	[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-22/32

	[bookmark: ddate]
	31 December 2025

	[bookmark: dorlang]
	English only

	
	

	[bookmark: dsource]Contribution by United States of America

	[bookmark: dtitle1][bookmark: _Hlk218585084]COMMENTS AND PROPOSALS ON SATELLITE NETWORK FILINGS AND COST RECOVERY

	Purpose
This contribution comments on Document CWGFHR22/2, the Secretariat’s proposals for reforming the Satellite Network Filings (SNF) cost recovery (CR) model and makes several specific proposals that differ from the corresponding proposals in Document CWGFHR22/2.
Action required
The Council Working Group on financial and human resources is invited to consider U.S. comments regarding SNF CR and approve the proposals contained in this contribution as they relate to Document CWG‑FHR‑22/2.
_______________
References 
Resolution 91 (Rev. Guadalajara 2010) of the Plenipotentiary Conference; Council Decision 482 (Mod. C25); Documents CWG‑FHR‑22/2; EG‑DEC482‑2/3; CWG‑FHR‑21/20.
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1	Introduction

[bookmark: _Hlk217286881]The United States thanks the Secretariat for Document CWG‑FHR‑22/2, which proposes reforms to the Satellite Network Filing (SNF) cost recovery (CR) model. The United States has been active in matters concerning SNF CR, including within the Council Expert Groups on Decision 482, Council Working Group on Financial and Human Resources, and the Council itself. The United States understands that the current SNF CR regime is not perfectly aligned with the actual costs borne by the Radiocommunication Bureau (BR). The United States welcomes additional collaboration with ITU membership towards a SNF CR model that accurately estimates and recovers an appropriate level of the BR’s direct and indirect costs of processing satellite filings, while recognizing challenges to the attainment of truly full cost recovery associated with satellite network filings.

The United States is generally supportive of the proposed framework, transparency principles, and proposed full implementation timeline set out in Document CWG‑FHR‑22/2. The United States offers its comments on certain matters and provides proposals that relate to document CWG‑FHR‑22/2.

2	Free filing

The United States reiterates its view that one of the ITU’s core functions is the registration of radio frequency assignments and of associated orbital positions. Its performance of this role benefits all ITU Member States and directly enables ITU Member States' application of the ITU’s Radio Regulations. While it has been recognized as appropriate that ITU could collect fees for the direct costs associated with processing satellite filings per se, it is less clear that it would be appropriate to extend this fee regime to include all indirect costs across the General Secretariat.

In fact, since the original adoption of Resolution 91 and the establishment of Council Decision 482, the number of Member States that submit filings and participate in satellite communications has dramatically expanded, reinforcing that this service is a benefit not to a small subset of members, but the ITU membership as a whole.

In addition, in crafting the current satellite filing fee regime, it must be taken into account that the ITU has endorsed free filings in certain instances as a benefit to the Union. The processing of these filings has a significant cost and should be assessed as a part of the next steps in considering the indirect costs of satellite filings.

The budget impact of the free filing regime has been presented to Member States.[footnoteRef:2]   Council Expert Group on Decision 482 (2025) attempted to lessen the budget impact by developing amendments that disallow Member States from claiming a free filing for certain non-geostationary (non-GSO) satellite system filings. However, the United States notes in Document CWG‑FHR‑22/2, §4.2, that many Member States do not exercise their free filing, leaving the ITU exposed to a much greater potential shortfall in CR. [2:  	EG-DEC482-2/3] 


The United States does not accept the framing that the free filing mainly benefits developed countries; rather, it is a Union-wide benefit that safeguards access for all Members. The United States emphasizes the policy basis for maintaining the free filing regime itself. Free filing is part of the core treaty function and the “purpose of the Union,” designed to ensure equity and inclusiveness across all Member States. Its costs should therefore be absorbed by contributory units and the regular ITU budget, not included in the fee regime. The free filing regime should therefore be defended in principle. 

The United States seeks clarity on the relationship between the principle of full cost recovery and the recovery of costs associated with free filings. While the Secretariat suggests that the entirety of costs associated with SNF activities (i.e., the filings that pay CR and the free filing ) should be recovered by the filings that pay CR (Document CWG‑FHR‑22/2, §§4.2[footnoteRef:3] and 4.7[footnoteRef:4]), this seems impossible unless filings paying CR are overcharged to make up the costs associated with the free filing. Therefore, the United States supports the view that the direct and indirect costs of processing free filings should be funded from the ITU's regular budget, consistent with Resolution 91’s principle of special consideration for developing countries. [3:  	“…should be interpreted to mean that the costs incurred as a result of free entitlements should be covered using revenues from SNF cost recovery.”]  [4:  	“The fee schedule will incorporate the cost of processing free entitlements…”] 


3	Cost components to be recovered

The United States generally accepts the overall descriptions of Direct and Capital costs discussed in Document CWGFHR22/2, §4.3. However, with respect to the specific items of: 1) software or equipment used exclusively for SNF, 2) investment in specialized systems or facilities, and 3) major ICT upgrades, the United States seeks clarification of how these costs will be distributed. The United States believes it is most appropriate to prorate these costs across the expected user base (filings) over the item's projected lifetime (e.g., the software, specialized system, or ICT configuration). Additionally, the United States seeks clarification on how travel and fieldwork are applicable as a direct cost to SNF. 

During Council 2025, the discussion on SNF indirect costs centred around creating a transparent process for determining indirect cost recovery. It was generally recognized that some costs beyond direct costs could be recovered through SNF fees. While activities such as BR system upgrades, shared ITU infrastructure, or broader ITU activities — are funded through contributory units and the regular ITU budget, some of these activities could be partially attributable to SNF in an appropriate way but also may be difficult to accurately quantify. To that end, it is important to also understand how the ITU assesses indirect cost recovery for other goods and services provided by ITU, taking account of Resolution 91. We further recognize that ITU indicated that ongoing financial and organizational reforms would support increased efficiencies and cost reductions related to provision of satellite cost recovery services. The United States looks forward to reviewing and discussing the Secretariat’s proposal for indirect‑cost implementation at Council 2026, with particular attention to transparency in allocation and consistency with treaty‑mandated obligations.

To support this discussion, the United States requests a more detailed breakdown of cost allocation, including:
· How the ITU will track proposed indirect costs in practice;
· Which indirect costs are legitimately attributable to satellite filings versus general overhead (e.g., HR, legal, floor space, shared IT systems);
· Whether the cost of free filings is included in the total cost base used for fee calculations;
· How the Secretariat will avoid spreading all indirect costs only over fee‑bearing activities (such as satellites and publications); and
· How transparency and clear boundaries will be ensured in the allocation of indirect costs.

The United States challenges the narrative that satellite cost recovery should operate as an entirely self‑sustaining business line. Satellite filing is a treaty‑mandated, non‑discretionary service that forms part of the core purpose of the Union. Resolution 91 recognized that special consideration should be given to developing countries and did not originally envision full cost recovery or a self‑sustaining model. If such an interpretation is now intended, it should be made explicit and debated by the Council. The United States reemphasizes that Member State contributions (contributory units) should continue to cover at least some of these costs, rather than shifting the entire burden onto fee‑bearing filings.

4	Efficiency and incentives

The United States notes that the Secretariat has itself acknowledged the potential for efficiency gains in satellite network filing processes, including through better software, modernized systems, and streamlined procedures. The United States requests clarification on how these efficiency gains will be quantified and measured and realized in practice, and how Members will be informed of progress. Indicators toward an efficiency gain goal should also be measurable.

The United States further emphasizes that efficiency gains should translate into lower costs and fees for Members, not simply additional revenue for the Union. We therefore ask whether mechanisms or triggers can be established so that, as efficiencies are achieved, the cost base used for fee calculations is reduced accordingly.

Finally, the United States encourages the use of this exercise to support broader results‑based management and prioritization across ITU activities, not only in satellites. Efficiency and accountability should be embedded across the Union’s operations, consistent with the principle that cost recovery is not budget recovery.

5	History shows the need for periodic review and evaluation

History has shown that a CR methodology that is not periodically reviewed will eventually fail to well-match the trends in filings and the costs borne by the BR. As such, periodic review and evaluation are necessary. The United States would appreciate it if the ITU cost estimates indicate whether certain cost factors are expected to increase over time, for example, at the rate of inflation.

A basic tenet of the CR methodology has been that the costs are computed when the filing is submitted, and do not change. The United States expresses concern that a “true up” mechanisms could conflate cost recovery with budget recovery. Shortfalls in budgeted revenue should not allow ITU to retroactively increase fees when the actual level of filings is lower. If work is not performed because the filings did not arrive, there is no cost to recover. 

The United States, therefore, reasserts the principle that this is cost recovery, not budget recovery. Any true up/true down mechanism needs to guard against retroactivity and be limited to transparent disclosure of surpluses or deficits, not retroactive fee increases. The United States looks forward to further discussion of how adjustments can be implemented in a way that preserves predictability for Members while helping to ensure transparency in ITU’s financial reporting

6	Stability, transparency, and guardrails

The United States emphasizes the importance of stability and transparency in the evolution of SNF cost recovery fees. Predictability is essential for operators’ budgeting, planning, and year over year forecasting in order to allocate resources efficiently, and sudden or sharp increases undermine confidence in the system.

To safeguard against future fee shocks, the United States proposes that Council consider establishing guardrails on annual fee adjustments, such as limits on the percentage increase that may be applied each year. This would prevent situations such as the recent example in which fees rose from CHF 30,000 to CHF 50,000 in a single adjustment cycle.

Such guardrails would help ensure that cost recovery remains consistent with its purpose: recovering actual costs of processing filings, not generating unpredictable revenue swings. They would also reinforce transparency, allowing Members and operators to anticipate changes and plan accordingly.

7	Implementation path and governance

The United States concurs with the transition phase and full implementation timeline proposed in Document CWGFHR22/2 §5.
________________
	council.itu.int/working-groups
		CWG-FHR-22/32-E	1



	
		CWG-FHR-22/32-E	1



image1.png
ITUCOUNCIL

GENEVE2023





