	[image: ]
	

 


Council Working Group 
on financial and human resources
Twenty-second meeting – From 14 (p.m.) to 16 January 2026

	[bookmark: dmeeting][bookmark: dnum][bookmark: _Hlk133421839][bookmark: _Hlk133421856][bookmark: _Hlk133422370][bookmark: _Hlk133586559]
	Document CWG-FHR-22/29

	[bookmark: ddate]
	31 December 2025

	[bookmark: dorlang]
	English only

	
	

	[bookmark: dsource]Contribution by GSOA

	[bookmark: dtitle1]SATELLITE NETWORK FILINGS

	Purpose
This document discusses the elements of proposals on the updated methodology regarding satellite network filings as in the input document CWG-FHR-22/2.
Action required
The Council Working Group on financial and human resources is invited to consider this document.
_______________
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GSOA and its members would like to thank ITU Secretariat for the proposed methodology update from Document CWG-FHR-22/2, and would like to clarify our understanding on some elements and share some observation on some of the elements.  
While GSOA recognizes the need for financial sustainability and transparency, GSOA believes that the proposed changes require further analysis and stakeholder engagement before endorsement.
Treatment of Indirect Costs
The proposal introduces an Activity-Based Costing (ABC) model and recommends allocating indirect costs at a rate of 20–35% of direct costs, referencing benchmarks from national regulators. However, this approach raises concerns because the suggested allocation is not supported by BR’s actual cost structure, and comparisons with national regulators are inappropriate given ITU’s distinct mandate and operational processes.
GSOA considers that indirect cost allocation be grounded in audited data from BR operations rather than external benchmarks. The methodology should be transparent, clearly defining cost drivers, and undergo review by the Expert Group on Decision 482 (EG-DEC482) before implementation.
Free entitlements
The document identifies free entitlements as a major source of under-recovery and inequity and proposes Council consider changes and propose the following options to update Decision 482: 
· Apply the free entitlement automatically to the least expensive filing, or
· Apply it to the first invoice only, or
· Explicitly include the costs of free entitlements within the SNF cost-recovery base.
With respect to free entitlements, we are not persuaded that any of the three options proposed would operate predictably in practice. 
Option 1 would automatically assign the free entitlement to the filing with the lowest cost submitted by an administration. While this would increase ITU’s revenue by preventing administrations from applying the benefit to high-cost filings, it would almost eliminate the practical value of the entitlement in many cases. Indeed, many administrations submit at least one low-cost API/A filing annually (around CHF 500), so the benefit would become negligible compared to the current system. This approach undermines the principle of equitable access and inclusiveness in accordance with the current procedures within ITU.
Under the proposal in option 2, the first filing sent by an administration in a given year would automatically be free, regardless of complexity. Although this might seem neutral, administrations could easily adapt by submitting their most expensive filing first, which would require additional planning and bureaucracy. The change would not, apparently, improve cost recovery for ITU significantly, as the financial impact would remain limited, while adding unnecessary administrative burden for both administrations and the Bureau.
Option 3 above would allow administrations to continue choosing which filing benefits from the free entitlement but would incorporate the associated costs into the global cost-recovery model, spreading them across all filings. While this would increase overall fees and partially offset under-recovery, it raises fairness concerns because not all filing types contribute equally to complexity. Historically, free entitlements have been funded by ITU’s regular budget as a membership benefit, and shifting this cost to the cost-recovery framework would represent a significant policy change requiring broader discussion and justification.
These options risk introducing arbitrary outcomes driven by filing order or initial cost estimates, rather than by a stable and transparent assessment of resource use. Given that filing complexity and effort are often only fully understood over the lifecycle of a submission, rigid allocation rules may inadvertently reduce, rather than enhance, fairness and predictability. 
Determination of the detailed methodology 
Secretariat propose the costs for the direct elements of SNF work will be calculated using an ABC (Activity-Based Costing) methodology. Indirect cost elements will also be calculated using similar methods through proportional usage and time-based drivers. 
We are looking forward to have more clarity on the methodology and we understand from the information session on the 16 Decembre, that ITU Secretariat will share more details of the exact methodology during WG FHR. 
We would however like to note that:
While the objective of greater transparency is welcome, we note that the proposed ABC framework has not yet been reviewed, tested, or validated in practice. Some key parameters, such as activity drivers, allocation keys, and the treatment of shared services are still to be defined/clarified at this time. In the absence of a completed and reviewed cost model, it is difficult for Members and stakeholders to assess whether the outputs will accurately reflect actual resource consumption or whether they will simply formalize existing assumptions. Drawing fee implications before such validation risks pre-empting the evidence-based decision-making that Council has requested.
Also, the methodology does not yet explain how cost-efficiency or cost-containment considerations will be embedded. As presented, the framework appears open-ended, with fees adjusting to costs incurred, rather than costs being subject to defined efficiency expectations or performance benchmarks. Transparency alone is not sufficient; without clear safeguards, there is a risk that the model functions as a cost pass-through rather than as an incentive to improve processes and manage resources efficiently. 
We also have reservations about the reliance on benchmarking against other regulatory authorities to justify overhead treatment. National regulators operate under very different institutional, legal, and funding arrangements, with statutory cost-recovery powers and budgetary autonomy that are not directly comparable to ITU’s membership-based model and assessed-contribution framework. While such examples may offer general insights, they do not, on their own, establish what constitutes appropriate or causally linked overhead allocation within ITU.
GSOA considers that indirect cost allocation be grounded in audited data from BR operations rather than external benchmarks. The methodology should be transparent, clearly defining cost drivers, and undergo review by the Expert Group on Decision 482 (EG-482) before implementation.
Introduce an annual true-up / true-down mechanism
Due to difficulty to forecast demand to anticipate service volume, proposal is to compare actual SNF costs vs. actual SNF revenues and adjust in future fees annually.
With respect to the proposed annual true-up / true-down mechanism, we have concerns about its implications for predictability and risk allocation. While presented as a neutral reconciliation tool, in practice it would introduce year-to-year uncertainty in fee levels, with operators bearing the full downside risk of volume fluctuations, while the Secretariat bears none of the corresponding exposure. This asymmetry is particularly challenging for operators that require stable and foreseeable regulatory costs to support long-term investment and filing strategies.
oreover, in a declining-volume environment, Such volatility risks discouraging filings, particularly for smaller operators, and could trigger a downward spiral: higher fees lead to fewer filings, which in turn necessitates further fee increaseseffectively converting SNF fees into an open-ended cost pass-through rather than a predictable, usage-based regulatory charge.
Additionally, satellite operators require predictability in their cost planning because filings are tied to long-term investment decisions and multi-year deployment strategies. Frequent fee fluctuations would undermine financial planning and increase uncertainty for operators, potentially impacting global connectivity projects. From a GSOA perspective, it seems more reasonable to maintain the current practice of revising fees only when justified by substantial changes, subject to Council approval and with due involvement of the EG-DEC482 group, to ensure stability and predictability for all stakeholders.
Other comments
More generally, we would stress that cost recovery should not be conflated with budget recovery. The objective of SNF fees is to recover the costs causally attributable to the provision of a specific regulatory service, not to guarantee revenue sufficiency against broader budgetary pressures.
The Secretariat asserts that the current SNF cost-recovery model does not reflect operational realities, pointing to structural underfunding and processing delays of up to 14 months. However, the proposal does not specify which filing types have become more complex, it does not establish a clear link between workload growth, staffing needs, and proposed cost adjustments, and omits any analysis of recent WRC decisions that may have contributed to this complexity. Before any reform is endorsed, it seems necessary for the Secretariat to provide a comprehensive evidence base. This should include a breakdown of filings by category and complexity, quantitative data on workload increases and corresponding staffing requirements, and a root-cause analysis of delays that distinguishes systemic issues from temporary spikes.
We also note that the proposals do not envisage the establishment of an expert group, despite the technical and policy sensitivity of several elements under discussion. Certain aspects—most notably the treatment of free entitlements, complexity drivers, and indirect cost allocation—would benefit from expert input, including operational, economic, and industry perspectives. Such an approach could help ensure that reforms are grounded in practical experience and reduce the risk of unintended consequences.
Finally, we question whether a systematic four-year review of Decision 482 is appropriate given the long planning horizons inherent in satellite systems. While targeted reviews may be justified where there are demonstrable changes in scope or cost structure, a fixed review cycle could undermine predictability and confidence in the regulatory framework. From initial system design and regulatory strategy through manufacturing, launch, and entry into service, satellite programmes frequently extend well beyond four years. Regularly reopening the foundational rules governing SNF fees risks introducing uncertainty at precisely the stages when operators are making long-term, capital-intensive decisions.
___________________
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