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The MHSG is currently working on preparing a plan for 2024 face to face meetings. Two options have been suggested as shown in the table below. The MHSG has assumed that “Plan A” is the default, but will be guided by the PCG/OP.
	Meeting
	Plan A
(6 F2F WGs, 4 F2F TSGs)
	Plan B
(4 F2F WGs, 2 F2F TSGs)

	Feb (WG)
	F2F
	F2F

	Mar (TSG)
	F2F
	F2F

	April (WG)
	F2F
	Electronic

	May (WG)
	F2F
	F2F

	June (TSG)
	F2F
	Electronic

	Aug (WG)
	F2F
	F2F

	Sept (TSG)
	F2F
	F2F

	Oct (WG)
	F2F
	Electronic

	Nov (WG) 
	F2F
	F2F

	Dec (TSG) 
	F2F
	Electronic



Plan A advantages:
· Larger number of F2F meetings will help progress work.
Plan B advantages:
· Hosting costs for plan A will be large in current environment.
· Many companies want to reduce travel costs and CO2 emissions implying more electronic working in 3GPP. Plan B would support that.
· The 2024 environment has many uncertainties and therefore it is better not to “over plan” F2F meetings.
Once a plan is agreed it seems likely that meetings in 2024 will follow that plan, and therefore 3GPP should try and “right size” the number of face-to-face meetings. ATIS is concerned that plan A has more face-to-face meetings than necessary, but that plan B may not have sufficient face-to-face meetings to allow productive work in some groups. 
Rather have all working groups have the same number of face-to-face meetings ATIS believes that the plan should be refined to take account of different working group situations. The goal should be to have a refined plan that is less travel-intensive than Plan A and uses the expensive face-to-face meeting time where it is most productive. In this plan, the electronic meetings should be used to help prepare for face-to-face meetings.
Therefore, ATIS proposes that:
1. The TSG leaders are asked to review Plan A and Plan B and develop and intermediate proposal that has fewer face-to-face meetings than Plan A by prioritising which when particular groups most benefit from face-to-face meetings.
2. The new proposal should:
a. Propose which sets of TSG meetings should be face to face (e.g. considering the meetings needed for release prioritization and release approval)
b. For each set of WG meetings shown in the plan indicate which WGs should meet face-to-face (e.g. considering the work load, release cycle and working style of each WG)
3. The proposal should be submitted to PCG/OP for approval 
