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[bookmark: foreword][bookmark: scope][bookmark: _Toc84245326][bookmark: _Toc94086684][bookmark: _Toc147160635]1	Scope
The present document describes alternative model(s) for funding 3GPP meetings, and provides recommendations to the 3GPP OP in this regard.
[bookmark: references][bookmark: _Toc94086685][bookmark: _Toc84245327][bookmark: _Toc147160636]2	Introduction
Costs for hosting 3GPP meetings in many regions have risen dramatically compared to the period pre-Covid-19. This is largely due to continued growth in the number of meeting participants and high inflation for hospitality services. These increases are putting pressure on the existing model for funding 3GPP face to face (f2f) meetings. 
To provide a more sustainable approach to funding future f2f meetings, this document first examines the current funding models from different OPs, identifies the areas for potential improvements, and then explores alternatives. 
[bookmark: _Toc94086686][bookmark: _Toc147160637]3	References
[1]	
[2]	 

[bookmark: _Toc84245328][bookmark: _Toc94086687][bookmark: _Toc147160638]4	Definitions of terms, symbols and abbreviations
[bookmark: _Toc20149626][bookmark: _Toc84245329][bookmark: _Toc94086688][bookmark: _Toc147160639]4.1	Definitions
Term: Definition of the term.
[bookmark: _Toc84245330][bookmark: _Toc94086689][bookmark: _Toc147160640]4.2	Abbreviations

F2F	face-to-face
[bookmark: _Toc94086690][bookmark: _Toc147160641]5	Overview of the current funding model
[bookmark: _Toc94086691][bookmark: _Toc147160642]5.1	General Overview
[bookmark: _Toc147160643]5.2	Principles and motivation for a changing the funding model
In the existing model, 3GPP Individual Members (IMs) are invited to all 3GPP meetings wherever they are hosted around the world.  The hosting OP funds the meetings that they hold, and there are different mechanisms in each hosting OP to find the necessary funds to host the meetings.  
This means that:
1) In most cases, 3GPP IMs pay towards the costs of meetings hosted by OPs where they hold memberships. Some 3GPP IMs do not pay at all towards meeting costs. 3GPP IMs only pay towards costs in OPs where they hold a membership and not to other OPs even if they attend meetings hosted by those OPs. 
2) Most 3GPP IMs do not pay an amount proportionate with the costs that they cause to each of the hosting OPs (considering that the number of attendees that a company sends to a meeting directly impacts the costs of hosting that meeting.). Real meeting hosting costs are not obvious to all IMs.
3) 3GPP meeting planning takes many factors into consideration, but sometimes meeting locations may be determined by where funds are available.
4) OPs plan budgets and commit resources well in advance of meetings taking place.  Due to exceptional changes in circumstances (e.g. pandemics, natural disasters) meetings may need to be relocated or converted to e-meetings which can directly impact individual OPs in the current model. If converted to e-meetings than an individual OP may have a significant cost for cancelling a meeting at short notice. If relocated then the original OP may individually incur costs for cancellation, and the new OP will individually acquire additional unplanned costs.
In the past, the total effect of the above points were not considered critical, but with increased costs and growing participation in 3GPP meetings this has become an issue of concern to some IMs and OPs. 
This issue could be addressed if all IMs paid towards all meeting hosting based on the amount of meeting hosting costs they cause, meaning that IMs would directly bear the costs caused by the scheduling of additional meetings or sending additional delegates. This link will help lead to a sustainable meeting funding environment that balances working group ambitions with cost incurred. 
[bookmark: definitions][bookmark: _Toc94086692][bookmark: _Toc131593159][bookmark: _Toc147160644]5.3	Overview of funding model of ATIS
For 2023 and earlier, meetings in North America were funded using voluntary contributions from companies.
From 2024, ATIS plans to introduce a mandatory model with the principles that:
· All IMs that participate in 3GPP face-to-face meetings should contribute to hosting costs
· The amount of the meeting funding contribution depends on the overall level of 3GPP face-to-face participation
[bookmark: _Toc131593160][bookmark: _Toc147160645]5.4	Overview of funding model of ARIB/TTC
ARIB/TTC apply the following two methods for hosting the meetings in Japan:
1)	“Friends” funding for hosting WG meetings
2)	3GPP IMs pay for meeting hosting fee for PCG/OP meetings and TSG plenary meetings as a part of (additional) 3GPP IM member fees 
In the case 1) above, “Friends” organization is configured by voluntary IMs of both OPs, and the members are categorised according to the amount of contributions (500,000 to 3 million yen), receiving their voting rights accordingly for its decision making such as choosing meetings to be hosted and its arrangements.
In the case 2) above, each relevant committee of ARIB and TTC create budget plans based on the membership fee of 3GPP registered IM, according to the opportunity of hosting in Japan based on the host rotation of the meeting, and to bear the cost at ARIB and TTC. Conference arrangements are carried out by ARIB / TTC jointly.
[bookmark: _Toc131593161][bookmark: _Toc147160646]5.5	Overview of funding model of CCSA
CF3 meeting hosting model is to share the total cost equally by the number of contributing companies. Currently there are 15 companies in CF3. The contributing companies are voluntary. The amount of meeting hosting fee per company may vary according to the annual budget, which is based on the number of meetings hosted in China. From financial point of view, CF3 does not observe difficulties to host 3GPP meetings in China at this moment.
[bookmark: _Toc131593162][bookmark: _Toc147160647]5.6	Overview of funding model of ETSI
ETSI has taken onboard the funding of the European meetings of 3GPP from the European Friends of 3GPP (EF3). Every participating member is paying in relation to its attendance in physical meetings, so ETSI members not participating in 3GPP face-to-face meetings are not paying for the hosting.
ETSI counts the number of attendances of its members to 3GPP face-to-face meetings globally. Attendances of several working groups or TSGs taking place in the same location count separately. The number of total year attendance are grouped into 16 groups. Each group is assigned with a specific fee, which is defined according to the total amount of budget to reach and may vary from year to year. This table is approved by the ETSI General Assembly. ETSI individual members are provided with the possibility to act as a corporate group in order to simplify the invoicing and the administration.
[bookmark: _Toc131593163][bookmark: _Toc147160648]5.7	Overview of funding model of TTA
Following the MHSG study, TTA has introduced a new funding model starting in 2023.  The principle of the funding model is that all Individual members (IMs) of TTA should contribute based on their meeting attendance. There are four funding groups, and each IM is assigned to a group based on the total number of delegates who attended face-to-face meetings in the previous year, and only TTA-representing delegates are counted. The annual budget and group assignment, contributions for each group will be reviewed and determined annually by the TTA Funding and Finance Group. To reduce variability, the average estimated cost for five years will be used as the annual budget per year.
[bookmark: _Toc131593164][bookmark: _Toc147160649]5.8	Overview of funding model of TSDSI
3GPP meetings in India in the past (pre-Covid) were all hosted by Indian Friends of 3GPP (IF3)/5G India Forum (5GIF). The funding model was built into the IF3 membership fees and on a voluntary basis.
For 2023, the meetings are being hosted together by TSDSI (financial partner) and 5GIF (logistics partner). The funding model is based on overall TSDSI budget and supported by funds from membership fees and Govt. grants. TSDSI currently does not invoice the 3GPP IMs for meeting hosting.
From 2024, TSDSI intends to develop a more sustainable funding model and this matter is for further study. 

[bookmark: _Toc147160650]6		Alternative funding model 1: Pay per delegate funding model
[bookmark: _Toc147160651]6.1.	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc147160652]6.2.	Funding Proposal
All delegates attending a given meeting location would be required to pay the same fee to participate in the meetings at that location. 
Examples for clarification:
· SA and CT WGs are co-located in Camelot. A delegate who wishes to primarily attend SA1 and has paid the fee can also attend any other SA or CT WG at the same location without paying an additional fee. In this example, meetings that are treated as “co-located” would include both meetings at the same hotel and meetings in the same city.
· Delegate Adam from OP A and delegate Beth from OP B attend a meeting. Both Adam and Beth would pay the same fee (the fee does not vary depending on the OP or the IM of the delegate).
· [bookmark: _Hlk132795448]Delegate Charles attends all meetings of a working group in a year whereas delegate Debby just goes to one meeting per year. When attending the same meeting both Charles and Debby would pay the same fee (the per-meeting fee does not vary depending on the number of meetings a delegate or IM attends during a year).
[bookmark: _Toc147160653][bookmark: _Hlk130311395]6.3.	Centralized and Decentralized Models
[bookmark: _Toc147160654]6.3.1	Option A: Centralized Model with each OP Hosting Responsibility 
In the Centralized Model with each OP Hosting Responsibility, and a Set-Fee OPs retain responsibility for planning and hosting the meetings, but the meetings are funded centrally.
· A central body involving all OPs would be established to be responsible for managing the budget. 
· In principle, the OPs would not shoulder any long-term costs from meeting hosting, but they would need to provide short-term funds to cover temporary gaps, e.g. all payments made by the OPs until they are reimbursed by the centralized fund.
· The central body involving all OPs would provide oversight to ensure that meetings are planned cost-effectively for every region.
In this option, the fee to attend a meeting could either be
1. Set at a fixed value so that the fee is the same regardless of the meeting location. The fee could vary from year to year to match projected meeting costs.
2. A variable fee that depends on the meeting location but is determined by the central body.
In the case of a fee set at a fixed value then:
· The fixed meeting fee would be the same for all types of meetings, regardless whether the meeting is e.g. a WG or TSG meeting, or the duration of a meeting;
· The fixed meeting fee for a year X needs to be planned well ahead of time of the first meeting taking place in year X. 

[bookmark: _Toc147160655]6.3.2	Option B: Decentralized Model
In the decentralized model no centralized pool of funds or centralized management of those funds. Hosting funds are managed within individual OPs and OPs directly collect delegate payments. The level of delegate fee should cover the costs of the meeting, but not generate a profit.
· OPs retain responsibility for planning and hosting the meetings. The cost of the meeting is met by delegate fees to attend meetings, not by IMs in the OP.
· The OP would collect fees to attend meetings and individually set the fee to attend the meeting.
· The OP should ensure that meetings are planned cost-effectively for the region in which they are being hosted.
· OPs are responsible for their internal budget, e.g. covering any up-front payments that occur before per-delegate fees are collected.

[bookmark: _Toc147160656]6.3.3	Option C: Centralized Model with Centralized Hosting
In the centralized model with centralized hosting all funds are collected, managed, and used by a central body.
· A central body involving all OPs would be established to be responsible for hosting meetings and managing the budget. 
· OPs would no longer need to manage meeting hosting and funding individually
· The central body should ensure that meetings are planned cost-effectively, with oversight by the OPs.
In this option the meeting fee could either be a fixed fee or a variable fee as defined in Option A.
[bookmark: _Toc147160657]6.3.4	Summary Table of Centralized and Decentralized Models
The following table summarizes some of the key points of the models.
	Option
	A 
Centralized Model with each OP Hosting Responsibility
	B
Decentralized Model
	C
Centralized Model with Centralized Hosting


	Who organizes meetings?
	OPs
	OPs
	Centralized body

	Who holds the funds for meetings?
	Centralized body
	OPs
	Centralized body

	Who determines what fee to charge for a meeting?
	Centralized body
	OPs
	Centralized body

	Does the fee vary depending on location?
	Depends on option chosen
	Yes
	Depends on option chosen



[bookmark: _Toc147160658]6.3.5	Comparison of Centralized and Decentralized Models
The following table evaluates the three pay per delegate funding models, and the existing model, in comparison to the motivations described in clause 5.2.
	Motivation
	A 
Centralized Model with each OP Hosting Responsibility
	B
Decentralized Model
	C
Centralized Model with Centralized Hosting

	Existing Model

	1) 3GPP IMs only pay towards costs in OPs where they hold a membership and not to other OPs
	IMs would pay to costs of all OPs hosting meetings they attend.
	IMs would pay to costs of all OPs hosting meetings they attend.
	IMs would pay to costs of all OPs hosting meetings they attend.
	3GPP IMs only pay towards costs in OPs where they hold a membership, and not to other OPs

	2) Most 3GPP IMs do not pay an amount proportionate with the costs that they cause. Real meeting hosting costs are not obvious to all IMs.
	IMs would pay proportional to their meeting attendance, which is the major driver for costs. Smaller companies may be disproportionally discouraged to attend 3GPP F2F meetings, if the meeting attendance fee is too high.
At a course-grained level, costs are visible to IMs because they have to pay a fee that increases for sending more delegates or attending more meetings.
At a fine-grained level, costs can be made visible to IMs if detailed information is disclosed.

In case of a fixed meeting fee the payments would not vary to reflect the different hosting costs in each region.
	IMs would pay proportional to their meeting attendance, which is the major driver for costs.
Smaller companies may be disproportionally discouraged to attend 3GPP F2F meetings, if the meeting attendance fee is too high.
At a course-grained level, costs are visible to IMs because they have to pay a fee that increases for sending more delegates or attending more meetings.
At a fine-grained level, costs can be made visible to IMs if detailed information is disclosed.

	IMs would pay proportional to their meeting attendance, which is the major driver for costs.
Smaller companies may be disproportionally discouraged to attend 3GPP F2F meetings, if the meeting attendance fee is too high.
At a course-grained level, costs are visible to IMs because they have to pay a fee that increases for sending more delegates or attending more meetings.
At a fine-grained level, costs can be made visible to IMs if detailed information is disclosed.

In case of a fixed meeting fee the payments would not vary to reflect the different hosting costs in each region.
	Most 3GPP IMs do not pay an amount proportionate with all the costs that they cause. Real meeting hosting costs are not obvious to all IMs.
At a fine-grained level, costs can be made visible to IMs if detailed information is disclosed.


	3) Sometimes meeting locations may be determined by where funds are available.
	Centralized funds can be used to host meetings in the  assigned region.
	Any region hosting a meeting will raise funds from delegate payments.
	Centralized funds can be used to host meetings in the  assigned region.
	3GPP meeting planning takes many factors into consideration. Sometimes meeting locations may be determined by where funds are available. 
Multiple OPs can voluntarily co-host a meeting in the assigned region.

	4) Late changes to plans incur unplanned costs for individual OPs
	Centralized funds can be used to meet unplanned costs sharing the burden between all OPs.
Budgeting the unplanned cost will increase the cost to all IMs.
	The new host (if any) can meet their costs using per-delegate fees, but the old hosts do not have a method to cover their cancellation costs.
Budgeting the unplanned cost will increase the cost to all IMs.
	Centralized funds can be used to meet unplanned costs sharing the burden between all OPs.
Budgeting the unplanned cost will increase the cost to all IMs.
	Late changes to plans incur unplanned costs for individual OPs
Budgeting the unplanned cost will increase the cost to IMs in the original planned hosting OP.




In addition to the motivations described in clause 5.2, there are other considerations that may influence a decision on meeting funding models, e.g.:
1. The administrative complexity and costs for managing the system
2. The convenience of payment for delegates/IMs
3. The transparency of costs and accountability for appropriate and efficient use of funds
4. The ability to meet regional needs and accommodating regional differences (including visa requirements and process)
The following table provides a high level comparison of the three pay per delegate funding models, and the existing model, in relation to the above points.
 
	Additional aspects to consider
	A 
Centralized Model with each OP Hosting Responsibility
	B
Decentralized Model
	C
Centralized Model with Centralized Hosting

	Existing Model

	1.	The administrative complexity and costs for managing the system
	Complexity is introduced due to the separation of the centralized funds from the OP hosting responsibility. OPs would no longer need to collect meeting hosting fees from their IM members.
In case of a fixed meeting fee there would need to be considerable advanced planning to set the fee.
Resources are needed to manage the new processes: centralized funds, including the human resource cost.
	OPs would need to collect pay per delegate fees from all IMs attending meetings (or arrange to have fees collected on their behalf), but would no longer need to collect meeting hosting fees from their IM members.
Resources are needed to manage the new processes: collect the fees from each participating delegate, e.g. by maintaining a tool.
	Hosting centralization may add complexity because the planning function may be remote from where meetings take place..
OPs would not have to host meetings.
In case of a fixed meeting fee there would need to be considerable advanced planning to set the fee.
Resources are needed to manage the new processes: the centralized funds and host the meeting, including the human resource cost.
	Each OP needs to maintain resources for meeting hosting and meeting funding collection. These resources are already available.

	2. The convenience of payment for delegates/IMs
	Each delegate/IM would need to pay per meeting for hosting but there would be a centralized portal. A “season pass” may be possible to cover multiple meetings in one payment.
Payment by delegates for each meeting, as opposed to up-front collective payment by IMs at the start of the fiscal year, is more likely to be subject to cost reduction that tends to occur later in the fiscal year.
	Each delegate/IM would need to pay per meeting for hosting to different OPs.
Payment by delegates for each meeting, as opposed to up-front collective payment by IMs at the start of the fiscal year, is more likely to be subject to cost reduction that tends to occur later in the fiscal year.
	Each delegate/IM would need to pay per meeting for hosting but there would be a centralized portal. A “season pass” may be possible to cover multiple meetings in one payment.
Payment by delegates for each meeting, as opposed to up-front collective payment by IMs at the start of the fiscal year, is more likely to be subject to cost reduction that tends to occur later in the fiscal year.
	IMs pay separately to each OP they are a member of. Typically only a single payment is made per year.
Delegates/IMs do not need to take the extra step to pay for each meeting.

	3.	The transparency of costs and accountability for appropriate and efficient use of funds
	Transparency and efficiency would depend on sharing of information between  the OPs andthe centralized body. Detail mechanism needs to be discussed to ensure transparency of cost and accountability for appropriate and efficient use of funds.
	The per delegate cost would be directly visible to IMs, but it would be hard to evaluate the efficiency due to regional differences in costs.
	A process for evaluating the overall performance, similar to that used for the 3GPP budget, would be needed.
Detail mechanism needs to be discussed to ensure transparency of cost and accountability for appropriate and efficient use of funds.
	Individual OPs are answerable to members for their performance.

	4. The ability to meet regional needs and accommodating regional differences (including visa requirements and process).
	OPs retain hosting responsibility and can adapt to local needs. 
	OPs retain hosting responsibility and can adapt to local needs.
	Local adaptations would need to be negotiated through the centralized body
	OPs retain hosting responsibility and can adapt to local needs.



[bookmark: _Toc147160659]6.3.6	Conclusion on Centralized and Decentralized Models
[bookmark: _Toc147160660]6.4	Detailed Operation of the Recommended Model
[bookmark: _Toc147160661]6.5	Other Considerations and Transition Arrangements for the Recommended Model
[bookmark: _Toc147160662]6.5.1	Introduction Date and Trials


[bookmark: _Toc147160663]7	Alternative funding model x

[bookmark: _Toc84245362][bookmark: _Toc94086709][bookmark: _Toc147160664]8	Summary and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc84245366]
[bookmark: _Toc94086710][bookmark: _Toc147160665]Annex A (informative): Trial of Pay per Delegate
[bookmark: _Toc147160666]A.1 Objectives of a Trial
A trial of pay per delegate could:
1. Help judge the satisfaction of delegates, 3GPP IMs, and OPs with a pay-per-delegate meeting
2. Give a practical understanding of payment alternatives, e.g.:
a. Is on-site payment needed?
b. Does an “early-bird” discount encourage early registrations?
c. Do existing payment services meet 3GPP requirements?
d. Are there issues with currency-conversions that need to be considered?
3. Show how meeting-badges and access control could work in a pay-per-delegate environment.
4. Gauge the effect of a meeting fee on meeting attendance
5. Understand any necessary IT integration between registration, attendance, and payment (including potential refund in case of cancellation of registration)
6. Overall cost-benefit analysis would need to be done for running a trial
A trial of pay per delegate may be helpful before the concept is introduced.

[bookmark: _Toc147160667]A.2 Participation in a Trial
A trial of pay per delegate could cover one or more 3GPP meetings.
All interested OPs and regions should have the opportunity to participate in hosting a meeting for the trial to give a range of different circumstances for meetings and allow all OPs that desire to have practical experience with a pay-per-delegate model. Participation of OPs in hosting a meeting for the trial should be voluntary.
If 3GPP agrees to hold a trial, then all delegates attending meetings in the trial would need to pay for meetings in the trial.

[bookmark: _Toc147160668]A.3 Preparation for a Trial
[bookmark: _Toc147160669]A.3.1 Avoiding “Double Payment”
A possible concern about a trial is that a meeting that is covered by the trial might have already been planned as part of an OP’s annual funding budget. In that case, IMs may pay twice for the same meeting – i.e. once as a contribution to the OP’s annual budget, and again in the pay per delegate trial.
The preparation for a trial should include a solution to avoid double payment. For example:
- OP’s in the trial refund to IMs a proportion of their annual meeting hosting contribution that would have gone to cover the cost of the meeting in the trial, or
- With sufficient notice, meetings in the trial could be excluded from the OP’s annual budget plan so the only source of funding is from the pay per delegate trial.
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