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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]The Subsequent Conditional PSCell Addition or Change (Subsequent CPAC) has been standardized during Rel-18 [1]. The solution supports an early preparation of future subsequent conditional changes, i.e. both the UE and the candidate nodes keep their conditional configurations after the cell change in order to reduce the signalling overhead and strengthen mobility robustness. On the other hand, the classical CPAC releases the preparations and configurations of the candidates that were not selected after the handover, which might have the advantage that only those candidates are prepared that relevant for each change and resources are not blocked longer than needed.
SON/MRO enhancements for the subsequent CPAC have been requested in WID [2] (see excerpt).
- MRO enhancement for R18 mobility mechanisms, including, Lower layer triggered mobility (LTM), CHO with candidate SCGs, subsequent CPAC [RAN3, RAN2]:

Finding a SON method that identifies those cell changes where subsequent CPAC outperforms the classic approach is discussed in this paper.
2	Discussion
Depending on the deployment situation (cells or a cell layout) in combination with the UE movement through it, either classic or subsequent CPAC would be the preferred method. Since planning tools based on empirical propagation models are not able to predict shadowing and over-shooters in that detail that mobility type can be decided, a SON method might be helpful to apply the right method.
Let’s assume that for a UE served in PSCell 1 three potential candidate target cells are to be prepared (say PSCell 2, 3 and 4), and UE is configured by means of RRCReconfiguration w/ sync message including the condConfig parameters for those 3 envisaged target cells. 
In case of Subsequent CPAC, also all further potential subsequent condConfig measurement settings are to be requested to configure the UE in advance. In case of classic CPC, the UE is prepared for the first hop with following three condConfig using the A3-event, for instance: A3(P1->P2), A3(P1->P3), A3(P1->P4). However, in case of subsequent CPAC, the UE is also configured with further following condConfig events for the potential subsequent hops:
· from PSCell 2: A3(P2->P1), A3(P2->P3), A3(P2->P4)
· from PSCell 3: A3(P3->P1), A3(P3->P2), A3(P3->P4)
· from PSCell 4: A3(P4->P1), A3(P4->P2), A3(P4->P3)
Let’s further assume that UE chooses PSCell 4 for conditional cell change. In case of classic CPC, the handover preparations of PSCell 2, 3 are released by sending SgNB Release Request messages to the corresponding nodes, and the UE is newly configured with default measurement which will trigger another CPC preparation. Another immediate CPC execution would be not possible, since UE has to go through the preparation phase before HO can be executed, which is disadvantage of the classic CPC. The advantage is, however, that blocked resources in unused target cells are freed, if they are not as potential candidates for the time being.
In the case of Subsequent CPAC, the handover preparations of PSCell 2, 3 are retained and the previously serving PSCell 1 may even be prepared as candidate target of the current serving PSCell 4. UE activates the condConfig for PSCell 4: A3(P4->P1), A3(P4->P2), A3(P4->P3) for the conditional autonomous HO execution, while deactivating the former conditional execution criterion for PSCell 1. The advantage is that an immediate UE autonomous HO execution for fast subsequent cell changes is possible. However, if such an immediate cell change is not needed, the resource blockage resulting from the prepared and unused candidate cells can be seen as disadvantage, as well as the increased UE memory needed because of the numerous condConfig options for each potential future hop. Obviously, there are disputable pros and cons for two methods CPAC methods (classical vs. subsequent) which depend on dedicated cell layout situations. In case of fast subsequent cell changes the “Subsequent CPAC” is the preferred method.
Observation: Depending on the cell deployment and UE mobility, usage of either CPAC or S-CPAC may result in more efficient resource utilisation in involved cells.
Since optimal method cannot be planned and the WID foresees the “Subsequent CPAC” as topic where SON is to be applied, it is proposed that RAN3 should agree to work for a SON method that allows for judging which CPAC procedure (either classic or subsequent) is the optimal for a specific cell border within the considered SCG or for a whole set of PSCells within the considered SCG.
Proposal: RAN3 agrees to provide a SON method for supporting decisions on usage of Subsequent CPAC in the context of resource utilisation.
3	Conclusions
In this paper, we have shown that the benefits of SA fairly depend on cell layout that result in fast subsequent cell changes and that a SON method could help to identify the situations where SA is to be preferred.
Hereto, we conclude as follows:
Observation: Depending on the cell deployment and UE mobility, usage of either CPAC or S-CPAC may result in more efficient resource utilisation in involved cells.
Proposal: RAN3 agrees to provide a SON method for supporting decisions on usage of Subsequent CPAC in the context of resource utilisation.
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