[bookmark: _gjdgxs]TSDSI recommendations for the funding proposals
Introduction
The three buckets in which we are having discussion are as follows:
Management of funds:
Management per OPs: The fund collected by central authority will be equally distributed among the OPs willing to organize the event and after that each OPs will manage the budget. The OPs will be free to generate additional resources through sponsorship over the above budget.
Calculating funding needs:
Budgeted by each OPs and consolidated by central authority: The funding needs shall be submitted by each of the OPs and then the consolidated amount will be generated by the central unit.
Raising funds:
This shall be collected by the central authority from the IMs through OPs and additional delegates per IM may be charged extra.
We will thus need to make it viable for the companies to attend especially encourage SME/Startups 
DISCUSSION:
For efficient discussion, based on the submitted contributions (and views by email), 
I try to summarize the proposals from management and funding perspective, as analyzed in the ETSI contribution shared.
Please note that summary would be incorrect, so check if my understanding is correct.
After introducing each contribution briefly, we could discuss the table to see if we can narrow down the options.
A summary of the proposals
	Management
	Funding (collection)

	
	payment per OP
(Option A)
	payment per delegate (Option B)
	Voluntary basis

	Central management
	ETSI (014)
ATIS(b): extend this to encompass the hosting (email)
	Delegate pays to play (5.3.2)
	 

	
	RAN chair (018) : combine the advantages of both models
	 

	Per OP
	Hosting Tax (5.3.1)
SA chair (013) : fairness can be achieved by structuring the tax
	 
	Current funding model
ATIS(a): modify this to force mandatory contributions(email)


 Please also note Criteria for funding model (from clause 4.3):
O Equality: all IMs should take a fair share in the hosting costs. (Fairness)
O Transparency: hosting budgetary matters are transparent to all IMs.
O Accountability: important for IMs’ own yearly budgeting.
O Predictability: important for IMs’ own yearly budgeting.
 Conclusions
Given the focus TSDSI and most other geographies have on SMEs/ start-ups for enlarging participation to new members we would like to propose
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]One/two delegate per IM per meeting should be accommodated free of charge.
2. Any additional delegates from IMs would have to pay the registration fees as proposed.
