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1
Introduction

In the last meeting, RAN3 produced a WA and some open issues:

	WA: DU makes the final decision on which coverage configuration to use (since the DU is the only one who knows the resource situation)
Issue 1: In LTE, it OAM defines a set of alternative coverage configurations to be used for cells served by a node. Does this apply also for NR?

Issue2: If one node modifies the coverage of one or more cells, a neighbor node may also adjust the coverage of one or more cells. Is there any limitations e.g. that the node shall not reduce the aggregated coverage of his served cells? If not, is there any additional configuration from OAM needed to support this or are the involved nodes completely free to adjust (keeping in mind any limitations from Issue 1 above)?

Issue 3: For F1, the CU is providing assistance information to the DU and the DU makes the final decision on which coverage configuration to use (since the DU is the only one who knows the resource situation), but is the CU to be involved by e.g, proposing/deciding coverage configurations to the gNB DU? 


In the paper we discuss the issues and provide a TP. 
2
Discussion
2.1
Coverage configurations by OAM for NR

In the last meeting, 2 solutions are proposed for coverage configurations: OAM-based, RAN-centric. 
Coverage issues are very important for Operators. OAM-based solution provides direct methods to adjust coverage status to avoid possible coverage issues and ensure the control for coverage in some situations, e.g. when other solutions cannot work. And it works well in LTE. So it’s reasonable to apply OAM-based solutions for NR.

Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree OAM-based solution. 

2.2
CCO coordination between nodes

For the issue, we don’t see the additional requirements, e.g. some special configurations from OAM to support it. We prefer that the involved nodes completely free to adjust its configuration.
Proposal 2: The nodes are free to adjust its configuration for CCO coordination. 

2.3
Whether CU should provide the recommended coverage configuration to DU

In the offline discussion of the last meeting, 2 options are raised for the issue about which node make decision how to perform CCO optimization in the disaggregated case: 
Option A: gNB-CU detects the issue and send gNB-DU with some assistance information e.g, proposing/deciding coverage configurations
Option B: gNB-CU detects the issue, and gNB-DU decides what coverage configuration to choose
We prefer option B. 

gNB-CU can detect the coverage problem e.g. based on UE measurement report in RLF Report and indicate the problem to the gNB-DU. But gNB-CU has no information on the coverage related configuration. So it cannot propose any valuable recommendation. 
It should be decided by gNB-DU how to make the CCO optimization.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree Option B. 

2.4
Stage-2 descriptions

The current CCO mechanism is used to transfer coverage reconfigurations from a base station to its neighbors. The information can be used by the receiving node to adjust its MRO functions, e.g. retrieving a previously stored MRO state or avoiding the incorrect handover decision to reduce the potential connection or re-establishment failure. 

Different cell states can be exchanged between base stations. Every cell state may correspond with a specific SSB configuration. Thus, when different cell status is sent to its neighbours, the neighbours should associate a cell status with a specific SSB configuration, and it means the neighbours can get SSB state information implicitly.
Since the cell coverage state can already represent the configuration and coverage of the SSB, it doesn't need an independent SSB coverage state. So we think beam related information is unnecessary to be included in CCO signalling over Xn.

Observation: Cell coverage state already takes beam configuration into account. Independent beam coverage state is not needed in Xn signalling.
The corresponding TP is provided in another paper [1].
Proposal 4: RAN3 to agree the TP for CCO. 

3
Conclusions
We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree OAM-based solution. 

Proposal 2: The nodes are free to adjust its configuration for CCO coordination. 

Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree Option B. 

Observation: Cell coverage state already takes beam configuration into account. Independent beam coverage state is not needed in Xn signalling.

Proposal 4: RAN3 to agree the TP for CCO. 
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