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1	Introduction
At the 3GPP OP MHSG#8 meeting in January it was identified that progress on Funding Model considerations should be accelerated in order to meet the completion timeline of the Study (April/2020). 
This TDoc outlines the main key issue for the Funding model and outlines some proposed next steps.
2	Considerations
It has been well established that the current voluntary funding model for hosting 3GPP meetings is not sustainable. The MHSG study (v1.4.0) already contains some initial options for a revised model. Based on these potential models and some key aspects the next steps should be determined.
2.1	Basic funding models
There have been 2 models proposed and discussed so far:
1) Funding through individual memberships within OPs; 
In this model OPs add a certain amount of ‘hosting tax’ to the yearly membership fee for each IM that has 3GPP participation rights.
2) Funding through individual delegates’ participating 3GPP meetings, aka ‘registration fee’;
In this model each participating delegate of a given 3GPP meeting pays a pre-determined registration fee in advance of the meeting. Paying this fee is a pre-requisite to registering to the meeting, and registration is pre-requisite to participation.
2.2	Key aspects 
When comparing the 2 fundamental models there are some key differences in practicality, fairness, flexibility, etc. 
Practicality/simplicity: 
It is clear that the ‘hosting tax’ model is much simpler in terms of administration. IMs pay the ‘hosting tax’ as part of their yearly membership fee, and hence this remains largely transparent. It is easy for IMs to budget these expenses in advance, for OPs to collect them and ‘earmark’ them for 3GPP meeting hosting. The hosting tax model allows OPs to undertake meeting hosting in a very similar manner as it is done today. 
Fairness 
To understand the level of fairness of these models we need to dig deeper into the details.
For the ‘hosting tax’ model the fairest way to proceed is that each Individual Membership entails the same amount of hosting tax, irrespective of which OP the IM belongs to. With 700 IMs and a 3MEUR target for yearly funds the hosting tax would come to ~4.300EUR per IM per year. With this model the smaller ‘single-IM’ companies would be hit disproportionally. This is not a desired effect given that 3GPP is trying to attract more vertical participation.
For the ‘registration fee’ model the funding of the hosting costs is proportional to the number of delegates each company sends. With current meeting numbers and participation, a weekly per-delegate fee of 300EUR would bring the yearly hosting fund to a grand total of 3MEUR. Compared to the status quo this model will bring an increase of financial demands towards almost all participating 3GPP member companies. But this increase will largely be proportional to the amount of vested interest: the larger the interest the more delegates you send, the more you need to pay, and the more you get out of your participation in terms of value.
Flexibility
We have seen a dynamic, but sometimes fluctuating growth of 3GPP meeting participation. There is a decent amount of correlations between membership growth and growth in meeting participation. One can argue that the ‘registration fee’ model is the most flexible, as it closely follows the change in meeting sizes. But given that meeting venues are booked mostly well in advance the meeting size fluctuations are not always possible to cater for in a dynamic fashion. 
All in all there is very little practical difference in the flexibility domain between the two main models.
2.3	Next steps
The crude analysis above shows there are advantages and disadvantages to both basic models. Instead of developing these basic models separately in detail a more fruitful approach may present itself if we try and combine the advantages of both into a single model. Initial components of such a combined model could be based on the following attributes:
· The hosting contribution shall be based on delegate participation. Companies’ hosting payments shall be proportional to how many delegates they send to 3GPP meetings. 
· A 3GPP member company shall be able to pay its hosting payments for a given year all at once in advance. In fact, such payment method shall be strongly preferred over per-meeting per-delegate payment. The ‘usage’ of these advance payments would then be tracked throughout the year, each time a delegate from a company attends a meeting, the registration fee is deducted from the balance of that company.  
· Per-meeting per-delegate payment shall also be possible, primarily to cater for smaller companies with in-frequent attendance. 
· The yearly meeting hosting budget shall target 3MEUR. Applying a 300EUR/delegate/meeting should provide such a yearly budget. 
· The October OP FFG in Year(X) allocates the hosting budget of Year(X+2) to the individual OPs based on a quasi-static allocation principle. OPs then proceed to look for venues using their preferred means (through sub-contractors / meeting planners / volunteer members, etc) and sign contracts within their budget.
It is proposed to develop the funding model and processes further based on the principles above. 
  
3	Proposed conclusions
[bookmark: tsgNames][bookmark: startOfAnnexes]It is proposed that the MHSG study works towards a single model as opposed to developing multiple concurrent models. The principles outlined in the document should be used as a basis for further work on funding model details and processes.
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