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1.
Objective

To introduce a charging methodology for satellite filings, which: 

· is based on a representative assessment of the actual costs involved;

· will serve as an accurate predictor of the eventual costs;

· achieves a fair recovery of costs 

2.
Evaluation measures

Charges should match expectations of complexity. For some methodologies a statistical test is possible. However, for other methodologies, it may be necessary to rely on a qualitative assessment, although that leads on to the question of whether the original expectations of complexity were valid.

Methodologies based on units calculated according to expectations of complexity can be evaluated by assessing how well the relative time for processing filings correlates with the number of calculated units.

Methodologies based on time measurement are inherently accurate as regards the cost basis but, for predictive purposes, have to be supplemented with an averaging process to define several representational categories of complexity. How well the actual time taken correlates with the expected degree of complexity would indicate how effective were the criteria for determining the relative degree of complexity. 

Predictability is seen as an essential indicator of the quality of a charging methodology. Operators need to know what costs to expect, and these should not vary wildly from year to year. 

The present unit-based methodology would appear not to so score well as regards predictability, given the considerable variability of processing time for filings with the same number of units. However, the BR finds that the method is more than 95% accurate as predictor of the eventual charge. The extreme variations that do occur derive from the complexity of the RRs. 

Another problem in assessing methodologies is that the current practice of applying cost recovery operates by recovering the total budget costs of the departments involved with satellite filings from the total of filings made within a set time period. This results in an averaging process which may affect outcomes in undesirable ways. For example, the effect of imposing a cap on the variable part of the unit/charging indicator will be that the per-unit charge or any fixed part of the charge, or both, will turn out higher than otherwise. This particular effect should not appear with philosophies based on recovering incremental/additional costs on a per filing basis, although there would be a range of other  consequences.

3.
Scope for additional evaluations using current data

The US proposal elaborated in Doc 5 is amenable to early evaluation, although time constraints rule out a complete re-analysis of the 1500 network filings. However, it is possible to carry out a complete evaluation of around 100 selected filings before the proposed April meeting of the group. Because of the averaging process involved in recovering filing costs, the BR would expect the exercise on the US proposal to yield similar results to the present unit methodology. If the results are radically different then the reasons must be investigated. Basically the problem in trying to achieve a fairer distribution of costs by unit based methods is that there are an infinite number of variations, and that a proposal for a particular calculation method really only reflects certain expectations or assumptions of complexity. If those expectations are correct, the result will be a good correlation of time or costs with the unit numbers. But with the current information available, this is still something of a trial and error process. A particular problem in variability of results comes from the start fee (see INFO5, section3) rather than the units.

Proposals for using absolute time based methodologies (see Doc 1) will be much more difficult to evaluate with the data to hand. The data is organised by relative time for some 25 activities, of which 20 relate to the coordination process, 20 (mostly the same) relate to notification, and the same again to Plans. It would be a fairly straightforward to differentiate relative times by the main activities, i.e., coordination, notification and Plans. The data primarily show relative ratios between tasks. Within the time survey data, all networks have data for some tasks but very few have complete data for all tasks from beginning to end. 

To summarise: there is no complete data on costs for all specific tasks, and the time data is recorded in relative terms not absolute. 

This means that the average time per average filing would have to be estimated on a statistical basis. This would involve estimating the relative weightings of time taken between types of networks. The estimation process would also have to distribute the indirect costs and overheads to best effect according to a chosen method of categorisation. Some decisions such as the proportion of overhead costs to reallocate would have to be by administrations. However, that would not affect relative outcomes across categories. 

The main barrier to evaluating a time based methodology in the short time available is that the estimation process would still provide figures that are relative ratios not absolute numbers. An estimation of hourly rates could be provided by using the data in INFO 5 to extract a total costs according to a chosen categorisation scheme. For example, for the cost of coordination across say 250 networks could be extracted, which could then be used to produce a cost range and average for that sample. 

4.
Conclusions

A comparison exercise on alternative methodologies for completion before April 2004 can include the BR’s proposals, by making use of the available time survey and activity based data, and can also include a selection of networks tested against the modified unit-based method proposed by the USA. Time based methods need more elaboration in terms of categorisation – by existing categories or by activities – and need hard data on absolute times, to avoid multiple averaging processes and estimates of relative weightings, which might obscure outcomes.

                               

