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Structure of the discussion: 
First round comments to be provided by Thursday the 24th at 12UTC
Second Round to focus on TPs. Second round comments to be provided by Tuesday the 1st at 13UTC
For the Chairman’s Notes
It is proposed to agree to the following:
There is no need for OAM to configure to the RAN suitable coverage combinations to support CCO
Agree to reuse the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE to allow the gNB-CU to indicate to the gNB-DU which neighbor cells have been subject to CCO actions. “maxCellingNBDU” contained in CCO Assistance Information List IE is changed into “maxAffectedCells”

No support for the beam replacement functionality over Xn for CCO in Rel17

Discussions on how to enhance the analysis of cell edge capacity problems in CCO can be left to companies´ contributions

Agree to a stage 2 description for CCO based on the LTE description in TS36.300 with the addition of including aspects of CCO coordination between neighbour nodes.

It is agreed to include the CCO Issue Detection IE as part of the Coverage Modification List IE signalled over Xn

Introduce Stage 2 descriptions in TS38.300 and TS38.401

The structure of the Stage 2 changes for TS38.300 should include sections on 
· General
· OAM requirements
· Dynamic coverage configuration changes
· MRO

Include in the stage 2 description that when a CCO indication is received, this can be used by the receiving RAN node to take a matching CCO configuration

Agree to following TPs:
· TP to TS38.401 in R3-222752
· TP to TS38.423 in R3-222756
· TP to TS38.473 in R3-222811
· TP to TS38.300 in R3-222729
The inclusion of the CCO Issue Detection over Xn signalling should be discussed in future meetings





Second Round Discussion
Companies are invited to provide their views on whether the CCO Issue Detection IE (ENUMERATED (coverage, cell edge capacity ...)) should be signalled as part of the Coverage Modification List IE signalled over Xn
	Company
	Yes, No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The agreements taken on reusing the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE to allow the gNB-CU to indicate to the gNB-DU which neighbor cells have been subject to CCO actions, imply that the CCO Issue Detection IE needs also to be signalled over Xn

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think this is useful

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	We don’t understand why this is needed. 
The Coverage Modification List is already included in the XnAP BLCR. We haven’t discuss how to detect the cell edge capacity issue e.g. whether it is detected by the neighbor node directly or the neighbor get it from the peer via Xn.
We prefer to have more discussion at next meeting on this (seems no discussion on this in first round).

	ZTE2
	
	After checking the details, the comment from Samsung seems reasonable. It is a little bit strange to include the CCO Issue Detection IE with “cell edge capacity” in the Coverage Modification List IE. As Samsung mentioned, we haven’t discussed the capacity issue over Xn, and we prefer to focus on the coverage issue over Xn.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Samsung and ZTE 

	Ericsson
	
	We do not understand the comments on capacity issue detection. A gNB-CU has the possibility of determining that one or more UEs are close to cell border, by means of neighbour cell measurements. The gNB-CU is also able to check from RRM measurements whether DL capacity is impacted by cross cell interference (e.g. via RSRQ). It is therefore possible for the gNB-CU to determine that at least in DL there are capacity issues and for that gNB-CU can trigger a CCO action.
Furthermore, the CCO Issue Detection IE is mandatory in the Coverage Modification List IE, so how to we reuse the Coverage Modification List IE to indicate CCO changes in neighbour cells if the CCO Issue Detection IE is not received over Xn?



Conclusions:
3 companies support that the CCO Issue Detection IE (ENUMERATED (coverage, cell edge capacity ...)) should be signalled as part of the Coverage Modification List IE signalled over Xn 
3 Companies prefer not to signal it.

The moderator points out that, if we want to reuse the Coverage Modification List IE (which contains a mandatory CCO Issue Detection IE) also to indicate CCO changes in neighbour cells, then the gNB-CU needs to receive the CCO Issue Detection IE also over Xn.
In light of the abovfe, and keeping in mind this is the last meeting before closure of the WI, the following is proposed:

It is agreed to include the CCO Issue Detection IE as part of the Coverage Modification List IE signalled over Xn


Companies are invited to provide their views on which Stage 2 specifications should be impacted
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We believe that stage 2 descriptions should be added for TS38.300 (non split RAN) and TS38.401 (split RAN). We do not think it is needed to add a stage 2 description to other TSs.

	Huawei
	We think TP for 38.470 is needed. The text is very simple. Compare with similar text in this TS.-We just need to add something simple (from R3-221833):
For coverage and capacity optimisation, the gNB-CU may send information about identified issues and the gNB-DU responds with any updates of the configuration. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	We share Ericsson’s view.

	ZTE
	Share the view with Ericsson, TS 38.300 and TS 38.401 are enough, there is no need for TS 38.470.

	Samsung
	Share the view with Ericsson, DT and ZTE.

	Nokia
	Share the view with Ericsson, DT, ZTE and Samsung



Conclusion:
There is a majority supporting stage 2 impact for TS38.300 and TS38.401. the following is proposed:

Introduce Stage 2 descriptions in TS38.300 and TS38.401

Companies are invited to provide their views on whether the structure of the stage 2 description should reflect one similar to the TP to 38.300 in R3-221833, namely where the following subsections are established:
· General
· OAM requirements
· Dynamic coverage configuration changes

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The structure is ok

	Huawei
	We should add MRO to the list. It is anyway clear that MRO actions (restore state) should be included as in LTE. The compensation is another action not directly MRO 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Structure is fine with us. Ok to add MRO.

	ZTE
	Fine with this structure.

	Samsung
	Agree with HW, DT to add MRO.

	Nokia
	Agree with the above, including MRO.



Conclusion:
There is unanimous agreement to structure the stage 2 is sections and to add MRO to the list of sections.
The following is proposed:
The structure of the Stage 2 changes for TS38.300 should include sections on 
· General
· OAM requirements
· Dynamic coverage configuration changes
· MRO


The following agreement was taken:
Agree to a stage 2 description for CCO based on the LTE description in TS36.300 with the addition of including aspects of CCO coordination between neighbour nodes.
In order to reflect such agreement the following was proposed in the first round of discussions, which biuilds on the stage 2 description from LTE:
“[…] The indicator may be used at the receiving NG-RAN node to adjust the functions of the Mobility Robustness Optimisation, e.g. by using the indicator to retrieve a previously stored Mobility Robustness Optimisation state, or to adopt matching CCO configurations. […]”
Companies are invited to provide their view on the above proposal.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The proposal is ok

	Huawei
	This is OK

	Deutsche Telekom
	Fine with us.
Minor editorial comment: Should we write out CCO in the text as in the text before Mobile Robustness Optimization is used instead of MRO?

	ZTE
	Agree

	Samsung
	OK

	Nokia
	OK 



Conclusions:
All companies are ok with including in Stage 2 text that the CCO indication may also be used to adopt matching configurations at the receiving node
The following is proposed:
Include in the stage 2 description that when a CCO indication is received, this can be used by the receiving RAN node to take a matching CCO configuration


Please provide draft TPs for review in the draft folder
First Round Discussion 
During the past RAN3 meetings many agreements were taken on CCO. 
The agreements are listed below:

E-UTRAN CCO function should be considered as baseline for NG-RAN CCO solution for dynamic coverage changes with an index-based solution for coverage switching among deployment options
In NG-RAN scenario, a NG-RAN node may send to a neighbor NG-RAN node a coverage modification list which includes deployment related information concerning the serving cells
Exchange at least NG-RAN CGI, Cell Coverage State, Cell Deployment Status Indicator, Cell Replacing Info in NG-RAN NODE CONFIGURATION UPDATE message over Xn for coverage modification
DU signals to CU coverage related configuration information. Whether to include SSB beam information (on top of cell info) is FFS.
CSI-RS based beam coverage tuning is an optimization and is not covered as part of NR CCO for Rel-17
The above WA supersedes the following WA “WA: DU makes the final decision on which coverage configuration to use (since the DU is the only one who knows the resource situation)”
A RAN node receiving an indication of a CCO configuration change from a neighbour/connected RAN node, may be free to take matching CCO actions and signal the result of such actions to its neighbour/connected RAN nodes. 
So far, the identified CCO use cases include the cell edge capacity, coverage, FFS on other use cases.
The gNB-CU signals to the gNB-DU at least the type of issue (e.g., coverage, cell edge capacity) and the cells affected by it over F1
A RAN node receiving an indication of a CCO configuration change from a connected RAN node, may be free to take matching CCO actions based on some assistance provided by the OAM, if any. The RAN node signals the result of such actions to its connected RAN nodes. OAM assistance may consist of configuration parameters limitations. It is FFS whether the OAM provides alternative/suitable coverage configurations to the RAN.
WA: gNB-CU does not provide CCO coverage modification suggestions to the gNB-DU. Such agreement may be revisited when a decision on alternative/suitable coverage configurations from OAM is taken.
The optional presence of an SSB Beam Coverage State per SSB beam, as part of the information signalled by a gNB-DU/RAN node to notify of a change of CCO coverage state.
Capacity issue reporting from gNB-DU to gNB-CU is not needed. Resolving capacity issues at the gNB-DU can be done either locally, by means of implementation, or via existing standardized mechanisms (e.g. Load Reporting)
RAN3#114bis-e:
A CCO solution for the NG-RAN can be based on OAM configurations of boundary ranges (e.g. min/max values) for parameters that the NG-RAN can modify to achieve a CCO action
It is agreed that the tabular structure in R3-221416 can be taken as baseline for a TP to TS38.473. The structure should be added to the gNB-CU Configuration Update.
Signalling of Azimuth Angle, Tilt Angle, Horizontal Beam Width, Vertical Beam Width as part of the CCO beam coverage status information is not needed
No need for signalling information such as RSRQ level per cell/beam and a CCO configuration update recommendation “reduce interference,…” from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU
Enhancements on UL/DL measurements exchange are not pursued in Rel17
Agree that the OAM configures the NG-RAN with Alternative Coverage Configurations, namely with the set of parameters defining the Cell/Beam configuration corresponding to each Cell/Beam Coverage State. Boundary ranges define the range of configuration changes for each alternative coverage configuration.
Agree to turn the following WA into an agreement:
gNB-CU does not provide CCO coverage modification suggestions to the gNB-DU. Such agreement may be revisited when a decision on alternative/suitable coverage configurations from OAM is taken.
During RAN3-114bis-e the following points were identified for further discussion:
Do companies see a need to signal neighbour Cell/Beam Coverage State values form the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU?
If the answer to 1) is “no”, how should the gNB-DU deduce the Cell/Beam Coverage State of neighbour cells/beams and therefore adapt its cell/beam coverage to it?

Discussion on signalling of neighbour Cell/Beam Coverage State values form the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU  
In [2] the following is proposed:
· OAM may provide a binding or informative list of suitable coverage combinations to be used with coverage configurations of cells in neighbour nodes.
· gNB-CU may be configured with the suitable coverage combinations and may in that case send a set of proposed coverage configurations to the gNB-DU
As a consequence, [2] proposes to signal, from gNB-CU to gNB-DU a “CCO Recommendation”, which consists of a recommended CCO Coverage State value from that the gNB-DU may adopt.
[3] seems to also rely on the assumption that the OAM configures suitable coverage combinations to the gNB-CU and that the gNB-CU signals to the gNB-DU a recommended Cell Coverage State value per cell, which the gNB-DU may adopt.
The moderator would like to highlight that, in previous RAN3 agreements the following was captured:
gNB-CU does not provide CCO coverage modification suggestions to the gNB-DU. Such agreement may be revisited when a decision on alternative/suitable coverage configurations from OAM is taken.
In light of the above, companies are invited to provide their view on whether the OAM needs to configure suitable coverage combinations at the RAN, namely rules of the type of:
· If Cell 1 adopts CCO Config 1, then Cell 2 adopts CCO Config 2
· If Cell 1 adopts CCO Config 2, then Cell 2 adopts CCO Config 2
· …
	Company
	Needed, not needed
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Not Needed
	A solution for RAN centric CCO does not need the OAM to provide suitable coverage combinations to the RAN.
Suitable coverage combinations imply a strict OAM control over a RAN centric CCO function. We note that the centralized CCO function developed by SA5 allows for strict OAM control for CCO changes. We do not see the benefit of replicating that function in RAN3.
The gNB-DU can learn about neighbour cells coverage by analysing e.g. Successful HO Reports (containing L3 neighbour cell measurements), RLF Reports (containing L3 neighbour cell measurements), RACH Reports, L1 measurements. With that the gNB-DU can learn how the coverage changed in its surrounding and adapt accordingly without assistance from other systems.


	Samsung
	
	We think this issue can be left to SA5. There is no impact on RAN3.
E.g. the following are suitable configurations decided by OAM
SuitCovComb
>Cell1/Conf1 – Cell2/Conf2
>Cell/Conf2 – Cell2/conf2
In this case, if the DU receives that Cell2 is in Conf2, the DU can decides whether it will/can configure Conf1. So this suitable configuration can be configured to the relevant DUs directly. There is no need to configure the information to the CU, then let CU controls DUs.

	Qualcomm
	Probably no
	Probably not needed. We already have alternative coverage configurations and CCO parameters range provided by OAM.
Also, similar view as Samsung – why can’t the OAM configure suitable coverage configurations directly to gNB-DU if at all? (Similar to alternative coverage configurations)

	Lenovo
	Not needed
	Same view as Samsung that the OAM may directly configure suitable coverage configurations to gNB-DU. 

	Huawei
	Needed
	We think this is needed in order for operator to have stricter control of interactions between nodes (if he wish to). An operator may also choose not to configure this and leave this decisions up to RAN.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Not needed
	Alternative coverage configurations should be already available in DU via OAM which should allow also to define suitable combinations across cells. 

	ZTE
	Not needed
	Agree with the majority, the current alternative coverage configuration is enough.

	NEC
	Not needed
	OAM provides boundary ranges, not exact configurations.

	Nokia
	Needed
	It seems clear that coverage modifications must be done in a coordinated manner. Also, we believe on our side that improvised learning at the gNB-DU would create risk of coverage holes. Several companies mention that the OAM may today configure suitable coverage configurations to the gNB-DU. But it is also clear that the gNB-DU is not aware of neighbour relations between cells (these are discovered by the gNB-CU based on UE measurements during the ANR process and further learned via Xn signalling), so suitable coverage combinations can't be configured to the gNB-DU. It also seems to us that, although RAN3 is targeting RAN centric CCO solution, most companies see need to enable the operator to guarantee operation of this solution via OAM configuration (but even if enabled by the specification, whether to provide such configuration would be up to the operator, hence optional).    
So we believe that the proposal is needed to enable required coordination for coverage adaptation for both use cases - i.e. optimize coverage (e.g. mitigate RLFs) and capacity driven use case (detected at the DU side). 
Still, as earlier discussed, capacity driven coverage adaptation may not be needed in NR, instead mMIMO and CoMP are better alternatives.
So to us the question boils down to whether we will support coverage optimization (e.g. for the purpose of mitigating RLFs) in Rel-17 CCO. 



Conclusion: 
7 Companies believe there is no need for configuration at the RAN of suitable coverage combinations
2 Companies think that there is a need for OAM to configure suitable coverage combinations at the gNB-CU
On the basis of this, the following is proposed:
There is no need for OAM to configure to the RAN suitable coverage combinations to support CCO


Companies are invited to provide their view on whether the gNB-CU should signal a CCO Coverage State value recommendation per cell to the gNB-DU
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	For the reasons explained above, CCO Coverage State recommendations from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU are not needed.


	Samsung
	No
	If the OAM will decide the suitable configurations, the information can be directly configured to the DU as explained above.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same view as Samsung

	Lenovo
	No
	Same view as Samsung

	Huawei
	Yes
	This depends on whether the previously discussed configuration is agreed and whether the operator has selected to configure this. If this is configured to the gNB-CU, the gNB CU is able to provide recommendations to the gNB-DU. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	For reasons see feedback to the question before. 

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with the majority, there is no need to signal the CCO coverage state recommendation from gNB-CU to gNB-DU.

	NEC
	No
	gNB-DU adapts coverage within the boundaries set by OAM.

	Nokia
	Yes
	As we explain above, suitable coverage combinations must be decided at the gNB-CU level which is the only entity having full view of neighbour relationships. So the gNB-DU will need a CCO Coverage State value recommendation per cell from the gNB-CU.



Conclusion:
7 companies believe there is no need for the gNB-CU to signal a CCO Coverage State value recommendation per cell to the gNB-DU
2 companies thinks that gNB-CU should signal a CCO Coverage State value recommendation per cell to the gNB-DU, if suitable coverage combinations have been configured at the gNB-CU
On the basis of this, the following is proposed:
There is no need for gNB-CU to signal a CCO Coverage State value recommendation per cell to the gNB-DU to support CCO



In [4] and [5] it is proposed to re-use the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE, signalled from gNB-CU to gNB-DU in F1: GNB-CU CONFIGURATION UPDATE, to indicate to the gNB-DU that neighbour cells have been affected by CCO changes. [4] proposes amendments to the semantics of the IE of the kind of:

9.3.1.x2	Affected Cells and Beams
This IE includes a list of cells and/or SS/PBCH block indexes affected by the detected CCO issue.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Affected Cell List
	
	1 .. < maxCellingNBDU>
	
	

	>NG-RAN CGI
	M
	
	9.2.3.25
	If the NG-RAN CGI is served by the gNB-DU, the IE indicates cells for which a CCO issue needs to be resolved.
If the NG-RAN CGI is not served by the gNB-DU, the IE indicates a cell not controlled by the gNB-DU and subject to CCO actions.

	>Affected SSB List
	
	0..<maxnoofSSBAreas>
	
	

	>>SSB Index
	M
	
	INTEGER (0..63)
	



Companies are invited to provide their view on whether the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE can be used to allow the gNB-CU to signal to the gNB-DU of neighbor cells that have been subject to CCO actions. 
	Company
	Feasible/Not Feasible
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Feasible
	As explained above, the gNB-DU can learn about the changes that occurred in eighbor cells coverage. Reusing the CCO Assistance Information List IE allows the gNB-CU to point to the gNB-DU the cells affected by CCO changes and the reason for such change. The gNB-DU can therefore focus its analysis on coverage changes for such cells.


	Samsung
	Feasible
	If using CCO Assistance Information List IE to signal to the gNB-DU of neighbor cells, it’s better to change “maxCellingNBDU” to e.g. “maxAffectedCells”. With this change, it can be understand the affected cells include not only the cells in this DU but also the affected cells in the neighbor.

	Qualcomm
	Feasible
	OK to reuse the same structure for served cells and neighboring cells

	Lenovo
	Feasible
	

	Huawei
	Feasible, but …
	Although we think this has limited value we are OK to add this. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Feasible
	We are also fine with Samsung’s proposal on renaming of “maxCellingNBDU” to make the definition of the IE clearer.

	ZTE
	Feasible
	Fine to reuse the structure, and Samsung’s comment needs to be considered.

	NEC
	Feasible
	It is beneficial for gNB-CU to inform gNB-DU about cells with CCO issues.

	Nokia
	Feasible but doesn't serve any purpose
	Not sure why this would not be feasible, but maybe the moderator wanted to ask if the gNB-DU can use this information. The signalling will only make sense for the gNB-DU if on top the full neighbour relation info is transferred from CU to DU, but it is too late to analyze that approach for Rel-17.



Conclusion:
The moderator understands that all companies believe it is feasible that the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE is used to let the gNB-CU to indicate to the gNB-DU which neighbor cells have been subject to CCO actions.
In order to reuse CCO Assistance Information List IE a number of companies suggest that the “maxCellingNBDU” is changed into “maxAffectedCells”
In light of the above, the following is proposed:
Agree to reuse the already endorsed CCO Assistance Information List IE to allow the gNB-CU to indicate to the gNB-DU which neighbor cells have been subject to CCO actions. “maxCellingNBDU” contained in CCO Assistance Information List IE is changed into “maxAffectedCells”
Discussion on Cell/Beam Replacement Functionality
While all companies seem to agree that signalling to support the cell replacement functionality needs to be in place over the XnAP, there are diverging views on whether signalling to support the beam replacement functionality should be specified. 
Namely, the discussion is on whether the following IEs should be kept or removed in the XnAP signalling supporting CCO:
	>>SSB Deployment Status Indicator(FFS)
	O
	
	ENUMERATED(pre-change-notification, ©)
	Indicates the SSB Coverage State is planned to be used at the next reconfiguration.
	–
	

	>>SSB Replacing Info(FFS)
	C-ifSSBDeploymentStatusIndicatorPresent
	
	
	
	–
	

	>>>Replacing SSB Beams
	
	0 .. <maxnoofSSBAreas>
	
	
	–
	

	>>>>SSB Index
	
	
	INTEGER (0..63)
	Identifier of a SSB beam that may replace all or part of the coverage of the SSB beam to be modified.
	–
	



Companies are invited to provide their view on whether the Ies supporting the beam replacement functionality should be included to the Xn signalling in support for CCO
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	We believe we can simplify the solution if we do not include these IEs. This would not imply a loss of functionality because eighbor relations are not based on beams


	Samsung
	No
	The same reason as we commented online at last meeting.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with E///

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with E///

	Huawei
	No
	Agree with E///

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	See comments of companies before.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We think this provides the flexibility to adjust the beam within the cell for the NG-RAN node.

	Nokia
	No
	Doesn't seem needed at this stage.



Conclusion:

7 companies believe that it is not needed to support the beam replacement functionality over Xn for CCO
1 company believes such functionality should be supported
In light of the above, the following is proposed:
No support for the beam replacement functionality over Xn for CCO in Rel17
Discussion on UL/DL measurements exchange and Capacity Problems
In [1] the following agreement is quoted:
Enhancements on UL/DL measurements exchange are not pursued in Rel17
On the basis of that, [1] argues that UL/DL measurements are an important aspect for the analysis of cell edge capacity problems and in light of that it proposes to agree to continue discussion on how to address cell edge capacity problems in Release 18.
Companies are invited to provide their view on whether RAN3 should continue discussions on how to address cell edge capacity problems in Release 18.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We acknowledge the fact that extra measurements may enhance the CCO function. However, the CCO function would work even without such measurements. The matter is therefore one of optimization and that should not be a trigger to mandate work in Rel18. We propose this topic to be left to companies contributions in the future.


	Qualcomm
	Leave it to company contributions in Rel-18

	Lenovo
	Agree with E///

	Huawei
	Agree with E///

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree that this is an optimization that can be handled within Rel-18.

	ZTE
	Agree with E///, at least, this optimization is not needed in Release 17.

	NEC
	We believe that R17 CCO solution is focused on coverage issues and does not provide solution for cell edge capacity issue. 
Based on this, in order to have complete solution, solutions for cell edge capacity issue should be considered in R18.

	Nokia
	We tend to agree that root cause analysis for capacity issues will be insufficient with measurements available in Rel-17. Currently available UE-related information will typically be limited to event-triggered RRC measurements. We believe that configuration of periodic UE radio measurements (which could help in the current situation) is not a realistic solution due to UE battery consumption, so we agree that the current solution for cell edge capacity is incomplete.



Conclusion:
6 companies believe that discussions on how to enhance the analysis of cell edge capacity problems can be left to companies´ contributions
1 company believes that such discussion should be taken in Rel18
1 company believes that the current solution for cell edge capacity is incomplete
In light of the above, the following is proposed:
[bookmark: _Hlk96610330]Discussions on how to enhance the analysis of cell edge capacity problems can be left to companies´ contributions

Discussion on Stage 2 description
It is noted that most stage 2 descriptions are a near identical copy of the LTE stage 2 for CCO. For example, most descriptions reuse the following formulation from TS36.300:

[…] The indicator may be used at the receiving NG-RAN node to adjust the functions of the Mobility Robustness Optimisation, e.g. by using the indicator to retrieve a previously stored Mobility Robustness Optimisation state. […]
It should be noted that discussions on CCO for 5G have been different from those in LTE. At least the aspect of signalling an indication of CCO changes (by means of a CCO Coverage State) has been also justified for the purpose of coordination of CCO actions between neighbour RAN nodes.
Companies are invited to provide their view on whether the stage 2 description should also include aspects of CCO coordination between neighbour nodes.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	It would be beneficial to mention aspects concerning inter node CCO coordination. One simple formulation could be the following:
“[…] The indicator may be used at the receiving NG-RAN node to adjust the functions of the Mobility Robustness Optimisation, e.g. by using the indicator to retrieve a previously stored Mobility Robustness Optimisation state, or to adopt matching CCO configurations. […]”


	Samsung
	Similar description as in LTE are needed for TS38.300. On top of that, the new agreed function could be added.

	Lenovo
	Agree to add CCO coordination between neighbor nodes in stage 2. 

	Huawei
	For 38.300
- We think CCO deserves a separate section, 
- OAM requirements are needed
- MRO impactshall be described (like LTE)
- we are fine to add the ability to compensate, but this should added separately from MRO functionality see [2]
For a complete solution, we also need to add to:
· 38.470
· 38.401
We also proposed to add the CCO issue on Xn to indicate the reason for change and would welcome a chance to discuss this.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree to have a similar text as in LTE for St2 extended by a description on relevant actions for CCO adaptation and info exchange including OAM requirements.

	ZTE
	Agree to include the description of CCO coordination between NG-RAN nodes. In addition, the OAM requirements should also be included.

	NEC
	We believe that coordination between NG-RAN nodes for the purpose of CCO is beneficial.

	Nokia
	The approach of separate section in TS 38.300 is fine for the purpose of being future proof. At this stage MRO impacts need to be described (similar to LTE). Solution for cell-edge capacity mitigation based on coverage adaptation is incomplete (can't realistically be used in split architecture as per discussion) so should not be included in stage 2 in this release. For coverage optimization use case, it is then a question whether we can reach consensus on OAM requirements in particular in split architecture. 



Conclusions:

A majority of companies agrees that a stage 2 description for CCO shall be based on the LTE description in TS36.300 with the addition of including aspects of CCO coordination between neighbour nodes
One company proposes to adopt a stage 2 descriptions in multiple specifications , i.e. 38.300, 38.401, 38.470 and to split the stage 2 description in the following sections/parts:
- OAM requirements 
- MRO impact
- Ability to compensate

In light of the above, the following is proposed:
Agree to a stage 2 description based on the LTE description in TS36.300 with the addition of including aspects of CCO coordination between neighbour nodes.
For second round:
Discuss how to structure the stage 2 discussion in different sections/parts and what specifications to impact
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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