A few thoughts on funding the hosting of meetings
Introduction
In order to better organize some line of thought, it is proposed to split the problem of funding into three areas: management of the funds, estimation of funding needs and raising of funds.
It is necessary to decide first how funds will be managed, as this may condition the other two parameters. In any case, means should be established so that total funding is enough to ensure minimum service level in the meetings, as per the agreement by the OPs.
Management of the funds	
There are two options on how to manage the funds: centrally or per OP. We distinguish between the management of the funds and the organization the meetings. Though the former could influence the latter, both should be addressed separately. This document won’t deal with the organization of meetings.
Central management
· We need to appoint an entity to perform the task. Could be one of the OPs; could also be the MCC (which is probably a quite practical option).
· A meeting hosting budget needs to be prepared annually, based on the meetings expected in the year to come.
· Contribution to the budget per OP will be proportional to the cost of the meetings hosted in the OP’s country or region. Contribution could be “in kind”, i.e. an OP could commit to host the meeting (as per the agreed service level conditions).
Pros: 
· easier to get some homogeneity of the conditions for meetings and on the charges
· easier to balance across OPs and support the smallest if needed
· easier to take quick decisions on changes, if needed
Cons: 
· need to allocate some additional budget to pay for the support of this new function (this cost always exists; having to identify it to pay for the activity is simply making it visible and “accountable”).
Management per OP
· Each OP will manage the budget needed to host the meetings planned in its territory, respecting the minimum service level as agreed by the OPs.
Pros: 
· each OP can determine the best way to handle the meetings it has to host.
Cons: 
· more difficult to get homogeneous conditions for meetings
· more difficult to balance among OPs
· more difficult to make changes between OPs, if needed
Calculating funding needs
Central management
· According to the meetings planned in the year, the Central Unit will build a budget proposal, to be approved by the OPs.
Pros:
· The budget will consider needs for meeting hosting in a more homogeneous manner
· There will be full control on the needs for the whole project, that can lead to better budget management decisions
Cons:
· Planning meetings well in advance is fundamental -OPs and group Chairmen will have to present their proposals to the central unit well in time
Management per OP
· Each OP is sovereign to organize its resources to host the allocated meetings for the year, committing to provide hosting above the minimum conditions as agreed by the OPs.
Pros:
· Easy to handle, as each OP organizes internally
Cons:
· Difficult to keep some homogeneity among OPs (regions/countries)
Raising funds
Central management
Two options envisaged: Option A, payment per OP; Option B, payment per delegate attending a meeting.
Option A
The Central Unit will allocate to each OP the required amount of funds that the latter should contribute to the central budget, as per the number (and size) of the meetings it expects to host. Each OP is sovereign to decide how it will get these funds.
Pros:
· Obtaining the funds is easier, as the central unit only needs to take care of invoicing the OPs
· There is certain flexibility when deciding how the budget is split, which can be agreed by the OPs on a given set of principles
· OPs are -in principle- sovereign in deciding how to get the funds; however, OPs could decide on specific rules to try and “homogenize” the proposals, e.g. depending on the number of delegates each OP sends to meetings (delegates per IM per OP, which may help the OP get specific funding per IM)
· Certain predictability -and stability- can be built on the funding requirements per OP, which will translate in equivalent predictability to those having to provide the funds -basically, the Members
Cons:
· Agreeing on specific principles might prove complex and derive in no agreement and hence prevent homogeneity
Option B
Based on the expected total number of delegates attending to all the planned meetings for the year, the central unit will assess the average fee that each delegate will have to pay to attend a meeting (the central unit could envisage a scheme where differences in fee could be applied depending on the nature of the meeting to attend).
Pros: 
· pay per use; those sending more delegates would contribute to a larger part of the meeting cost (which seems fair)
Cons: 
· difficult to predict attendance, though it could be based on the attendance on Y-1 to prepare in year Y the budget (and invoicing) for Y+1
· difficult to manage -could be adding a cost to control payment and attendance; however, collection could be delegated to each OP -that would delegate it to each IM depending on the number of delegates attending (no need to collect the money on the spot). 
· If collection of contributions is made directly from the delegates at the time of registering, for instance, this adds two problems: (1) there is a need for a seed fund to start the ball rolling, (2) we need to add additional “presence” control -no payment, no access to the meeting; however, shouldn’t we cater for this in all cases as an additional cost to bear in the new model of hosting meetings? 
Management per OP
Same options A (payment per OP) and B (payment per delegate) as above apply.
Option A
Each OP decides how to raise the needed funds
Pros:
· Easy to manage (from the global project perspective, though difficulty spreads differently among the different OPs)
Cons:
· Difficult to keep homogeneity
· Is it fair for the smaller OPs?
Option B
Either each of the OPs split the total cost of the hosted meetings based on the number of delegates expected in the year in order to calculate the delegate fee (which will end up with a different fee per meeting), or
All OPs share the expected costs and calculate an average fee per delegate according to the total number of delegates expected (which raises the problem of how to rebalance the accounts among OPs, as the cost per meeting per delegate will be certainly different each time).
OPs shall only be allowed to charge the delegates from the Individual Members belonging to that OP.
Pros:
· Easy to manage (from the global project perspective, though difficulty spreads differently among the different OPs)
· Try to balance contribution among those using more resources -sending more delegates to meetings
Cons:
· Adds a lot of complexity for very little value added
· Difficult to keep homogeneity
· Is it fair for the smaller?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion
It looks like the easiest and more straight forward way of dealing with funds is having each OP to handle its own funds, i.e. manage, calculate and raise the needed funds. However, this move will not help improve the current situation with hosting 3GPP meetings. If we want to raise the bar on how meetings are being organized in 3GPP and achieve a homogeneous, high level service level across countries and regions, the solution ETSI would support is getting a central unit that handles the hosting of meetings.
This unit will be responsible to prepare a budget, invoice and collect the fees, as well as handling the organization of all meetings, probably with a support of a third (or many third) party(-ies). There will be an obvious increase of the budget “as handling fee”, as the budget will have to include the support of this central unit. It will also be necessary to improve the way in which 3GPP monitors attendance to meetings, as this is key to ensure proper planning and guarantee service quality.
With regards to raising funds, within the Central management model, ETSI would favour option A, i.e. raising funds through the OPs rather than directly from the delegates.  As can be seen from the conclusions above, this model wouldn’t prevent distributing the load based on number of delegates sent per OP (if so wished) and makes a bit easier for IMs to calculate their budgets for the year. 
The solution through a central unit will not only help the project increase the service quality, but also will enable a proper accountability of the costs the project bears on hosting meetings, help homogenize service level all across the different regions and countries and give a fair chance to the smaller OPs.


