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Principles for determination of filing charges

Background

The 1998 Plenipotentiary Conference in Resolution 91 (Minneapolis 1998) adopted the principle of cost recovery of the processing of satellite filings. Resolution 88 (Minneapolis 1998) instructs the Council to establish a methodology to implement the processing charges.

The ITU Council 1999 in Decision 482 determined the detailed principles and adopted a method to calculate the filing charges for satellite networks. The ITU Council 2002 changed the principles for calculating the filing charges for satellite networks and modified Decision 482 accordingly.

The 2002 Plenipotentiary Conference, taking into account the decisions by ITU Council 1999 and 2002, revised Resolution 88 to instruct the Council, amongst others, to review the principles for calculating the processing charges and ensure conformity with Resolution 91 (Minneapolis 1998).


The 2003 ITU Council approved Decision 513. This notes that Council 2004 will review the charging methodology and also recognize that the current charging methodology lead to large invoices which may not be in line with the amount of work required to process the filing. As a result, Decision 513 provides some temporary corrective measures awaiting the review by Council 2004.

estimation of actual cost

Resolution 91 (Minneapolis) resolves; 

“that cost recovery should be implemented by the Council in a way which:

i) ensures that no more than the actual costs of providing products and services are recovered;


ii) allows for open and transparent accounting for costs and receipts;


iii) provides a means of adjusting the charge for the product or service based on actual expenditure;”


et al”

To get an idea of the magnitude of actual costs, it is assumed a typical salary of USD 100.- per hour for a qualified engineer. If it is assumed that secretarial, administrative etc. expenses directly related to the processing of the filing is not more than the same amount, this would mean that the total cost for processing a filing will not exceed USD 200.- per hour. Moreover, it is understood from the above that training etc. is excluded from the processing charges. The total costs for processing a filing should therefore not exceed USD 1,600.- or about CHF 2,100.- per day.

As an example, a “normal” AR9 coordination request is considered. This falls in category 3 according to the revised Decision 482. For such a filing, there is a flat fee of CHF 5,600.- and an additional fee of CHF 5.- per unit above 1103 units. This means that the flat fee should cover about 2 ½ days of processing, including administration, secretarial etc. costs.

ASIASAT-EKY is a “regular” coordination request in this category. It is a filing for the normal C- , X-, Ku- and Ka-band with no cross-strapping. It is seen that this filing is calculated to 3772 units. The filing charges for this filing would be CHF 18,945.-, corresponding to about 9 days; almost 2 weeks of engineering work.

One of the reasons for the high number of calculated units is that this filing contains assigned frequencies according to a regular transponder configuration. Had the same capacity been filed for with just one assigned frequency with a wide bandwidth covering the same band (e.g. 1 assignment à 1 GHz instead of 25 à 40 MHz), the number of units would be dramatically reduced – well below the limit for the flat fee.

ASIASAT-EKY is a new filing in an orbit location where AsiaSat already has been operational for many years and has filings and filing priority. The intent with this filing is to better reflect the applications as they are foreseen in future satellites. With filing charges in the order of CHF 19,000, AsiaSat, and other operators in a similar situation, will need to consider to withdraw the filings and operate under the protection granted through previous filings. Moreover, for future filings, there will be a reward in submitting filings adjusted to the principles of Decision 482 rather than filings that reflect the actual usage. 

Questions that arise are:

1. Is it possible for an engineer to spend two weeks full time to process one filing?


2. Does it take 25 times more time to process 25 assigned frequencies à 40 MHz within a group than 1 assigned frequency à 1 GHz?


3. Is it reasonable to assume more time spent on processing one filing than that covered by the flat fee?


4. Is the model of units consisting of (assigned frequencies (number of classes of station ( number of emissions) appropriate to reflect the efforts required to process a filing?


5. Is it in the interest of ITU to have a database that reflects actual usage?

The principle of having filing charges calculated with one flat fee element and one additional element is seen to discourage filings that reflect actual usage. It may also seem difficult to quantify exactly what contributes to the time consumption in processing of a filing in all cases and establish fair principles for all filings.

The following principles are proposed for the consideration of the ad hoc group.

Proposals:

1. Filing fees should be based upon actual time used to process a filing, not on usage of spectrum resources.


2. Processing charges should be based only upon a flat fee.

