. 2993–2997.
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