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1	Introduction
At RAN2#113bis the following agreement on Conditional PSCell Addition/Change (CPAC) Rel-17 have been made [1]:
	=> Source SN provides the candidate cells and it sets the execution condition per candidate cell. Signalling details are FFS (e.g. which messages and steps). 
=> Blind Inter-SN CPC is not precluded (but we will not optimize it)
=> FFS whether it is possible for the target SN to come up with alternative candidate cells other than what suggested by the ‎source SN. ‎



These decisions were based on the e-mail discussion run prior to RAN2#113bis, report available in [2]. This TDoc’s aim is to provide the details and motivation for adopting the so-called Solution 2 [2].
2	Discussion
2.1	Source SN configuration update upon Conditional PSCell Change preparation
One of the most confusing discussions during a short handling of [2] was regarding the need to update source SN configuration after the candidate PSCell preparations. There are several companies that claim this shall be possible and highly-dependent on which cells are eventually accepted and prepared by the target SNs. One of such aspects which may require the reconfiguration is the need for measurement gaps. Let’s consider the following scenario: 
· UE is in EN-DC
· UE uses per FR measurement gap
The MN would be responsible for setting the FR1 gap, while the SN will set the FR2 gap. In this case, the source SN would have to know which candidate target PSCells have been eventually accepted by the target SN(s) to configure the gaps appropriately. Thus, the MN should inform the source SN in SN Change Confirm which cells have been prepared by the target SN. The source SN can then update the measurement configuration, including FR2 gaps and send it to the MN. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms the source SN configuration needs to be updated in EN-DC case when UE uses per FR measurement gap and is to be configured with CPC.
In the same message the source SN can provide the execution conditions for the candidate PSCells which have been ultimately accepted by target SNs. 
Observation 1: There is no need for the network to update the measurement IDs if Solution 2 [2] is adopted, as the UE will receive the CPAC execution conditions only for the candidate cells that are prepared by target SN.
We propose the following:
Proposal 2: The source SN provides the execution conditions to the MN upon obtaining the information which cells have been ultimately prepared by the target SN. 
2.2	Alternative candidates selected by target SN
Another aspect which raised surprisingly large controversies is whether the target SN can come up with other candidate target PSCells than those suggested by the source SN, provided via MN. In our understanding it shall be each node’s right to prepare any cell it would actually select, and not only one or more of those enforced by another node. It is ultimately the target node that reserves the resources and is to serve the UE after successful PSCell change execution. One can easily find some scenarios where this would be in particular justified. For example, the UE might have measured cells just at frequency f1, while the target SN has another cell on f2, which is more suitable from the load balancing point of view, even if slightly worse from the radio measurement perspective (see the discussion and figure below). If the target SN is constrained to choose from ‘best’ cells only, selected by the source SN, then target SN will not be able to choose the cell it finds the most optimal. 
Observation 2: The target SN may consider more factors than just raw measurements (available at the source SN), such as admission control, load information, etc. in selecting the final candidate target cells.
It is also not a correct statement to claim RAN3 has already made some related decisions on how this message exchange looks like and what the target SN can do. In our understanding there are still two options on RAN3 table:
· Option 1: Source SN/MN forwards the measurement report and the target SN selects the PSCells to be prepared
· Option 2: Source SN/MN suggests a list of PSCells to be prepared by the target SN and target SN should select from this suggested list
As argued above, we see no point in forcing the target SN to select from the suggested list. That would be an unnecessary network restriction and may not be a favourable solution, especially in inter-vendor cases. 
Observation 3: Forcing the target SN to select from the list of suggested PSCells only may be especially problematic in inter-vendor deployment scenarios.
As a further example, consider the following SN deployment scenario (in Figure 1 below). Due to UEs only supporting smaller carrier sizes, the full operator carrier bandwidth for the SN has been split to 5 pieces. Some are used for initial access and some only for capacity boosting. Since the capacity carriers are only used as SCells, no SSB is used there and they utilize CSI-RS that are linked to the SSBs of the intra-band carriers. This inherently causes uneven load as some UEs use the carriers with SSB to access the cell, whereas the other carriers are used for boosting throughput. In such a case, it would be sufficient for UE to measure one of the SSBs (at least for RSRP), but the target SN could choose any of the carriers 1-5 for PSCell based e.g. on the current load (and network can adjust the RSRQ measurements based on the load level). As the network deployment does not change depending on the used mechanisms, this would either require more measurements at UE side (which could mean slower measurement rate) to cover all the carriers, or not utilizing the capacity carriers for PSCell at all. Neither alternative is attractive as the deployment decision will not change because a new feature is introduced. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref70683857]Figure 1. Deployment scenario for SN with collocated intra-band contiguous spectrum
Observation 4: Forcing the target SN to select from the list of suggested PSCells is not optimal in intra-band contiguous spectrum deployment, where the UE might have been configured to measure just selected carriers while other are relevant from the load perspective.
Based on the above, we propose the following:
Proposal 3: Target SN is allowed to select any candidate target PSCell for CPC, i.e. is not forced to choose from the list of cells and/or measurements provided by the source SN/MN.
2.3 	Blind inter-SN CPC
At RAN2#113bis, it was agreed that blind inter-SN CPC is not forbidden, but no specification steps are taken to make that scheme more workable. That is fine, as long as there are also no steps pursued to make that not feasible. Blind inter-SN CPC could be a network’s privilege, even if not used too often in practice, as in the majority of cases the inter-SN CPC will be based on radio measurements. However, if target SN is not allowed to choose whichever cell it would like to prepare for CPC, but is restricted by what source SN provided, this somewhat precludes the full use of blind inter-SN CPC. Herein, it is not justified why the source SN (without radio measurements) should be in better position than target SN to suggest blindly the target PSCells to be prepared.
Observation 5: Limiting the choice of the candidate target PSCells to the list of cells provided by the source SN/MN partially precludes the use of blind inter-SN CPC and can be against the RAN2#113bis agreement.   
3	Conclusion
This paper provided our view regarding the FFSs and other details concerning Solution 2 [2] for SN-initiated CPC. The following observations and proposals have been made:
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms the source SN configuration needs to be updated in EN-DC case when UE uses per FR measurement gap and is to be configured with CPC.
Proposal 2: The source SN provides the execution conditions to the MN upon obtaining the information which cells have been ultimately prepared by the target SN.
Observation 1: There is no need for the network to update the measurement IDs if Solution 2 [2] is adopted, as the UE will receive the CPAC execution conditions only for the candidate cells that are prepared by target SN.
Observation 2: The target SN may consider more factors than just raw measurements (available at the source SN), such as admission control, load information, etc. in selecting the final candidate target cells.
Observation 3: Forcing the target SN to select from the list of suggested PSCells only may be especially problematic in inter-vendor deployment scenarios.
Observation 4: Forcing the target SN to select from the list of suggested PSCells is not optimal in intra-band contiguous spectrum deployment, where the UE might have been configured to measure just selected carriers while other are relevant from the load perspective.
Proposal 3: Target SN is allowed to select any candidate target PSCell for CPC, i.e. is not forced to choose from the list of cells and/or measurements provided by the source SN/MN.
Observation 5: Limiting the choice of the candidate target PSCells to the list of cells provided by the source SN/MN partially precludes the use of blind inter-SN CPC and can be against the RAN2#113bis agreement.
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