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Introduction
· Whether the CU2 received the future CCO state from CU1 to forwards this future CCO state to the DU2?
· Whether the CU1 generates the suggested future CCO state to DU1 as assistance information?
· Whether to introduce time infor related to future CCO state?
Introduce time information related to future CCO state.
HW: The time information seems not needed for future CCO state.
E///: Separate the time infor to future CCO state and predicted CCO issue
· Whether to introduce time infor related to predicted CCO issue?

CB: # AIRAN2_CCO
- Discuss the open issues above
- Capture agreements in TP
- Draw conclusion for AI/ML based CCO use case
(moderator - Lenovo)
Summary of offline dic R3-244698
For the Chairman’s Notes

Predicted CCO Issue (including predicted affected cells/beams) from CU to DU, in the following two scenarios:
· CU1 predicts the CCO issue for DU1 and sends to DU1
· Based on the received future CCO state (including an associated coverage modification cause) from CU1, CU2 will deduce for DU2 the predicted CCO issue and affected cells/beams, and send it to DU2.
For split arch, gNB-CU sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs, together with an associated coverage modification cause.
For non-split arch, gNB sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs, together with an associated coverage modification cause.

In TP, capture whether the CU1 generates the suggested future CCO state to DU1 as assistance information is left to normative discussion. 

Future CCO state and predicted CCO issue will be provided together with timing information. 


Discussion
· Whether the CU2 received the future CCO state from CU1 to forwards this future CCO state to the DU2?

The following steps based on previous agreement are given by moderator to give an example of how it fits in the procedure:
Solution for split-architecture:
Step 0: gNB-CU predicts the CCO issue
Step 1: gNB-CU sends the predicted CCO issue to gNB-DU and timing information.
Step 2: gNB-DU generates the future coverage status based on the predicted CCO issue and other local information, whether only local information is used can be further discussed.
Step 3: gNB-DU sends the future coverage status to gNB-CU.
Step 4: gNB-CU sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs, together with an associated coverage modification cause and timing information.
Step 5: neighbour gNB CU forwards the received future coverage status to the relevant DU over F1

CATT: in legacy, the CU2 doesn’t send the CCO state from neighbor CU to DU2. Why now we need to forward the “future” CCO state. No problem in legacy, no problem now as well.
Ericsson: in legacy, the CU2 will forward the impacted beams/cells to DU2. 
Nokia: DU1 will take action on a future DU1 CCO state, while DU2 may also need to derive a future DU2 CCO state correspondingly.
Huawei: CU2 may forward as legacy the impacted beam/cell plus time information.

In legacy, the DU2 will generate CCO state based on impacted beam/cell.
Now for DU2 to generate CCO state, 
· Would it be enough to know the impacted beam/cell (optionally, plus time information),
· Or DU2 needs to know the DU1 future CCO state. 

Over F1 interface:
· [bookmark: _Hlk175065787]Predicted CCO Issue (including predicted affected cells/beams) from CU to DU

Predicted CCO Issue (including predicted affected cells/beams) from CU to DU, in the following to scenarios:
· CU1 predicts the CCO issue for DU1 and sends to DU1
· Based on the received future CCO state (including an associated coverage modification cause) from CU1, CU2 will deduce for DU2 the predicted CCO issue and affected cells/beams, and send it to DU2.


Over Xn interface:
· CU1 may send future CU1 CCO state to CU2, together with a cause IE (as in legacy) which is associated with a time information. 
· 
For split arch, gNB-CU sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs, together with an associated coverage modification cause.
For non-split arch, gNB sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs, together with an associated coverage modification cause.


· Whether the CU1 generates the suggested future CCO state to DU1 as assistance information?

Solution for split-architecture:
Step 0: gNB-CU predicts the CCO issue
Step 1: gNB-CU sends the predicted CCO issue to gNB-DU, together with suggested future CCO state .
Step 2: gNB-DU generates the future coverage status based on the predicted CCO issue and other local information, whether only local information is used can be further discussed.
Step 3: gNB-DU sends the future coverage status to gNB-CU.
Step 4: gNB-CU sends the future coverage status to neighbour gNBs.


CATT: the same logic is not supported in legacy,, the motivation remains unclear for now. 
Jio: we can rely on local gNB AI model without exchanging much prediction info between gNBs. 
QC: it is questionable how does CU generates the suggested future CCO state…

In TP, capture whether the CU1 generates the suggested future CCO state to DU1 as assistance information is left to normative discussion. 



· Whether to introduce time infor related to future CCO state?
Introduce time information related to future CCO state.
HW: The time information seems not needed for future CCO state.
E///: Separate the time infor to future CCO state and predicted CCO issue
· Whether to introduce time infor related to predicted CCO issue?

Future CCO state and predicted CCO issue will be provided together with timing information. 


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

