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CHARGING METHODOLOGY FOR CATEGORIES 7 AND 8

1. Background

Decision 482 (mod Council 2002) contains the provisions under which the cost recovery procedure for satellite network filings is implemented by the administrations and the Radiocommunication Bureau. Publication of BSS networks in the planned bands (Part A or Part B) are covered by categories 7 and 8 of charge mentioned in Annex A to Decision 482.

Following document 9 previously submitted by France to the last meeting of the Group, this document intends to stress the inconsistencies in the implementation of Decision 482 (modified) for both categories 7 and 8 of charge. Section 2 of this contribution points out the differences between the provisions of Decision 482 (modified) relating to categories 7 and 8 and their implementation by the Bureau. Section 3 focuses on the different treatment of filings under Part A and Part B publications.

2. Differences between the provisions of Decision 482 (modified) relating to the calculation of units for categories 7 and 8 and their implementation by the Bureau

Category 7 (respectively category 8) deals with Part A (respectively Part B) Special Section publications for a proposed new or modified assignment in the Regions 1 and 3 downlink List or feeder-link List of additional uses or a modification to Region 2 Plans under  §§ 4.1.5 or 4.2.8 of Appendices 30 and 30A.


2.1. Decision 482 (modified)
The total number of units for a filing falling into either category 7 or 8 is, pursuant to the wording used in Annex A to Decision 482 (modified), the “product of the number of associated earth stations (specific or typical, recorded in the database) and number of emissions, summed up for all channels, type of polarizations and beams”. It has been noticed – and the Bureau confirmed it at last meeting of the Group – that the total number of units was in practice calculated by a different formula, namely the product of the number of test points and number of emissions, summed up for all channels, type of polarizations and beams. 
The difference between the provisions of Decision 482 (modified) and their implementation by the Bureau lies in the use of number of test points instead of number of associated earth stations in the formula. This difference is significant in terms of consequences on the invoices, all the more because such differences appear on both up and down links. Indeed, the number of units associated with a publication is significantly increased by the formula used by the Bureau and does not necessarily reflect the workload of the Bureau.

For instance, in Figure 1 below, an Appendix 30A publication group is shown to give a better understanding of the issue. The total numbers of units as per the two formulas mentioned above are :

- as per the provisions in Decision 482 (modified), 40 units (1 associated earth station, 20 channels, 2 emissions, 1 polarization, 1 beam)

- as per the practice used by the Bureau, 360 units (9 test points, 20 channels, 2 emissions, 1 polarization, 1 beam)
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Fig.1: Example of a group from an Ap30A publication


2.2. Test points and associated earth stations
Firstly, Decision 482 (modified) makes reference to "associated earth stations", a term presented in Annex 2A of Appendix 4 (WRC-2000) and characterized inter alia by the following items "Max isotropic gain of the antenna" (C.10.c.2), "Beamwidth" (C.10.c.3), "Reference radiation pattern" (C.10.c.4.a) and "Antenna diameter" (C.10.c.6). Those items are published in the Special Section corresponding to the filing (see Figure 1). Under items C.11.b and C.11.c in Annex 2A of Appendix 4 (WRC-2000), test points are required as a way to define the service area associated with a space station, in addition to a service area contour on the surface of the Earth.

Consequently, from a regulatory point of view, there is no correlation between test points and associated earth stations.

Moreover, calculation performed through MSpace software automatically determines the interference in each network test point, where a virtual earth station would be located. However, by definition of Broadcasting Satellite Service, earth stations can be deployed anywhere over the service area associated with a space station, which makes the process above unfounded.

Consequently, from a technical point of view, there is no correlation between test points and associated earth stations.

Thus, having considered the regulatory and technical explanations above, it seems that there is no relevant basis for the current practice used by the BR to calculate the total number of units for filings falling into categories 7 and 8 of charge. 

 
2.3. Proposal to clarify the implementation of the current fee schedule for categories 7 and 8

Taking into account the comments above, and in order to solve the inconsistencies provoked by the implementation by the Bureau of the provisions of Decision 482 (modified), it is proposed that the “number of associated earth station (specific or typical, recorded in the database)” be understood as the number of associated earth stations listed in the published special section and defined by the set of characteristics shown in the publication (namely, items C.10.c.2, C.10.c.3, C.10.c.4.a and C.10.c.6). This correction would clarify the current calculation rule in Annex A of Decision 482 (modified).

3. Different schedules of processing charges between categories 7 and 8

Category 7 deals with Part A Special Section publications for proposed new or modified assignments in the Regions 1 and 3 downlink List or feeder-link List of additional uses or a modification to Region 2 Plans under  §§ 4.1.5 or 4.2.8 of Appendices 30 and 30A. Category 8 deals with Part B Special Section publications for new or modified assignments in the Regions 1 and 3 downlink List or feeder-link List of additional uses or a modification to Region 2 Plans under § 4.1.5 or 4.2.8 of Appendices 30 and 30A, as a result of the successful application of Article 4.

When considering document 1rev1 from the Group ("An overview of Satellite Network Filing Cost recovery"), section 4.1.2 dedicated to the processing of requests for additional uses under Appendices 30 and 30A (Part B) does not mention any additional charges due to this category. Indeed, as indicated in the document, the data preparation phase (section 4.1.2.1) requires less resources in general compared to that of category 7. Moreover, even if the examination phase may require more resources because of coordination requirements checking, this situation will disappear because of the application of § 4.1.10ter/4.2.14ter in the upcoming period.

Consequently, it seems that there would be no justification for having a significant difference between the fee schedules for categories 7 and 8, as it is unfortunately the case now. For example, under the current fee schedule, the fee for a 875-unit network in category 8 under AP30 is almost four times the fee for a 875-unit network in category 7 under AP30 (59556 CHF against 15800 CHF)

It is therefore proposed that the fee schedules for Part B publications be similar to that for Part A publications.

4. Conclusions

This document addresses inconsistencies related to categories 7 and 8 of charge. It is proposed that the following conclusions be incorporated in the report of the Ad-Hoc group on Cost recovery for satellite network filings so that Council-04 can take appropriate actions.

Concerning current category 7 of charge,

· As the practice developed by the Bureau to implement the unit methodology is not in conformity with the provisions of Annex A of Decision 482 (modified), it is proposed that the BR implement the provisions of Decision 482 (modified) as indicated in section 2.3 of the present contribution.
Concerning current category 8 of charge, 

· As in the case of category 7, the practice developed by the Bureau to implement the unit methodology is not in conformity with the provisions of Annex A of Decision 482 (modified); it is proposed therefore that the BR implement the provisions of Decision 482 (modified) as indicated in section 2.3 of the present contribution.
· It is proposed that the fee schedules for category 8 (Part B) be similar to that of category 7 (Part A). It is further proposed to consider the possibility that the new fee schedule expected to be incorporated in Decision 482 by Council-04 merge the categories of charge relating to the publications of Part A and Part B special sections into a single category.

