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	FINAL REPORT OF THE THIRD MEETING OF THE COUNCIL EXPERT GROUP ON COUNCIL DECISION 482


1	Opening remarks and approval of the agenda
The Chair welcomed the participants (86 including 60 online) to the third meeting of the Council Expert Group on Decision 482 and stressed the need for the Group to work together in the spirit of consensus and indicated that possible revisions to Decision 482 need to be proposed at this meeting.
The draft agenda, Document EG-DEC482-3/1, was slightly modified, to include the late contribution submitted by the Administration of the United States of America, as revision to Document EG-DEC482-3/1. 
The Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR) Mr. Mario Maniewicz delivered his remarks at the beginning of the session. He noted the strong engagement in the virtual presentation on January 14, where over 80 participants gathered to raise questions and comments. He highlighted that satellite communications, particularly non-geostationary orbit (non-GSO) systems, are experiencing unprecedented growth, transforming global connectivity and offering new opportunities for innovation. However, he indicated that this progress also brings challenges, such as frequency assignments, spectrum congestion, and orbital sustainability. The Director emphasized the need for the ITU to enhance its regulatory processes and insisted on the importance of strengthening its cost recovery mechanisms to keep pace with these changes. He emphasized that the growing complexity of satellite filings and deployments has significantly increased demands on ITU’s human and software resources. He stressed the necessity of developing a fair and sustainable financial model that aligns with ITU’s principles while serving the needs of all stakeholders. The Director thanked members for their valuable contributions, stressing the importance of collaboration in shaping a robust final recommendation. He concluded that the discussions over the next two days are crucial to finalizing the revised Decision 482 for ITU’s financial sustainability. 
2	Report of the second meeting of EG-DEC482
The Chair presented the report from the second meeting Document EG-DEC482-2/4, which was approved by the Group.
3	Data and proposal provided by BR
It was noted that during the virtual presentation meeting on January 14 the Bureau had presented Document EG-DEC482-3/2(Rev.1), which includes additional data and information on the processing of satellite network filings, reflecting the comments and requests received during the second meeting of the Expert Group, along with a detailed explanation of each of the 10 items, and Document EG-DEC482-3/3, which includes comprehensive review and possible revisions to Decision 482 proposed by BR. The Chair proposed not to present these documents again and it was agreed by the Group.
4	Introduction of input documents and discussion on possible revisions to Decision 482
The five input documents from Member States (China, Germany, USA, and multiple countries) were presented first, followed by the two received from Sector Members (AsiaSat and GSOA). 
Below are the explanations and discussions of the data and information provided by the Bureau, along with details of the input documents related to the 10 items of the Group’s Terms of Reference (a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j) and other relevant matters, including the modification of invoice due date, the exemption of submissions under Resolution 170 from cost recovery fees, and the date of entry into force of the revised Council Decision 482.
It was noted in the first meeting of the Council Expert Group during the period 2018-2022 and reiterated in the introduction of Document EG-DEC482-2/3, that “the use of an individual staff tracking mechanism for processing satellite network filings was implemented in the early 2000 but finally abandoned in 2005”. As such, the following data and information provided by BR is based on its internal assessment.
a)	In the case of non-receivable filings, the appropriateness or otherwise of charging a fraction of the amount of an equivalent receivable filing for such cases, taking into account the needs of developing countries
Data and information provided by BR
The majority of non-receivable cases occur due to a lack of response within 30 days and not as a result of submissions from developing countries. Non-receivable filings are identified after the completion of the completeness check, which can be estimated as follows in terms of the total processing work for a submission:
–	Advance publication of information (API): 85%
–	Coordination request (CR/C): 50%
–	Notification in non-planned bands: 60%
–	Space Plans[footnoteRef:2]:  [2:  	Concerning notices in RR Appendices 30, 30A and 30B, the last case where a notifying administration did not reply to the completeness letter was in 2017. The estimated percentage of the workload of processing completeness in the three Appendices is computed as the percentage of work related to registration, pre-examination and completeness compared the overall processing tasks of registration, pre-examination and completeness, examination, publication, database update, multi-fax and reminders. ] 

•	RR Appendices 30 and 30A: Part A 30%, Part-B 60%, Notification 30%, Article 2A 30%;
•	RR Appendix 30B: Part-A 30%, Part-B 40% and Notification 30%.
Non-receivability cases fall into two categories: either the Bureau determines the submission is not receivable, or it is deemed incomplete, prompting the Bureau to request additional information or clarification within 30 days. Non-receivability is only determined either after the Bureau returns the submission with an indication of non-receivability or when the 30-day period for providing clarifications expires.
It is suggested that the invoicing process for non-receivable or incomplete submissions should begin on the date the submission is returned or on the date the 30-day clarification period expires. In cases of incomplete submissions, where the required clarifications are provided after the 30-day period, the remaining fee would become due, and the invoicing process for this second portion would start from the date of response to the Bureau's query.
Summary of discussion
–	Document EG-DEC482-3/4 expresses concern about charging a fraction of the amount for non-receivable cases, noting that such charges (ranging from 31 045 to 42 275 CHF per year, based on Bureau data) would not significantly contribute to cost recovery and could lead to non-payment.
–	Document EG-DEC482-3/8 suggests that this item should apply only when the Bureau receives no response to a completeness communication within the regulatory period. They propose replacing “...” with “because”.
–	Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes implementing this item by adding a new clause 2o) and a footnote detailing the proposed fee percentages for non-receivable filings due to lack of response within 30 days. They also suggest adjusting the percentage for coordination requests and notifications in non-planned bands to 40%.
During the discussion, the group concluded that the revenue generated from charging for non-receivable filings would be minimal, making its impact negligible. Therefore, the group decided to discontinue the discussion on this topic and focus on items that could generate more significant revenue.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendment to Council Decision 482.

b)	Whether there are categories of filings for non-GSO satellite systems that, due to their complexity, should not be eligible for free entitlement
Data and information provided by BR
Most requests concern filings related to coordination requests or notifications within the categories C2, C3, N2 and P1 (the most expensive categories). There is consideration of imposing limitations on filings eligible for exemption from charges, such as restricting eligibility to filings with a national service area or excluding non-GSO filings with multiple configurations or those subject to epfd limits.
Recognizing that the intent of this item is to recover costs for submissions requiring significant ITU resources, non-GSO satellite systems meeting at least one of the following three criteria should be considered "large non-GSO satellite systems" and excluded from eligibility for exemption:
–	Non-GSO satellite systems with more than 25 000 units
–	Non-GSO satellite systems with two or more mutually exclusive configurations
–	Non-GSO satellite systems subject to epfd limits under Article 22 of the Radio Regulations.
Summary of discussion
Documents EG-DEC482-3/4, EG-DEC482-3/7 and EG-DEC482-3/8 support the position that "large non-GSO satellite systems" should not be eligible for free filing. 
Document EG-DEC482-3/5 proposes that the Expert Group on Decision 482 include the specifics of submissions under Resolution 170 (Rev.WRC-23) in its report to the ITU Council and recommend that all submissions under Resolution 170 (Rev.WRC-23) be exempted from cost-recovery fees.
Document EG-DEC482-3/6 proposes the following amendments to Council Decision 482:
	“4	that each Member State having no satellite network or system in MIFR shall be entitled to the publication of Special Sections or parts of the BR IFIC (Space Services) for one satellite network filing with national service area each year without the charges referred to above.”
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes amending decides 4 to exclude filings from eligibility for free entitlement if they have any of the following characteristics: non-GSO satellite systems with more than 50 000 units, systems containing more than one mutually exclusive configuration, or systems subject to epfd examination.
During the discussion, the idea of linking free entitlement to networks in the MIFR or with national coverage was raised. However, it was not agreed due to the difficulty of associating free entitlement requests with networks in the MIFR or service area, and because the concept of MIFR is not mentioned in the Terms of Reference (TOR). The group also discussed who should bear the costs associated with free entitlement. Ultimately, the group decided to adopt the Bureau's proposal.
Additionally, the Group agreed to support the proposal from SADC to exempt all submissions under Resolution 170 but requested that the Bureau present the associated costs of this decision at a future meeting.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
Decides 4 and 11 of Council Decision 482 were subsequently amended as follows: 
4	that each Member State shall be entitled to the publication of Special Sections or parts of the BR IFIC (Space Services) for one satellite network filing (except non-GSO satellite system filings meeting at least one of the three following criteria: non-GSO satellite systems with more than 25 000 units, non-GSO satellite systems containing two or more mutually exclusive configurations or non-GSO satellite systems subject to Nos. 22.5C, 22.5D, 22.5F and 22.5L of Article 22 of the Radio Regulations) each year without the charges referred to above. Each Member State in its role as the notifying administration may determine which network shall benefit from the free entitlement[footnoteRef:3]; [3:  	A submission of filings under Article 4 of Appendix 30 and Appendix 30A in the Regions 1 and 3 Plans, referring to a single orbital position with the same satellite name and received on the same date shall be considered as one “satellite network” filing for the purpose of free entitlement.] 

11	that publication of Special Sections or parts of the BR IFIC (Space Services) for the amateur-satellite service, the notification for recording of frequency assignments for earth stations, for the conversion of an allotment into an assignment in accordance with the procedure of former Section I of Article 6 of Appendix 30B, the addition of a new allotment to the plan for a new Member State of the Union in accordance with the procedure of Article 7 of Appendix 30B, the application of Resolution 170 (Rev.WRC-23) shall be exempt from any charges; 

c)	Whether specific fees should be paid for processing submissions related to earth stations in motion while avoiding double invoicing
Data and information provided by BR
The workload involved in the processing of ESIM notices from submission until publication of the special section was described by BR. An ESIM notice is essentially a space station notice and the workload to process such a notice is equivalent to the workload for processing a notification of a space station.
At its 2024 session, the Council instructed the Expert Group on Decision 482 to review the cost recovery aspects of earth stations in motion subject to Resolution 121 (WRC-23) of the Radio Regulations in order to include a further update of Decision 482, if required, in its report to the 2025 session of the Council. While most AP30B notices involve both an uplink and a downlink, AP30B ESIM notices involve only the uplink. However, AP30B ESIM notices require more stringent limit checks and additional examinations to ensure compatibility between the ESIMs themselves. Council Decision 482, as amended in 2024, establishes the same cost recovery fees for ESIM AP30B submissions as for standard AP30B submissions.
In addition, Resolutions 121 (WRC-23) and 123 (WRC-23) also contain provisions in the event that unacceptable interference is reported, which would add to the overall implementation workload of the Bureau, should it occur. Noting that these provisions are applied only in cases of the actual occurrence of unacceptable interference and the lack of experience since they have only entered into force on 1st January 2025, it is difficult to estimate the workload associated with such provisions and to compute a corresponding fee that would be added to the processing costs of every such submission. Alternatively, the Expert Group may wish to consider a mechanism by which a fee is paid only in cases where unacceptable interference is actually reported.
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 expresses the preliminary view that the current Decision 482 (C01, last amended C24) which includes submissions under Resolution 121 in the schedule of fees contained in the Annex of this Resolution does not need further updates based on data and information provided by BR.
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 includes several comments on this matter, and expresses the view that until a thorough analysis is conducted, administrations notifying ESIMs should pay no additional fees related to the application of the provisions included in the instructs the Director of the Radiocommunication Bureau 4 of Resolutions 121 (WRC-23) and 123 (WRC-23).
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes no cost recovery related to this item, citing a lack of experience with applying the provisions concerning unacceptable interference, so it would be premature to apply cost recovery to these provisions. USA argued that it would be premature to apply cost recovery in these cases and expressed concerns about its implementation in such situations.
During the discussion, it was established that the information available was insufficient to assess the real cost of ESIMs. The issue of interference management costs was raised but was subsequently set aside, as it was not included in the terms of reference. It was agreed to revisit this matter at a later date, even after Council 2025, once a list of actions for the appropriate processing and examination of ESIMs has been developed and more experience had been gained in managing ESIMs submitted under Resolutions 121 (WRC-23) and 123 (WRC-23).

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendment to Council Decision 482 at this stage.

d)	The cost of processing resubmissions of notification requests
Data and information provided by BR
The percentage of resubmissions for GSO has increased from 29% to 122%, and for non-GSO subject to coordination, it has risen from 10% to 68% during the periods 2002-2005 and 20202023. When technical characteristics are modified in a resubmission, the resubmitted notice must be examined by comparing the revised characteristics, which may require additional regulatory and technical examination.
Notifications falling under categories N1 to N3 (i.e. those related to satellite systems subject to coordination) are those most likely to be resubmitted under No. 11.46 as examination under Nos. 11.32 and 11.32A applies only to these cases. It is therefore proposed to add a note in the description of these three categories, indicating that an additional fee equal to 80% of the initial fee will be charged for these categories. This percentage reflects the possibility that certain notifications may be resubmitted twice (i.e. after unfavourable findings under No. 11.32 and after unfavourable findings under No. 11.32A) and acknowledges that resubmissions may involve modified technical parameters. The value of 80% is an average between different cases of resubmissions (i.e. with or without modified technical parameters, updating information on coordination agreements or not, applying No. 11.32A or not) in order to avoid the need for multiple invoices as requested by the Expert Group.
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 expresses concerns regarding the introduction of an additional fee but is open to the possibility of charging for resubmissions that involve modified technical characteristics.
Document EG-DEC482-3/6 argues that pre-charging for a service that may not be requested and will not result in any additional work for the ITU is unreasonable.
Document EG-DEC482-3/7 raises concerns about the proposed 80% fee increase for all N1 to N3 submissions, noting that this would result in N2 and N3 notification fees exceeding CHF 125K for a single GSO network. The document does not support the inclusion of the proposed note by the Bureau.
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 submits several comments on the issue and recommends conducting a more comprehensive analysis of the matters outlined above before agreeing to a specific increase in the cost recovery for N1 to N3 notifications due to resubmission costs. Additionally, GSOA contends that there should be no additional charge for resubmissions under RR No. 11.41, and that it would be more appropriate to issue multiple invoices reflecting the actual cost of resubmissions, with no fee increase for those not resubmitting.
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes to implement the item by adding a note in the description of the N1, N2, and N3 categories, specifying that the first resubmission of a notice, which includes new technical characteristics under RR No. 11.46, shall incur a charge. Further discussion is required to clarify the applicability of these charges. The suggested values of CHF 18 540, CHF 34 750, and CHF 34 750, respectively, could be considered, pending greater certainty regarding the situations in which they would apply.
During the discussion, it became apparent that the group was opposed to the imposition of an additional fee for resubmissions that do not involve modifications to technical characteristics. The Bureau reiterated on several occasions that all resubmissions, regardless of whether they include modifications, require additional work from the Bureau, including publication in Parts I, II, or III, as well as regulatory and technical examination. The Bureau also highlighted the significant increase in the number of resubmissions since 2005, when the current cost structure, outlined in the annex to Council Decision 482, was established. Furthermore, the Bureau noted that fewer than two resubmissions per year relate to changes in characteristics, and that charging only for these specific cases would result in a minimal financial impact. Members maintained their position that they could not justify imposing charges on resubmissions that did not involve modifications to technical characteristics. Ultimately, the group decided not to impose an additional fee on any resubmissions.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendment to Council Decision 482.

e)	The costs associated with the BR’s implementation of additional provisions: Resolutions 4 (Rev.WRC-03) and 49 (Rev.WRC-23), Nos. 11.32A, 11.41, 11.47, 11.49, Subsection IID of Article 9, Sections 1 and 2 of Article 13, Article 14
Data and information provided by BR
The workload associated with various provisions related to notified or recorded frequency assignment including but not limited to RR Nos. 11.32A, 11.41A, 11.41B, 11.47, 11.49, Subsection IID of Article 9, and Sections 1 and 2 of Article 13, as well as the application of No. 23.13 and Resolution 35 (Rev.WRC-23) should be considered when determining the fee for the corresponding notifications. However, rather than charging a separate fee for each individual provision, the increased workload should be accounted within the overall fee structure.
More information on the workload related to these provisions for any given filing, further elements to justify why notifications under categories N1 to N3 entail much more work than under category N4, and additional justification about the need to distinguish between notifications of satellite networks or systems not subject to coordination and those of satellite networks or systems subject to RR No. 9.21 only were also provided.
The possible amendments are to increase the starting fee and the flat fee of categories N1 to N3 by 20% compared to the value of 2005 (i.e. the one currently contained in the Annex to Decision 482). These categories relate to the notification of satellite networks and systems that are subject to coordination, which are also those linked with the application of most of the additional provisions decided by WRCs since 2005.
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 expresses concern regarding the proposed 20% increase in the starting fee and flat fee for categories N1 to N3. However, it remains open to further discussion on the matter.
Document EG-DEC482-3/7 highlights a lack of clarity regarding the additional work required by the Bureau under the specified provisions, which would justify the proposed fee increase. Additionally, it notes the interrelation between this item and item d), as filings under categories N1 to N3 would be subject to multiple financial impacts, potentially covering overlapping provisions.
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 supports that resubmissions under the referenced provisions are either wholly or partially accounted under item e). Consequently, it recommends that the proposed fee increase under item d) be removed or adjusted accordingly.
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 acknowledges general agreement on not imposing separate fees for each provision but emphasizes the necessity of accounting for the increased workload associated with these provisions. To ensure appropriate cost recovery for the corresponding notifications, it proposes implementing the fee adjustment by increasing the starting fee and flat fee for categories N1, N2, and N3 by 20% relative to the current values in D482.
During the discussion, the group accepted the 20% increase proposed by the Bureau. However, the question of whether a notification for recording in the MIFR of frequency assignments to a satellite network that does not involve the application of all these provisions would be subject to the full amount of the relevant fee remained unresolved.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
The flat fee, the start fee and fee per unit have been increased by 20% for categories N1, N2, N3 and N4.

f)	The costs of processing non-GSO filings having more than 75 000 units or, alternatively, whether the formula to compute units for such non-GSO satellite systems should take into account the impact of the number of different orbital altitudes, number of satellites, number of earth stations, or other characteristics affecting workload associated with the processing of non-GSO systems
Data and information provided by BR
Since 1 January 2020, the Bureau has received 10 non-GSO satellite systems exceeding 75 000 units (9 coordination requests and 1 notification), with processing times ranging from 5.8 to 13.6 months. Regarding the regulatory and technical examination, the statistics generally indicate that factors such as the number of different orbital altitudes or satellites do not solely determine the workload. A potential approach to calculating the number of units could involve considering the number of unique frequency ranges for each applicable form of coordination, both for uplink and downlink. Additionally, weighting factors could be introduced for specific coordination forms that require more extensive workload. 
Ceilings in the fee structure inherently create difficulties to properly recover the costs associated with the processing of filings having more units than the threshold value corresponding to the ceiling, because adding units beyond the threshold level does not result in increased fees. In order to minimize this issue, while also keeping a cap on cost recovery invoices, it is suggested to raise the threshold number of units at which the fee ceiling starts from 75 000 to 500 000 (noting that the maximum number of units for a given satellite system received by the Bureau had reached 485 640 in previous years). Concerning the methodology for calculating units for non-GSO satellite systems, it is suggested to insert in the computation of units the number of different sets of orbital planes and the number of forms of coordination per frequency range in the description of the cost recovery unit for categories of coordination (C) and notification (N).
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 raises concerns regarding the potential impact of the newly proposed methodology for calculating the number of units. The proposal to increase the threshold at which the fee ceiling applies from 75 000 to 500 000 units necessitates careful consideration. To address this issue, the document supports the introduction of a second ceiling for non-GSO filings exceeding 75 000 units. A proposed approach includes implementing a multiplier, such as four times the flat fee for filings exceeding 475 000 units.
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 agrees with the need to revise the formula for calculating units in non-GSO filings. It acknowledges that variations in orbital parameters should be incorporated into the new formula if they demonstrably increase the Bureau’s workload. Additionally, it is proposed that coordination forms should not be used as an additional multiplier in unit calculations. Including coordination forms in this process would lead to double-counting and an unnecessary increase in fees. Given the proposed increase in the upper ceiling and the revised formula for unit calculations in non-GSO satellite systems —where the number of units could be multiplied several times— it is deemed reasonable to correspondingly raise the lower ceiling. Consequently, note e) in the Annex of Decision 482 should also be amended accordingly.
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 highlights the need for further analysis of filings containing multiple mutually exclusive orbital configurations. The document stresses that before any modifications to the definition of units are made, there must be greater clarity, including concrete examples of how the revised units will be calculated. Regarding the proposed category of "different sets of orbital planes," it notes that Resolution 8 orbital tolerances should be considered when defining this term. While the USA supports the implementation of a fee ceiling for non-GSO satellite filings, it asserts that setting this ceiling prematurely, before a clear and definitive unit calculation method is established, would be inadvisable.
During the discussion, the group emphasized that incorporating the number of different sets of orbital planes and coordination forms into the calculation of non-GSO units would lead to significant change of invoicing, despite the fact that coordination forms have been established in 2005, prior to the proliferation of non-GSO satellite systems. The group acknowledges that the substantial workload associated with processing non-GSO filings inevitably results in charging more for non-GSO satellite systems. Under the proposed new formula, the number of units would increase tenfold for some specific cases. Consequently, the group requested that the Bureau reassess the definition of non-GSO units and review all the ceilings of 100/25 000/75 000 units, including the possibility of establishing an average value for the categories of coordination (an average between C1, C2 and C3) and notification (an average between N1, N2 and N3).

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendments have yet been made to Council Decision 482. The Group will continue to consider this item f) at the upcoming meeting in April 2025.

g)	Consider the introduction of units in categories A1 and N4, with a different fee being charged for more complex or larger systems, depending on the number of units
Data and information provided by BR
On average, a non-GSO satellite system that is not subject to coordination requires only 29% of the time needed to examine a non-GSO satellite system that is subject to coordination. For submissions categorized under A1 (i.e., API), it is proposed that units be defined as the product of the number of frequency ranges, the number of classes of stations, and the number of emissions, summed across all frequency groups. For submissions in the N4 category, units could be computed in the same manner as for categories C1 to C3 or N1 to N3. When No. 9.21 is involved, the workload is nearly identical to that of non-GSO satellite systems subject to coordination. Non-GSO satellite systems whose reference body is not Earth, and which are subject to pfd hard limits, require significant effort to establish findings under No. 21.16 (a 7% increase in workload).
It is proposed that five suggested revisions be included in the Annex to this document as possible implementations of this item:
–	API Units (Category A1): Units are proposed to be introduced with a description similar to the revised description of units for non-geostationary satellite systems in categories C and N (see item f), with the number of frequency assignments replaced by the number of frequency ranges, since API refers to frequency ranges rather than center frequencies. Additionally, the number of coordination forms per frequency range would be excluded, as API pertains to satellite filings not subject to coordination.
–	API Fees (Category A1): In addition to introducing units in category A1, it is suggested to implement a starting fee and a flat fee for API submissions. Assuming the threshold value of units for the flat fee is set at 100, as in all other categories, the flat fee would account for the fact that approximately 5% of API submissions exceed 100 units, requiring significantly more resources for processing. The starting fee would be lower than the current flat fee, reflecting the fact that simpler API submissions are less costly to process.
–	Notifications Units (Category N4): Units for notifications under category N4 would be introduced using the same description as for categories N1 to N3, as frequency assignments also exist for these notifications.
–	Notification Fees (Category N4): Along with the introduction of units in category N4, it is proposed to introduce a starting fee and a flat fee, set at approximately 33% of the fees for category N1 as updated in item e) above. The starting fee would be lower than the current flat fee, acknowledging that "small" notifications are less expensive to process.
–	New Category N5: It is suggested to split category N4 into two and create a new category, N5, for non-geostationary satellite networks or systems subject solely to No. 9.21. The fees for this new category would be set at approximately 47% of those for category N1, as updated in item e) above.
Summary of discussion
For category A1, Documents EG-DEC482-3/4, EG-DEC482-3/7 and EG-DEC482-3/10 present similar proposals.
For category N4, documents EG-DEC482-3/4, EG-DEC482-3/7 propose a similar approach, suggesting that this category be split into two and a new category, N5, be created for non-geostationary satellite networks or systems subject solely to No. 9.21. However, there is a distinction in the proposed starting and flat fees, depending on whether the update under item e) is applied. On the other hand, EG-DEC482-3/10 notes that it was unable to develop proposals introducing fees based on the number of units in N4 filings that would not increase the cost recovery burden on smaller filings, and it proposes a 20% increase in the current fee to reflect the overall increase in costs to the Bureau.
During the discussion, some participants found that the new fee for A1 is too high, having increased by more than 200%. This may discourage operators from submitting APIs. However, it is important to note that the APIs submitted today are more complex and require more workload than those submitted in 2005. Some participants expressed the concern about splitting category N4 into two and creating a new category, N5, for non-geostationary satellite networks or systems subject solely to No. 9.21.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendments have yet been made to Council Decision 482. The Group will continue to consider this item g) at the upcoming meeting in April 2025.

h)	An additional fee for recovering the costs of epfd examination of coordination requests and notifications
Data and information provided by BR
The average examination time for non-GSO satellite networks or systems subject to coordination is 14% longer than for GSO satellite networks. However, when epfd (equivalent power flux-density) calculations are required, the examination time increases by nearly 40%. It is proposed that the complexity of the epfd examination be assessed based on the number of "sets of validated epfd parameters" and the number of "examination scenarios." Furthermore, it is suggested that seven sets of epfd parameters be considered a threshold, beyond which the overall cost recovery fee would increase for each additional set of epfd parameters. A single examination scenario would be regarded as the baseline, already included in the flat fee, with additional examination scenarios subject to supplementary fees.
It is suggested to add a footnote to the categories of coordination (C) and notification (N) with details of the additional processing charges related to epfd examination:
–	a flat fee for filings with up to 7 examination scenarios
–	flat fee set at about 40% of category N1 as updated under item e)
–	an additional fee for each scenario beyond 7
–	description of what constitutes a scenario.
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 supports the view that the complexity of the epfd examination should be assessed based on the number of "sets of validated epfd parameters" and "examination scenarios." However, additional time is needed for further study on the proposal by the Bureau and whether a ceiling should be introduced for epfd examinations. 
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 agrees that epfd examinations should incur a separate fee to recover the associated costs. GSOA is considering how examination scenarios are determined and the appropriate number of scenarios that should be covered by the flat fee.
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes adding a new footnote to the coordination (C) and notification (N) categories, applying a flat fee to filings with up to 7 examination scenarios, and introducing an additional fee for each scenario beyond 7.
During the discussion, it was clearly stated that the number of scenarios must be provided by the notifying administration at the time of submission of the filing, using the latest version (V10) of the BR SpaceCap software. The group also determined that the number "7" used as a ceiling for the number of scenarios is not appropriate, as the average number of scenarios typically falls between 2 and 3. Consequently, the group decided that an additional fee of CHF 3 200 would be charged for each scenario.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
New footnote f) has been added to the Annex of Council Decision 482 as follows: 
f) each filing subject to Nos. 22.5C, 22.5D, 22.5F and 22.5L is subject to an additional fee of 3 200 CHF per examination scenario. The number of examination scenarios corresponds to those submitted by the notifying administration in accordance with Appendix 4 of the Radio Regulations and using the latest version of the BR SpaceCap software.

i)	Consequences of modifications introduced by any WRC after WRC-2000, if any, to regulatory provisions governing the Space Plans
Data and information provided by BR
To recover the costs associated with the second examination for processing Part B submissions, it is proposed to add a note to categories P1 (for Appendices 30 and 30A) and P4 (for Appendix 30B) indicating that, for Part B submissions requiring further examination, an additional fee equal to half the fee of the associated category will apply.
Summary of discussion
Document EG-DEC482-3/4 suggests further study on the method to cover the costs associated with the second examination of Part B submissions. 
Document EG-DEC482-3/8 believes additional analysis is necessary, as all ITU administrations must implement this, not just those with satellite operators.
Document EG-DEC482-3/10 proposes adding a note to categories P1 (for Appendices 30 and 30A) and P4 (for Appendix 30B), stating that for Part B submissions requiring further examination, an additional fee equal to half the category's fee will apply.
During the discussion, some participants considered the proposed 50% additional cost too high, and suggested proposals ranged from 10% to 30%, while others suggested 40% to 50%. A compromise was ultimately reached, and the additional cost was set at 25%.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
Two notes have been added to lines P1 and P4 in the Annex of Council Decision 482 as follows: 
Note for P1: for Part B Special Sections for which a further examination under Note 7bis of § 4.1.12 of Appendix 30, Note 16bis of § 4.2.16 of Appendix 30, Note 9bis of § 4.1.12 of Appendix 30A, Note 19bis of § 4.2.16 of Appendix 30A is required, an additional fee of 7 217.50 CHF is applicable
Note for P4: for Part B Special Sections for which a further examination under Note 7bis of § 6.21 c) of Appendix 30B is required, an additional fee of 6 337.50 CHF is applicable.

j)	The cost of dedicated resources needed to continually update and modernize the Bureau's software applications used for satellite filings. However, satellite cost recovery should not be used to fund the development of software tools for processing terrestrial filings
The Bureau provided information on the costs of updating or modernizing software applications used for satellite filings, as well as the financial impact of WRC-23 decisions on space software updates.
The Group acknowledged this information and reiterated that the costs associated with updating or modernizing software applications cannot be included in the costs of satellite filings. Therefore, no revision to Decision 482 is proposed regarding this matter.
The Group emphasized that such costs should be assessed following each World Radiocommunication Conference (WRC) and highlighted the need for a clear and specific budget to be allocated for the implementation of WRC decisions, to prevent reliance on assistance from administrations or the existing budget.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendment to Council Decision 482.
5	Other matters
To simplify Decision 482 and improve its readability, one input document proposed that those sub-sections of decides 2 of Decision 482 that no longer have any applicability are removed, and the Group agreed to this proposal.
5.1	Date of entry into force of the modified Decision 482 (Council 2025) 
Given the significant impact of the proposed fees related to the modified Decision 482 (C25), some input documents proposed that it applies to filings received on or after 1 January 2026, rather than 1 July 2025. Administrations and satellite operators have already established their budgets for the 2025 calendar year based on the current Decision 482 fees, and accommodating higher fees would create challenges in implementing planned activities.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendments have yet been made to Council Decision 482. The Group will suggest to Council to consider favorably its proposal to set the entry into force date of the modification to Council Decision 482 (C25) as 1 January 2026.
5.2	Modification of due date of invoices
Document EG-DEC482-3/9 submitted by multiple African Countries, proposes modifying the due date by amending decides 9 to allow any administration to determine the free entitlement based on all satellite filings received by the Bureau in the calendar year. Consequently, the due date for invoices would be six months after the invoice date or by the end of the current calendar year.
During the discussion, the Bureau noted that such a change would significantly complicate the Finance Department's tasks and annual reports. The Finance Department is requested to present the advantages and disadvantages of modifying the due date at the next meeting. The Bureau also clarified that, although not specified in Council Decision 482, it is currently possible to replace a filing designated as free entitlement with another, provided that the conditions are met: the initial request for free entitlement is canceled and replaced by the new one submitted by the administration.

Possible amendments to Council Decision 482 (see Document EG-DEC482-3/DT/3)
No amendments have yet been made to Council Decision 482. The Group will continue to consider this topic at the upcoming meeting in April.

5.3 	Contribution on the financing of free filings and other free entitlements 
In its Document EG-DEC482-3/6, AsiaSat points out that the processing and publication of "free filings" for satellite networks involve costs for both the Bureau and ITU. The question arises on how these costs should be financed: through the regular financing of the Union or by adding them to the charges for satellite filings that aren't eligible for free allowances. 
AsiaSat acknowledges the intent behind the free filings, which support administrations entering the satellite industry. However, AsiaSat believes that the cost for this courtesy should be borne by the Union's general financing, rather than by other satellite networks. It argues that placing this cost on other filings would be unfair and unjustified. Additionally, these costs are not related to the processing of filings subject to fees.
During the discussion, many participants expressed support for the proposal and suggested that AsiaSat present it to the CWG-FHR, as it is the more appropriate body to address this matter.
6	Summary of discussions
The group reviewed all ten items of the Terms of Reference (Decision 632 of the Council) for potential modifications to Council Decision 482 (C24). Agreement on cost recovery increases was reached for four items (b, e, h, i). No changes were proposed in response to items a) and j), and no further action was taken on item c) at this stage. No modifications were proposed for item d) related to resubmissions, but the group is invited to have further discussions on this item. Key items concerning non-geostationary systems (items f and g) remain unresolved, highlighting concerns over the lack of a comprehensive cost recovery approach.
The agreed modifications to Council Decision 482 (C24) primarily affect geostationary satellite filings. The unresolved issues regarding non-GSO systems (items f and g) leave significant cost recovery gaps. 
The fourth and final meeting of the Expert Group, which will focus on finalizing the report for the 2025 Council session, is scheduled for 10-11 April 2025.

______________
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