- 2 -


	INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION UNION
	

	[image: image1.wmf]
	AD HOC GROUP ON COST RECOVERY
FOR SATELLITE NETWORK FILINGS
	Document 15-E

	
	
	26 February 2004

	
	
	English only

	GENEVA, 24-26 February, 2004
	


Group on validation

Validation of charging methodologies

1. Set of filings and date to be used in the testing phase

The group discussed what would be an appropriate set of filings to be used in conducting the tests on the various charging methodologies. It was proposed that the tests would be carried out on a large number of filings in the past 2/3 years. Taking into account the fact that the filings submitted after Council-02 may have been refined by the administrations so as to produce lower invoices, it was recognized that such filings may not be suitable for testing. Attention is drawn on the fact that some charging methodologies may need to use data that are not currently available in the BR and that such data may need extra resource from the BR and the administrations to be produced.

2. A priori criteria

The group discussed basic concepts that should be associated to the charging methodologies. Drawing a list of a priori criteria would enable to put aside some charging methodologies that do not fulfil basic concepts, and therefore would therefore be considered not suitable for testing. The group discussed a few items taken from the Chairman’s report of last meeting of the ad-hoc group (section 3.2 “Principles/guidelines for the charging methodology”). The following conclusions were expressed:

2.1 The charging methodology should be able to predict the fees.

2.2 The charge for a filing should be independent from the number of filings submitted in a certain period of time; there should be a review of the process every [2, 3 or 4] years to gain stability in the mechanism. The roll-over period for the satellite network filing activity may therefore exceed a budgetary period; hence, there may be a need to modify the Financial Regulations to cover this aspect.

3. List of criteria relevant for the validation of a method:

The group discussed criteria that would help in selecting a charging method.

3.1 The group agreed that the more time the BR takes to process a filing, the higher the invoice should be.

3.2 On the issue of whether “small” filings (i.e. those that take less time) should not bear the costs of “bigger” filings (i.e. those that take more time), the group had no particular view. It was noted that the current unit methodology includes the concept of a flat fee that covers a certain number of units; therefore a filing containing a small number of units is charged as much as a filing containing more units, as long as this number of units does not exceed the number of units covered by the flat fee. It was also noted that BR proposal is based on a starting fee.

3.3 On the issue of whether there should be a having maximum fee (as proposed by the BR methodology), it was concluded that having a maximum fee would contravene the provisions of Resolution 91 (Minneapolis, 1998).

3.4 Following document 9 submitted by the Netherlands, the group discussed those cases where filings with similar characteristics are submitted to the BR. The BR indicated that even if there are some cases for which less time is spent to process filings with very similar data, there are other cases where it takes more time. In addition, it was indicated that, on an average, the possible reduction in the time for processing such filings, if any, is spread over other filings. Furthermore, having reduced fees for filings with similar characteristics may encourage administrations to submit more filings. It was also pointed out that tracking such filings would request extra workload from the BR.

4. Subjective aspects

Under this section, the chairman asked whether there may be a need for administrations or operators to indicate what would be a reasonable fee for a filing. No view was expressed. The chairman also proposed the elaboration of a table containing reference costs (e.g. the salary of a BR engineer for 6 months or one year) that could be compared to the results of the tests; with such table, the fees for a filing could be quickly compared to the amount of workload borne by the BR. This proposal was not supported.

                               

