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Paris, 1-3 December 2025

Sustainable operations of the Advisory Centre -
Budget and member contributions

I. Introduction

1. Article 3(1) of the Statute provides that the Advisory Centre “shall operate in a
manner that is effective, affordable, accessible and financially sustainable.” These
principles remain the guiding framework for ensuring the Centre’s long-term viability
and its ability to fulfil its mandate. To achieve this, the Centre requires sufficient and
predictable funding that supports high-quality services, operational efficiency and
equitable access, particularly for least developed countries (LDCs).

2.  The issues pertaining to the budget and financing of the Advisory Centre were
discussed during the first and second meetings on the operationalization of the
Advisory Centre (“AC-OP” meetings) based on documents AC/OP/BD.5,
AC/OP/BD.10 and AC/OP/BD.11. Based on the recommendation made at the second
AC-OP meeting (A/CN.9/1218, paras. 28, 32 and 61), the Commission, at its fifty-
eighth session in July 2025, agreed that the third and any subsequent AC-OP meetings
proceed with an anticipated notional budget of approximately USD 4.5 million and
that the amount of contributions by members of the Advisory Centre (“Members”) be
determined based on the scale of assessments of the United Nations (A/80/17, para.
204).

3. Accordingly, section II focuses on the modalities for allocating the notional
budget of USD 4.5 million using the scale of assessments of the United Nations.
Section III addresses the contributions by regional economic integration organizations,
which are Members of the Centre. Lastly, section IV addresses the means to ensure
sustainable operations of the Centre, including methods of payment and budget cycle.

4. The issues dealt with in this document concern only the financing of the
Advisory Centre after the Statute enters into force, which is also the point in time
when contributions by Members would be due. The financing of the interim
secretariat is considered separately in document AC/OP/BD.18 and AC/OP/BD.19.

II. Modalities for budget allocation

5. This section outlines the modalities for allocating the budget of the Advisory
Centre based on the scale of assessments of the United Nations. The most recent scale
of assessment was adopted by the General Assembly on 31 December 2024
(A/RES/79/249) to apply to the regular budget of the United Nations for 2025, 2026
and 2027.!

6. The following models are based on the assumption that membership
contributions should cover the entirety of the Centre’s budget (A/CN.9/1218, para. 29
and 31).? This assumption may be revisited by the Governing Committee depending

! More information available at https://www.un.org/en/ga/contributions/assessments.shtml.

2 While the Advisory Centre would have three income streams - (i) fees for services, (ii)
membership dues, and (iii) voluntary contributions (donations), it is difficult to anticipate the
income from streams (i) and (iii).
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on other revenues generated by the Centre (primarily fees and voluntary
contributions). The following models are also based on the assumption that a
maximum cap should be introduced for all Members and that the United Nations scale
of assessment could be used to categorize UN Member States into different groups
(A/CN.9/1218, paras. 34-37). It also assumes that the membership contributions
should decrease as additional Members join. It should be noted that the United
Nations scale of assessment is adjusted every three years (with the next adjustment
scheduled at the end of 2027 for the 2028-2030 period).

Model A with three groups, each assigned a fixed unit

7.  Under Model A, UN Members States are categorized into three (3) groups based
on the UN scale of assessments.

- Group [: LDCs (44)
- Group II: States with assessments at or below 1% (excluding LDCs) (131)
- Group III: States with assessments more than 1% (18)

Group States listed in the order of UN assessment rates (ascending)’

I Tuvalu, Timor-Leste, Solomon Islands, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Lesotho,
Kiribati, Guinea-Bissau, Gambia, Eritrea, Comoros, Central African Republic,
Burundi, Togo, Somalia, Mozambique, Djibouti, Yemen, Rwanda, Mauritania,
Malawi, Niger, Madagascar, Guinea, South Sudan, Mali, Chad, Burkina Faso,
Benin, Afghanistan, Zambia, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Haiti,
Senegal, Sudan, Cambodia, United Republic of Tanzania, Uganda, Nepal,
Myanmar, Ethiopia, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Bangladesh, Angola

11 Vanuatu, Tonga, Sao Tome and Principe, Samoa, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Palau, Nauru, Micronesia (Federated
States of), Marshall Islands, Grenada, Dominica, Cabo Verde, Bhutan, Belize,
Suriname, Seychelles, San Marino, Saint Lucia, Eswatini, Antigua and
Barbuda, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Fiji, Nicaragua, Montenegro, Mongolia,
Maldives, Andorra, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Congo, Syrian
Arab Republic, Republic of Moldova, Zimbabwe, Namibia, Jamaica,
Barbados, Armenia, North Macedonia, Equatorial Guinea, Papua New
Guinea, Liechtenstein, Georgia, Mauritius, Honduras, Albania, Monaco,
Guyana, Gabon, El Salvador, Botswana, Cameroon, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bahamas, Tunisia, Bolivia, Brunei Darussalam, Malta, Jordan, Lebanon,
Paraguay, Uzbekistan, Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Trinidad and Tobago, Azerbaijan,
Iceland, Cyprus, Turkmenistan, Kenya, Sri Lanka, Serbia, Libya, Belarus,
Estonia, Guatemala, Latvia, Bahrain, Morocco, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of), Dominican Republic, Bulgaria,
Luxembourg, Ukraine, Slovenia, Uruguay, Lithuania, Panama, Algeria,
Croatia, Oman, Cuba, Pakistan, Kazakhstan, Iraq, Peru, Slovakia, Nigeria,
Viet Nam, Egypt, Colombia, Philippines, Kuwait, Hungary, Qatar, South
Africa, Greece, New Zealand, Malaysia, Portugal, Thailand, Czech Republic,
Romania, Chile, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Finland, Ireland, Singapore,
Argentina, Denmark, United Arab Emirates, Indonesia, Israel, Austria,
Norway, Tiirkiye, Belgium, Sweden, Poland

111 Switzerland; India; Mexico; Saudi Arabia; Netherlands; Brazil; Spain;
Australia; Russian Federation; Republic of Korea; Canada; Italy; France;
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland; Germany; Japan,;
China; United States of America

8. A fixed number of “units” is then assigned to each group, which would apply to
all Members within that group.* The units represent the maximum percentage of the

3 States that have expressed an interest in hosting the Advisory Centre are underlined for reference.
4 Member State contributions to the PCA are based on a scale of units developed by the Universal
Postal Union. States voluntarily choose a contribution class reflecting their economic capacity. In
Model A, units are assigned based on the State’s UN scale of assessment.
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Advisory Centre’s budget that a Member in that Group would be required to
contribute.

9. Forexample, Group I, II, and III may respectively be assigned 1, 5, and 10 units.
This would result in Members in the same group contributing the same amount as
other Members in that Group. Furthermore, a Member in Group III (with 10 units)
would be expected to contribute: (a) no more than 10% of the Advisory Centre budget
and (b) twice as much as a Member in Group II (with 5 units).

10. As the contributions by the Members should cover the entirety of the budget of
the Advisory Centre, Model A assumes that the sum of the units of all Members should
equal to 100 or more (see document AC/OP/BD.16 on thresholds).

11. When the total number of units is 100, this means that each unit corresponds to
1% of the budget. Applying the notional budget of USD 4.5 million, Members in
Group I would contribute 1% of the budget (USD 45,000),> Members in Group II, 5%
of the budget (USD 225,000) and Members in Group III, 10% of the budget (USD
450,000).

12. As additional Members join, the total number of units would exceed 100,
resulting in the reduction of contribution per unit. For example, if a Member in Group
II joins, the total number of units would become 105 and each unit would correspond
to approximately 0.95% of the budget. If the total number of units adds up to 145,
each unit would correspond to approximately 0.72% of the budget.

13. The table below illustrates the above-mentioned scenarios.

UN
assessment Units Contribution Units Contribution Units Contribution

State 1 6.000 10 $ 450,000 10 $ 428,571 10 $ 310,345
State 2 3.000 - Nota member - Nota member 10 $ 310,345
Group Il |State 3 2.000} - Nota member - Nota member 10 $ 310,345
State 4 1.200 - Nota member - Nota member 10 $ 310,345
State 5 1.000} 10 $ 450,000 10 $ 428,571 10 $ 310,345
State 6 0.900] - Nota member - Nota member 5 $ 155,172
State 7 0.800 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 8 0.700 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 9 0.500 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 10 0.400] - Nota member - Nota member 5 $ 155,172
State 11 0.210] 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 12 0.190 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 13 0.180] 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
Group Il [State 14 0.080] 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 15 0.050 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 16 0.030 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 17 0.035) - Nota member 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 18 0.021 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 19 0.020 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 20 0.014 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 21 0.010 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 22 0.003 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 155,172
State 23 0.010 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 24 0.010 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 25 0.008 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 26 0.007 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
Group | State 27 0.006 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 28 0.005 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 29 0.003 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 30 0.002 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 31 0.001 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
State 32 0.001 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 31,034
17.396 100 $ 4,500,000 105 $ 4,500,000 145 $ 4,500,000

5 LDCs could be subsidized through a trust fund which may reduce the actual amount of contributi
made.

on
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2. Model B with five groups, each assigned a fixed unit

14. Under Model B, UN Members States are categorized into five (5) groups (instead
of 3 in Model A) based on the UN scale of assessments.

- Group I: LDCs (44)

- Group II: States with assessments at or below 0.02% (excluding LDCs)
(58)

- Group III: States with assessments more than 0.02% and at or below 0.2%
(46)

- Group I'V: States with assessments more than 0.2% and at or below 1% (27)

- Group V: States with assessments more than 1% (18)

15. In comparison with Model A, Group I remains identical and Group III in Model
A corresponds to Group V in Model B. Group II in Model A is further categorized
into Groups II, IIT and IV in Model B.

Group States listed in the order of UN assessment rates (ascending)

I Tuvalu, Timor-Leste, Solomon Islands, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Lesotho,
Kiribati, Guinea-Bissau, Gambia, Eritrea, Comoros, Central African Republic,
Burundi, Togo, Somalia, Mozambique, Djibouti, Yemen, Rwanda, Mauritania,
Malawi, Niger, Madagascar, Guinea, South Sudan, Mali, Chad, Burkina Faso,
Benin, Afghanistan, Zambia, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Haiti,
Senegal, Sudan, Cambodia, United Republic of Tanzania, Uganda, Nepal,
Myanmar, Ethiopia, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Bangladesh, Angola

11 Vanuatu, Tonga, Sao Tome and Principe, Samoa, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Palau, Nauru, Micronesia (Federated
States of), Marshall Islands, Grenada, Dominica, Cabo Verde, Bhutan, Belize,
Suriname, Seychelles, San Marino, Saint Lucia, Eswatini, Antigua and
Barbuda, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Fiji, Nicaragua, Montenegro, Mongolia,
Maldives, Andorra, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Congo, Syrian
Arab Republic, Republic of Moldova, Zimbabwe, Namibia, Jamaica,
Barbados, Armenia, North Macedonia, Equatorial Guinea, Papua New
Guinea, Liechtenstein, Georgia, Mauritius, Honduras, Albania, Monaco,
Guyana, Gabon, El Salvador, Botswana, Cameroon, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bahamas, Tunisia, Bolivia, Brunei Darussalam, Malta

111 Jordan, Lebanon, Paraguay, Uzbekistan, Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Trinidad and
Tobago, Azerbaijan, Iceland, Cyprus, Turkmenistan, Kenya, Sri Lanka,
Serbia, Libya, Belarus, Estonia, Guatemala, Latvia, Bahrain, Morocco, Costa
Rica, Ecuador, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of), Dominican Republic,
Bulgaria, Luxembourg, Ukraine, Slovenia, Uruguay, Lithuania, Panama,
Algeria, Croatia, Oman, Cuba, Pakistan, Kazakhstan, Iraq, Peru, Slovakia,
Nigeria, Viet Nam, Egypt, Colombia, Philippines

1v Kuwait, Hungary, Qatar, South Africa, Greece, New Zealand, Malaysia,
Portugal, Thailand, Czech Republic, Romania, Chile, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Finland, Ireland, Singapore, Argentina, Denmark, United Arab Emirates,
Indonesia, Israel, Austria, Norway, Tiirkiye, Belgium, Sweden, Poland

\% Switzerland; India; Mexico; Saudi Arabia; Netherlands; Brazil; Spain;
Australia; Russian Federation; Republic of Korea; Canada; Italy; France;
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland; Germany; Japan;
China; United States of America

16. As in Model A, a fixed number of units is assigned to each group. The units
represent the maximum percentage of the Advisory Centre’s budget that a Member in
that Group would be required to contribute.

17. For example, Group I, II, III, IV, and V may respectively be assigned 1, 2.5, 5,
7.5 and 10 units. As in Model A, this would result in Members in the same group
contributing the same amount as other Members in that group. Furthermore, a
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Member in Group V with 10 units would be expected to contribute: (a) no more than
10% of the Advisory Centre budget and (b) four times as much as a Member in Group
IT with 2.5 units.

18. The formula would be identical to that of Model A. When the total number of
units equals 100, each unit would correspond to 1% of the budget. Applying the
notional budget of USD 4.5 million, Members in Group I would contribute 1% of the
budget (USD 45,000), Members in Group II - 2.5 % of the budget (USD 112,500),
Members in Group III - 5% of the budget (USD 225,000), Members in Group IV -
7.5 % of the budget (USD 337,500) and Members in Group V - 10% of the budget
(USD 450,000).

19. With the increase of the total number of units, the contribution of each Group
would decrease. The table below illustrates the scenarios when the total number of
units reaches 105 and 150.

UN
assessment Units Contribution Units Contribution Units Contribution

State 1 6.000 10 $ 450,000 10 $ 428,571 10 $ 300,000

State 2 3.000 Nota member Nota member 10 $ 300,000

GroupV |State 3 2.000 Nota member Nota member 10 $ 300,000
State 4 1.200 - Nota member - Nota member 10 $ 300,000

State 5 1.000 10 $ 450,000 10 $ 428,571 10 $ 300,000

State 6 0.900 - Nota member - Nota member 7.5 $ 225,000

State 7 0.800 7.5 $ 337,500 7.5 $ 321,429 7.5 $ 225,000

Gropu IV State 8 0.700 7.5 $ 337,500 7.5 $ 321,429 7.5 $ 225,000
State 9 0.500 7.5 $ 337,500 7.5 $ 321,429 7.5 $ 225,000

State 10 0.400 - Nota member - Nota member 7.5 $ 225,000

State 11 0.210 7.5 $ 337,500 7.5 $ 321,429 7.5 $ 225,000

State 12 0.190 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

State 13 0.180 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

State 14 0.080 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

Group IIl [State 15 0.050 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000
State 16 0.030 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

State 17 0.035 Nota member 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

State 18 0.021 5 $ 225,000 5 $ 214,286 5 $ 150,000

State 19 0.020 2.5 $ 112,500 2.5 $ 107,143 2.5 $ 75,000

Gropu ll State 20 0.014 2.5 $ 112,500 2.5 $ 107,143 2.5 $ 75,000
State 21 0.010 2.5 $ 112,500 2.5 $ 107,143 2.5 $ 75,000

State 22 0.003 2.5 $ 112,500 2.5 $ 107,143 2.5 $ 75,000

State 23 0.010 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 24 0.010 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 25 0.008 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 26 0.007 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

Group | State 27 0.006 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000
State 28 0.005 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 29 0.003 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 30 0.002 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 31 0.001 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

State 32 0.001 1 $ 45,000 1 $ 42,857 1 $ 30,000

17.396 100 $ 4,500,000 105 $ 4,500,000 150 $ 4,500,000

3. Model C with five groups each with a maximum percentage of contribution

20. Under Model C, each Member’s contribution is determined based on that State’s
respective assessment rate (in proportion to the sum of all of the Members’ respective
assessment rates) and not a fixed unit assigned to a Group as in Models A and B.

21. The grouping in Model B is instead used to introduce a ceiling of the contribution
to be made by a Member in that group, in other words, the maximum percentage of
the budget of the Advisory Centre that a Member would contribute.

—  Group I: LDCs (44) - Contribution capped at 1% of the AC budget

- Group II: States with assessments at or below 0.02% (excluding LDCs)
(58) > Contribution capped at 2.5% of the AC budget
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- Group III: States with assessments more than 0.02% and at or below 0.2%
(46) = Contribution capped at 5% of the AC budget

- Group IV: States with assessments more than 0.2% and at or below 1% (27)
—> Contribution capped at 7.5% of the AC budget

- Group V: States with assessments more than 1% (18) - Contribution
capped at 10% of the AC budget

22. This would mean that Members in the same group would contribute different
amounts depending on their respective assessment. For example, a Member in Group
IV with an assessment rate of 0.9 would contribute three times more than a Member
in the same group with an assessment rate of 0.3. However, both of their contributions
would be capped at 7.5% of the AC budget.

23. In the 100-unit scenario mentioned above (see para. 19 above), the outcome of
Models B and C would be the same, as each Member would be required to pay the
maximum percentage in order to cover the entirety of the Advisory Centre’s budget.

24. The contribution amount would only change when the sum of the maximum cap
of all Members exceeds 100. The following is an example of how the formula would
apply when the sum of the maximum cap is 150.

UN assessed | Assessment/ Assessment/ Assessment/ % of the
contribution total sum Maximum % total sum Maximum % total sum Maximum % budget Contribution (USD)
State 1 6.000 34.49% 10.00% 10.00%| $ 450,000
State 2 3.000 17.25% 10.00% 10.00%| $ 450,000
GroupV |State 3 2.000 11.50% 10.00% 10.00%| $ 450,000
State 4 1.200 6.90% 10.00% 13.13% 10.00% 10.00%| $ 450,000
State 5 1.000 5.75% 10.00% 10.94% 10.00% 10.00%| $ 450,000
State 6 0.900 5.17% 7.50% 9.85% 7.50% 7.50%| $ 337,500
State 7 0.800 4.60% 7.50% 8.76% 7.50% 7.50%| $ 337,500
Gropu IV State 8 0.700 4.02% 7.50% 7.66% 7.50% 7.50%| $ 337,500
State 9 0.500! 2.87% 7.50% 5.47% 7.50% 7.66% 7.50% 7.50%| $ 337,500
State 10 0.400 2.30%) 7.50% 4.38%! 7.50%) 6.12%) 7.50% 6.17% 6.17%| $ 277,778
State 11 0.210 1.21% 7.50% 2.30% 7.50% 3.22% 7.50% 3.24% 3.24%| $ 145,833
State 12 0.190 1.09% 5.00% 2.08% 5.00% 2.91%) 5.00% 2.93% 2.93%| $ 131,944
State 13 0.180 1.03% 5.00% 1.97% 5.00%] 2.76% 5.00% 2.78% 2.78%| $ 125,000
State 14 0.080! 0.46% 5.00% 0.88% 5.00% 1.22% 5.00% 1.23% 1.23%| $ 55,556
Group Ill |State 15 0.050 0.29% 5.00% 0.55% 5.00% 0.77% 5.00% 0.77% 0.77%| $ 34,722
State 16 0.030 0.17%)] 5.00% 0.33% 5.00%] 0.46% 5.00% 0.46% 0.46%| $ 20,833
State 17 0.035 0.20%] 5.00% 0.38%; 5.00%] 0.54% 5.00% 0.54% 0.54%| $ 24,305
State 18 0.021] 0.12% 5.00% 0.23% 5.00% 0.32% 5.00% 0.32% 0.32%| $ 14,583
State 19 0.020! 0.11% 2.50% 0.22% 2.50% 0.31% 2.50% 0.31% 0.31%| $ 13,889
Gropull State 20 0.014 0.08% 2.50% 0.15% 2.50%) 0.21% 2.50% 0.22% 0.22%| $ 9,722
State 21 0.010 0.06% 2.50% 0.11% 2.50%) 0.15% 2.50% 0.15% 0.15%| $ 6,944
State 22 0.003 0.02%] 2.50% 0.03%; 2.50% 0.05% 2.50% 0.05% 0.05%| $ 2,083
State 23 0.010 0.06%] 1.00% 0.11%] 1.00% 0.15% 1.00% 0.15% 0.15%| $ 6,944
State 24 0.010! 0.06% 1.00% 0.11% 1.00% 0.15% 1.00% 0.15% 0.15%| $ 6,944
State 25 0.008| 0.05% 1.00% 0.09% 1.00% 0.12% 1.00% 0.12% 0.12%| $ 5,556
State 26 0.007| 0.04% 1.00% 0.08% 1.00% 0.11% 1.00% 0.11% 0.11%| $ 4,861
Group | State 27 0.006 0.03%] 1.00% 0.07%! 1.00% 0.09% 1.00% 0.09% 0.09%| $ 4,167
State 28 0.005 0.03%] 1.00% 0.05%] 1.00% 0.08% 1.00% 0.08% 0.08%| $ 3,472
State 29 0.003| 0.02% 1.00% 0.03% 1.00% 0.05% 1.00% 0.05% 0.05%| $ 2,083
State 30 0.002 0.01%) 1.00% 0.02% 1.00% 0.03% 1.00% 0.03% 0.03%| $ 1,389
State 31 0.001 0.01%)| 1.00% 0.01%] 1.00% 0.02% 1.00% 0.02% 0.02%| $ 694
State 32 0.001] 0.01% 1.00% 0.01% 1.00% 0.02% 1.00% 0.02% 0.02%| $ 694
17.396 100.00% 150.00% 70.00% 27.50%)| 20.00% 100.00%| $ 4,499,996

25. Asnoted, each Member’s contribution is determined by its assessment rate (third
column). The proportion of a Member’s assessment rate over the sum of all Members’
assessment rates then determines the percentage of the AC budget that that Member
would contribute (fourth column). The maximum cap of 10% is applied - States 1 to
3 (fifth column). The remaining 70% of the budget is allocated in the same manner
among the rest of the Members (States 4 to 32 — sixth column). The maximum cap is
then applied - States 4 to 8§ (seventh column - 10% or 7.5% depending on which group
they belong to). The remaining 27.5% of the budget is then redistributed and the
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formula continues to apply until no Member exceeds the cap and the entirety of the
budget is allocated.

26. While this Model may be more complex than Models A and B, it could reduce
the burden of Members in Groups I to III as their respective assessment rate is used
to calculate the contribution to be made. This may also better reflect the differences
among Members in those Groups, including their economic situation and capacity to
pay. On the other hand, it is likely that Members in Group V would have to contribute
the maximum cap of 10% of the AC budget, until a substantive number of Members
join.

III. Contributions by REIOs

27. [Itisalso important to determine the amount of contribution to be made by REIOs
that are Members of the Advisory Centre and how such contributions would impact
the budget allocation of other Members.

28. At the second AC-OP meeting, two options were mentioned: (i) setting a fixed
amount as was the practice in some international organizations; or (ii) calculating the
membership contribution based on the average assessment rates of the member States
of the REIO (A/CN.9/1218, para. 33).

29. An alternative to approach (i) would be to categorize REIOs in a specific group,
for example, in Group III in Model A and Group V in Model B. This could reflect the
expectation that an REIO would contribute financially to the operation of the
Advisory Centre.

30. With regard to the approach (ii), the REIO’s contribution could be calculated
based on either the average or the median of its member States’ assessment rates. In
the case of member States of the European Union, their average assessment rate is
0.823 and the median is 0.344.% Accordingly, EU would fall under Group II in Model
A, and Group IV in Model B. Either the average or the median could be used to
calculate EU’s contribution under Model C, which would have a cap of 7.5% of the
AC budget (as it falls under Group IV).

31. An alternative to approach (ii) may be to calculate the REIO’s contribution, for
example, based on:

(a) the sum of the UN assessment rate of all its member States, regardless of
whether they are a Member of the Advisory Centre;’

(b) the sum of the UN assessment rate of its member States that are Members of
the Advisory Centre; or

(c) the sum of the UN assessment rate of its member States that are not Members
of the Advisory Centre.

IV. Budget cycle and methods of payment

32. A central element in ensuring the Centre’s sustainable operations is the design
of the budget cycle, which provides the framework for planning and monitoring
expenditures. Shorter cycles in the early years allow flexibility to adjust to changes

® The UN assessment rate of the EU Member States are as follows: Austria 0.626; Belgium 0.773;
Bulgaria: 0.071, Croatia 0.088; Cyprus 0.035, Czechia 0.344; Denmark: 0.531; Estonia 0.045;
Finland 0.386; France 3.858; Germany 5.692; Greece 0.280; Hungary 0.223; Ireland 0.472; Italy
2.813; Latvia 0.050; Lithuania 0.081; Luxembourg 0.073; Malta 0.020; Netherlands 1.298; Poland
0.831; Portugal 0.328; Romania 0.358; Slovakia 0.149; Slovenia 0.077; Spain 1.895; Sweden 0.822
7 For example, the sum of the UN assessment rates of all EU member States is 22.219.
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in membership, contributions and operational needs, while still providing
predictability for Members regarding their financial commitments (see
A/CN.9/WG.III/WP.251, para. 27; also: AC/OP/BD.11, para.24). Mechanisms
allowing to carry over surpluses into reserves (see A/CN.9/1218, para. 26) would
further strengthen stability. It should be noted that the notional budget of USD 4.5
million takes into account the need for a contingency reserve (see A/80/17, para. 192).

33. Different payment methods were considered to ensure both predictability and
inclusiveness.

—  Annual or multi-year membership dues: this method would provide
consistent income stream but would require continuous administrative
management.

—  Multi-year contributions (e.g. five to ten years): this method would ensure
stability and long-term planning, and could introduce reduced or fixed
rates in contributions to encourage such commitments.

—  One-time lump-sum contributions: this method would generate significant
upfront funding and reduce administrative burdens, though they may raise
concerns about long-term sustainability of operations and fairness between
Members.

34, To address these issues, a hybrid approach could allow Members to make larger
upfront payments from which their assessed annual contributions would be deducted,
offering flexibility while ensuring the Centre has early access to capital (see also
AC/OP/BD.11, paras. 25-28; A/CN.9/WG.III/WP.251, and A/CN.9/1161, para 100).

35. For Members facing fiscal constraints, the option of paying dues in instalments
could be considered, though this would increase the administrative workload of
tracking and managing multiple payment timelines.

36. Oversight by the Governing Committee and the Executive Director would be
essential to ensure that these arrangements are effectively managed and adjusted over
time, as foreseen in art 5(10) of the Statute. Such oversight would also ensure that
cases of non-payment by a Member State are properly addressed (see article 8(2) of
the Statute).

37. Transparency and accountability in financial reporting and governance would
further build trust among Members, support equitable participation, and enable
effective oversight, ensuring that resources are used efficiently and in line with the
Centre’s mandate (see article 8(6) of the Statute).

V. Way forward

38. Based on the deliberations on the different models of budget allocation
(including contributions by REIOs) and payment methods, the meeting participants
may wish to consider how best to reflect the appropriate financing structure in the
Statute, including in article 8(2) of the Statute, which refers to Annex IV (Scale of
Minimum Contributions). An alternative may be to suggest a financing structure,
which would eventually be embodied in the regulations to be adopted by the
Governing Committee.
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