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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Australia’s CNS/ATM service is represented by three independent bodies, which 

together, provide regulatory, air navigation and communication service provision.  These 

organisations are The Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) acting as the regulator, Airservices 

Australia (Airservices) performing the role of primary ANSP and CSP for the Australian FIR, and the 

Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) providing ATC services at their military controlled airports. 

 

1.2 Airservices role as an ANSP is the provision of ATC in CTA and OCA using VHF 

and data link respectively.  The CSP, provided by Airservices, for the remainder of the oceanic 

controlled airspace and for long range communications is via HF.  This third party, HF 

communications CSP service, is delivered from a single unit in Brisbane.  Internationally its 

capability covers well beyond the FIR boundaries with adjoining states, utilising the call-sign 

“Brisbane Radio”.  The HF MWARA covered by it are SP6, SEA3 and INO1. Domestically 

“Flightwatch” provides low level services to aircraft out of VHF range utilising the three HF RDRA 

of Southern, North-East and North-West.  

 

1.3 The domestic and international HF services are delivered from state of the art HF 

arrays and control systems.  Undergoing full replacement and upgrade in 2002, the end of life for the 

seven sites is projected well beyond 2030.  This replacement was designed on decisions ratified by 

ICAO in 1996, regarding the long term future use of HF as the primary and only approved LRCS. 

 

SUMMARY 

This paper presents Australia’s current and projected capability to 

manage A/G calls made from and to SATCOM voice (SCV) 

equipped aircraft.  The potential increase in SCV calls, due to 

acceptance of any of the 5 scenarios proposed in the SVGM and 

scope of work will need to be managed on a regional basis if 

ratified at a global level. 
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1.4 Both ANSP and CSP services provided by Airservices have the ability to use standard 

PABX based ISDN public dialing.  This is both to make and receive calls to aircraft using SCV in 

emergencies only.  There is no current contract for trunk or priority dialing with any SSP or advanced 

features such as caller ID or aircraft phone number database sharing. 

 

1.5  CASA, with Airservices agreement, has the ability to grant one off dispensations for 

HF carriage as MEL emergency back up. This is ordinarily only ever provided for non-rpt ferry flights 

overwater or domestic RPT flights to remote locations outside of VHF coverage and only for 

emergency descent coverage planning. 

 

2. Discussion 
 

2.1 Airservices currently publishes phone numbers in AIP for SY TCU, PH TCU, ML 

Centre, BN Centre, AD TCU and Brisbane Radio to allow SATCOM capable aircraft to contact ATS 

– but only for urgent, non-routine, safety related matters.  These calls are to supervisory staff only and 

no calls are directed to controllers or radio operators. The inbound calls to the ANSP and CSP are 

often made to the last known Australian number, not necessarily to the correct FIR or the controller 

with Data Authority or to the HF operator holding primary guard. 

2.2 CASA places no requirement for aircraft to enter their contact number as part of their 

ICAO Flight Plan, as SCV use is not ordinarily allowed for MEL relief.  Because of this, calls from 

the ANSP and CSP can only be made to aircraft who first establish comms via SCV in an emergency.  

The pilot is then asked to provide their number.  In these situations an emergency phase is declared 

until such time that two way communications is established on HF or VHF. 

2.3 Current voice switch, HF control systems and PABX utilised by Airservices does not 

support SCV in any form other than as a public call.  Due to the lack of retransmit facilities on VHF 

and HF networks, ATC and Radio Operators are prohibited from making outbound calls to SCV 

numbers.  These calls are made by supervisory staff after seeking instruction from the controlling 

authority.  They are considered as emergency calls and increased separation standards must be 

considered in these instances. 

2.4 Calls received from aircraft by the wrong FIR/authority are relayed as written 

messages, AFTN Airep, international ALR or using voice co-ordination lines.  These calls are not 

usually transferable.   

2.5 The reliability of these calls has previously been surveyed to be not at the standard to 

provide the necessary level to support MEL relief.  After emergency phase declaration, all attempts 

are made to re-establish guard on HF or VHF.  Reports of these occurrences are made using the Safety 

Management System (SMS) and are shared between the ANSPs, regulators and airlines.   

2.6 SCV is also not presently suitable for any longitudinal time standard less than 15 

minutes or the application of any RNP standards.  Any change to MEL relief would require an 

extensive study of the reliability for application of all standards below 15 minutes longitudinal.  If it is 

found that SCV is reliable to any level, consideration will be given to the suitability of its use against 

all standards currently set by the regulator.  This may result in the application of priority based or 

exclusive airspace models. 

2.7 Airservices, in conjunction with CASA, have the capacity to develop a phased 

approach to any change in the use of SCV as a LRCS if ratified by ICAO.  This will require extensive 

survey and co-ordination using an integrated project management methodology.  Any change would 

have to be initially managed within current technological and budgetary constraints and would be 

considered fit for purpose for only the next 3 to 5 years.   

2.8 Airservices is planning in its 5 to 10 year business cycle to better manage SCV calls based on 

potential outcomes of ratification of the SVGM globally.  This does not however guarantee that it 

could support RCP 400 or 240 specifications without further understanding and commitment by all 

parties.  
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3. Action by the Meeting 

 

3.1 That Australia’s position is recognized that the current version 0.8.3 of the SVGM 

allows too much flexibility in its potential to deliver the worst possible outcome, in an unmanageable 

timeframe. 

 

3.2 That Australia’s feedback on the current version 0.8.3 of the SVGM is acknowledged 

and discussed prior to any final ratification.  In particular, agreement is sought on the following key 

issues; 

 

3.2.1 That to deliver any interim or final solution, flight planning requirements to notify 

aircraft contact numbers are implemented globally in line with ICAO 2012 changes including the use 

of which code or number that should be displayed. 

 

3.2.2 That the decision on which of the five items/scenarios considered in the scope of 

work includes an appropriately agreed implementation timeframe.  Australia projects these changes to 

be reasonably managed in a minimum of two to ten years, depending on how extensive the changes 

agreed are. 

 

3.2.3 That the states be given time to properly analyse the projected cost/benefits from a 

decision on the items/scenarios agreed upon within the scope of work.  This may involve a 

considerable period of survey against the RCP 400 or 240 specifications.  The results of this study 

would then be relayed to IATA and other interested parties and agreed upon, prior to implementation 

of any changes.  

 

3.2.4 That should a global decision be ratified, then regional exceptions will be expected 

and that compliance would be managed in a co-operative regional response.  This recognizes ICAOs 

commitment to states with less ability to financially implement the significant technological shift that 

the SVGM proposes. 

 

3.2.5 That should a global decision be ratified and implemented regionally, prior to a global 

solution being delivered, then manufacturers and operators are made aware of regional limitations and 

schedule and flight plan appropriately. 

 

3.2.6 That should a global decision be ratified, and implemented regionally, prior to a 

global solution being delivered then ANSP and CSP bodies do not attempt to gain business through 

lobbying operators to insist on their current service provider implementing SCV services. 

 

3.3 That Australia supports the general principle that SCV is a potentially viable 

technology that can be utilised as a LRCS and be implemented with the appropriate planning and 

costing, in an appropriate timeframe. 

 

-END-  

 

 

 

 

 


