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Meta-Learning-Based Handover Management in NextG O-RAN
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Abstract—While traditional handovers (THOs) have served as
a backbone for mobile connectivity, they increasingly suffer from
failures and delays, especially in dense deployments and high-
frequency bands. To address these limitations, 3GPP introduced
Conditional Handovers (CHOs) that enable proactive cell reser-
vations and user-driven execution. However, both handover (HO)
types present intricate trade-offs in signaling, resource usage,
and reliability. This paper presents unique, countrywide mobility
management datasets from a top-tier mobile network operator
(MNO) that offer fresh insights into these issues and call for
adaptive and robust HO control in next-generation networks.
Motivated by these findings, we propose CONTRA, a framework
that, for the first time, jointly optimizes THOs and CHOs within
the O-RAN architecture. We study two variants of CONTRA:
one where users are a priori assigned to one of the HO types,
reflecting distinct service or user-specific requirements, as well as
a more dynamic formulation where the controller decides on-the-
fly the HO type, based on system conditions and needs. To this
end, it relies on a practical meta-learning algorithm that adapts
to runtime observations and guarantees performance comparable
to an oracle with perfect future information (universal no-regret).
CONTRA is specifically designed for near-real-time deployment as
an O-RAN xApp and aligns with the 6G goals of flexible and
intelligent control. Extensive evaluations leveraging crowdsourced
datasets show that CONTRA improves user throughput and
reduces both THO and CHO switching costs, outperforming
3GPP-compliant and Reinforcement Learning (RL) baselines in
dynamic and real-world scenarios.

Index Terms—Mobility Management, O-RAN, Conditional
Handovers, Meta-Learning, Network Datasets, Data Analytics.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Motivation

Mobility management is a cornerstone of mobile commu-
nication systems, ensuring service continuity as users move
through diverse coverage areas of deployed cells. At the heart
of this capability lies the handover (HO) mechanism, which
transfers active sessions from one cell to another. Despite
decades of optimization and standardization [1f, [2]], HOs
continue to face significant challenges in today’s networks.
In particular, dense deployments, heterogeneous radio access
technologies (RATs), and the shift to higher frequencies
increase the likelihood of HO delays and failures [3]], [4].
These issues are compounded by the increasingly dynamic
nature of user mobility and volatile signal conditions, which
are suboptimally handled by existing reactive traditional HO
(THO) procedures, as evidenced in our analysis with real-
world data in Sec. [Vl

While the 5G architecture introduced flexibility [5]], [6], the
fundamental approach to HO has remained largely unchanged.
However, the 6G vision, expressed in various 3GPP workshops
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Fig. 1: CONTRA deployed as an xApp in near-RT O-RAN RIC.

and white papers [[7]-[11]], paints a different picture, where
mobility should be intelligent, proactive, and relying on native
Artificial Intelligence (Al). To support highly demanding 6G
use cases, the network must adapt in real time to user require-
ments and the current network conditions [[12]. Specifically,
seamless mobility across different service domains, ultra-
reliable, low-latency HO, and resource efficiency are identified
as critical enablers for 6G [9], [[10]. We thus call for a
paradigm shift in mobility management, underpinned by (near)
real-time data-driven control.

To mitigate these limitations, 3GPP introduced Conditional
Handovers (CHOs) [1]], [13]]. The main idea is to proactively
reserve resources in multiple candidate cells while signal
conditions are favorable, and delegate the final HO decision
to the user. This novel approach of network-configured, user-
decided HOs, instead of the traditional network-configured,
user-assisted HOs, has shown to reduce HO delays and
failures [14], [15]]. At the same time, CHOs introduce new
challenges: selecting the optimal set of cells to prepare is
highly context-sensitive; preparing too many cells leads to
resource overutilization, while preparing too few risks service
interruption due to fallback to traditional HOs [4], [[16]-[18]].
As CHO policies remain non-adaptive in practice, the trade-
offs they involve are often suboptimally managed.

In this paper, we argue that next-generation (NextG) net-
works will benefit from Al-based solutions that jointly op-
timize traditional and conditional HOs and adapt the HO
strategy to the current user requirements. In fact, 6G early
releases are expected to include both network-triggered and
user-triggered HO solutions [8]. At the same time, the rise
of O-RAN provides a practical vehicle for deploying such
intelligence since HO logic can now be implemented as near-
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real-time xApps, enabling a flexible and programmable Al-
native radio access network intelligent controller (near-RT
RIC); see Figure |1l This controller communicates with the
O-RAN-compliant central, distributed, and radio units (O-CU,
0O-DU, and O-RU, respectively), delegating the decisions to
multiple cells and users. This architectural openness and Al-
based control creates a timely opportunity to rethink mobility
management for NextG networks.

In summary, in this paper, we answer the question: How
can we design a robust and principled Al-driven framework
for jointly optimizing traditional and conditional handovers
in NextG O-RAN architectures? This question is motivated by
the new mobility needs in 6G, technological developments in
HO mechanisms, new Al-based algorithms that can potentially
enable HO optimization under realistic conditions, and the lack
of unified THO and CHO mechanisms.

B. Methods & Contributions

To answer this question, we first analyze new countrywide
datasets of mobility events from a top-tier mobile network
operator (MNO) in a European country. Unlike prior studies
that focus on limited end-user measurement campaigns or
confined regions (see Sec. [l), our dataset spans 13.5K cells
and 40M users, and provides comprehensive visibility into
handover failures (HOFs), HO delays, signal fluctuations,
and cell heterogeneity. Employing a statistical analysis, we
quantify the conditional effect on HOFs and HO delays as a
function of cell’s frequency band, vendor, and location/time.
We observe a Pareto-like distribution in signal fluctuation:
for 20% of movements, the Signal-to-Interference-plus-Noise
Ratio (SINR) varies by 100% within 1 s, which makes them
ideal candidates for CHOs. These insights confirm the need
for adaptive and robust HO control at user-level granularity
and motivate the solution of this work.

We next introduce a first-of-its-kind unified modeling frame-
work that jointly captures both traditional (explicit) and con-
ditional (implicit) HO processes. Our model represents the
decisions of a controller [I1] in an O-RAN setting and
accounts for user throughput, cell load, signaling overhead,
and service delay due to HOs (switching costs). We study two
variants of CONTRA: one with a priori HO type assignment per
user, reflecting distinct service or user-specific requirements,
and another where the controller determines on-the-fly the
HO type based on system dynamics. The key novelty lies
in treating HO type selection, candidate cell preparation, and
cell association as a single online learning problem without
relying on knowledge from underlying stochastic processes
(e.g., SINR fluctuations, cost of signaling). We model the
resource trade-offs and performance dependencies between
HO types and across users, enabling per-user decision-making
at the granularity of O-RAN near-real-time control loops.

To solve this problem, we propose CONTRA, a meta-
learning-based algorithm (see Figure [I)) that maintains a pool
of learners (i.e., experts) tuned for different signal conditions
and mobility patterns, and employs a meta-learner to track
their performance. This design enables adaptation to changing
network environments, types of user equipment (UE) and cells,
without prior statistics, and ensures performance commensu-
rate with that of an oracle with knowledge of the future. Our

approach is based on the theory of online convex optimization
(OCO) [19]] and our formulation builds on recent advances in
smoothed online learning (SOL) [20]. The proposed algorithm
provides theoretical guarantees in terms of expected dynamic
regret, a rigorous measure of how well the algorithm performs
compared to the oracle, under a vast range of scenarios
for the changing parameters. Finally, we evaluate CONTRA
using the datasets from the top-tier MNO and actual users.
Benchmarking it against 3GPP-compliant and Reinforcement
Learning (RL) based THO and CHO mechanisms, we find that
it provides higher user throughput, lower signaling cost, and
improved robustness, particularly in volatile and real SINR
environments. In summary, our contributions are:

e We present and analyze countrywide mobility datasets to
shed light on parameters, such as frequency bands, vendors,
and location/time, that affect HO failures and delays.

e Motivated by the 6G vision and the analyzed datasets, we
model HO control as a learning problem and propose CONTRA,
the first unified THO/CHO orchestration framework for real-
time and robust HO control in NextG O-RAN. We study two
variants of CONTRA: a static one with predefined HO types
per user, and a dynamic one, where the controller decides the
HO type on-the-fly. Our solution relies on a meta-learner that
is oblivious to UE types, mobility, and network conditions,
offering performance guarantees (expected dynamic regret).
e We release the source code{]_-] of our implementation online,
under a permissive free software license, along with detailed
documentation.

e We evaluate CONTRA using crowdsourced data and multiple
scenarios against 3GPP-compliant and RL benchmarks. The
experiments highlight CONTRA’s efficacy, deployability, and
alignment with 6G goals of intelligent Radio Access Network
(RAN) functions.

Organization. Sec. [l]| discusses the related work and Sec.
provides background on THOs and CHOs. Sec. [[V] presents
our datasets and the findings from their analysis. Sec.
introduces the main system model and problem formulation,
and in Sec. we present the proposed solution for this
first problem. Sec. extends our study to the model with
dynamic handover type selection and we evaluate our solutions
in Sec. Our study concludes in Sec.[[X]and the Appendix
includes lemma proofs omitted from the main text.

II. RELATED WORK

Measurements & Traditional Handovers. HOs are mainly
studied with traces from UEs, which are inevitably limited to
certain manufacturers, areas and devices [21]. Recent large-
scale, network-side studies [3] provide more visibility, but do
not propose models or solutions. Prior works have addressed
the joint optimization of throughput and HOs [22[]-[25] [26],
offering important insights into association strategies under
delay constraints. Our objective aligns with these studies, and
we extend their models to capture the delay characteristics
and costs associated with THOs and CHOs, and heterogeneity
across cells and UEs, by analyzing countrywide datasets.
Separately, recent work has addressed HOs under minimal

1 https://github.com/MikeKalnt/conditional_traditional_handover_
management
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assumptions via online learning [27]], but without considering
CHOs. Our approach builds on these works by incorporating,
for the first time, THO and CHO characteristics into a unified,
adaptive learning framework.

Conditional Handovers. CHOs have been proposed as a
solution for non-terrestrial networks [15]], [28], [29]], 5G NR-
unlicensed systems [4f], fast-moving users [4], as well as in
beamforming and contention-free random access [14], [30].
Proposals for improving the CHO mechanism include [18]],
[31]] which tweak the CHO thresholds to decrease HOFs; [32]],
[33]] which use historical handover data to decide the cell
preparations; and [34] which employs UE trajectory prediction
to optimize the CHO decisions. Machine Learning-assisted
approaches include [35]], [[36]] which predict ideal association
strategies based on SINR data or predict the SINRs values.
These important works, however, propose heuristic solutions
(no optimality guarantees) and/or rely on historical data for of-
fline training of models, which in practice may be unavailable
or non-representative of encountered conditions.

In contrast, motivated by our measurements that show this
problem is dynamic across UEs, cells, and time, we leverage
an adaptive optimization framework. Unlike other works that
explicitly avoid decision changes in cell preparations [17],
[37] or propose static optimization formulations [16] which,
unavoidably, rely on heavy assumptions (static and known
parameters), we propose a tunable approach to the network’s
preference switching model that can cope with time-varying
and unknown cost values. In [38]], a meta-learning approach
with minimal assumptions is used but focuses only on CHOs
and omits a fair scheduler for allocation, as shown in eq. (3).
Meta-Learning. Meta-learning is finding increasing appli-
cations in communication systems due to its robustness to
distribution shifts and fast-adaptation [39]. We refer to [40] for
merging proposed actions for management and orchestration
(MANO) operations; [41] for beamforming adaptation and
MIMO systems; [42] for user-level traffic prediction over a
short time horizon; [43] for unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV)
networks; [44] for IoT devices learning together; [45] for
load balancing; and [46] for handovers in vehicle-to-network
communications. Here, we utilize the dynamic version of this
tool, combined with online learners, so that optimal CHO and
THO decisions can be learned on-the-fly, achieving rigorous
theoretical and practical performance guarantees.

III. BACKGROUND

Traditional HO Basics. THOs are triggered when the signal
quality of the serving cell degrades (e.g., A2 event) and/or
another neighboring cell’s signal becomes higher (e.g., A3
event) [47]], [48]. Specifically, the serving cell configures the
UE monitoring conditions, such as hysteresis, offset, and time-
to-trigger (TTT) parameters, and the UE sends a measurement
report (MR) according to these (step 1), as illustrated in Figure
[2(a). The preparation phase continues with the HO decision
and admission (steps 2, 3, 4, 5), which dictate the one target
cell that the UE should connect to (step 6). This transition
(i.e., execution phase) is executed immediately after the UE
receives the command and finishes in the completion phase.
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Fig. 2: Basic steps/procedures of UEs performing (a) tradi-
tional (green) and (b) conditional (blue) HOs, requiring 8 and
10 main steps, respectively.
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This reactive approach, where THOs are initiated after
signal conditions deteriorate, often leads to increased HO delay
and HOF rates, particularly due to the small cell density and
rapid signal fading of high frequency bands (> 24 GHz, FR2)
[3], [49]. As illustrated in FigureEl, it is common for HOFs to
occur when a user attempts to send an MR under degrading
signal conditions; or even if the MR is successfully sent,
the worsening signal conditions may prevent the user from
receiving the HO command from the serving cell.
Conditional HO Basics. CHOs, designed first as part of
3GPP Rel. 16, address these limitations by (i) separating the
preparation and execution phases, with their gap potentially
being as large as 9-10 s [17], and (ii) offloading part of
the HO decision-making to the user before signal conditions
deteriorate [[1]]. As can be seen in Figure b), a CHO decision
is taken while signal quality is still adequate (step 2), and the
source cell can pre-configure (i.e., prepare) multiple candidate
target cells (steps 3, 4, 5) based on the MR of the UE (step
1). To conclude the preparation phase, the source cell provides
the monitoring conditions (step 6), and the execution phase
starts: the user applies these conditions continuously (step 7)
to evaluate the signal of the source and candidate target cells.

If any of the predefined conditions are met (step 8), the
UE executes the stored HO command (as if it had just been
received) without an MR or reply from the serving cell. If more
than one cell meets the execution condition, the UE decides
which to access; typically, the one with the highest SINR.
CHO is finalized in the completion phase, where resources
are released from the serving cell and a new path to the target
cell is established (steps 9, 10, and beyond). Once resources
are reserved for a UE through admission control (step 4), they
are not released until a cancellation is sent (step 10b).
Conditional HO Key Trade-Offs. Determining which cells
to prepare is critical in CHOs for balancing resource efficiency
and mobility robustness. Ideally, the MNO, whose goal is to
economize cell resources, would allow the preparation of the
single cell to which the UE will connect in the next slot (i.e.,
the “correct” target cell) and whose signal strength is high,
hence maximizing the UE’s throughput. However, this cannot
always be predicted and multiple candidate cells often need
to be prepared, e.g., because the user is located at the edge
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Fig. 3: A failed traditional HO where the MR (HO) command
does not reach the serving cell (UE) as the signal drops.

of a cell and its trajectory is unknown. At the same time, a
long list of prepared cells does not necessarily increase the
likelihood of including the “correct” target cell, especially if
all prepared cells exhibit low signal quality. Conversely, while
preparing fewer cells may save resources, it increases the risk
of falling back on traditional HOs; thus, larger HO delays and
HOF probability (see Sec. [[V).

Another aspect to consider when optimizing CHOs is the
signaling cost of preparing cells. For instance, in environments
such as FR2, the small cell density and rapid signal fluctua-
tions already result in more frequent HOs, leading to signifi-
cant signaling overhead. The additional burden of continuously
preparing and releasing cells due to constant signal variations
further exacerbates this overhead [17]], [37]]. For that reason,
although initial 3GPP releases specify that UEs should release
CHO candidate cells after any successful HO completion to
conserve resources [1]], subsequent studies suggest that this
approach is not always optimal for minimizing HOFs and
signaling overhead [49].

These trade-offs emphasize that the selection process for

cell preparations should focus on finding a balance between
identifying the “best” (in terms of signal quality) potential
target cells and keeping the number of prepared cells small
(i.e., limited reserved resources).
Granularity. An essential aspect of any intelligent mechanism
is the granularity at which THO/CHO decisions are made
(step 2 of Figure [2). Typically, these decisions are taken in
hundreds of milliseconds (e.g., 100-640 ms), driven by the
TTT parameter; namely, the duration for which the signal of
a neighboring cell should be constantly better than that of the
serving cell [18]], [25]l, [47]], [48]. This granularity aligns with
the decisions of a central controller in the near-RT of O-RAN,
which could even handle multiple cells simultaneously [50].

IV. DATASET & PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

To motivate the benefits of CHOs, we showcase the prob-
lems with traditional HOs using data collected from an MNO
in a European country. We analyze measurements for one
week, from 24-June-2024 to 30-June-2024, and focus on HO
events in the most recent radio access generations: 4G and 5G.
At the time this study was conducted, CHOs were unavailable
in the analyzed network and the majority of 5G traffic was
served through 5G-Non-Standalone (NSA), i.e., relying on
the 4G Evolved Packet Core (EPC) instead of the newly
deployed 5G core. Our goal is to identify the features (e.g.,

1000 0-0y 5

P R
10
RSRP change (%) every 1 second

0 500
SINR change (%) every 1 second

(@) (b)
Fig. 4: (a) SINR and (b) RSRP changes per second.

vendor, location) in the source and target cells, as well as
in the UEs, that contribute to increased HOFs and delays.
To complement our analysis, we additionally leverage: (7)
crowdsourced datasets of signal quality metrics per second
(e.g., SINR and RSRP) of 13,590 cells (3,496 cell sites),
with precise measurement locations to characterize signal
fluctuations; and (i¢) census data to examine the correlation
of population density with HOs and cell deployments.

We analyze mobility management from the perspective of
both source and target cells at the country-level. This over-
comes limitations of prior works that relied only on UE-side
measurement datasets, such as [21], [51], as well as other large
network-side works that focus either only on measurements
[3[l, or only on the source cell characteristics, omitting the
impact of target cell features apart from the change in radio
access technology [27].

A. Signal Quality Metrics and Mobility

In Figure 4] we examine temporal signal variations, namely
SINR and RSRP, across various speeds using our crowd-
sourced datasets, which offer measurements at 1-second inter-
vals. We classify samples into three mobility categories: static,
medium speed (3—10 km/h, likely walking/running), and high
speed movements (>80 km/h, likely vehicular). In general,
SINR is sensitive to short-term effects such as fast fading,
interference, and noise floor variations, while RSRP reflects a
more stable signal strength from the serving cell.

Our findings reveal that SINR exhibits considerable fluctua-
tions, even at the second-level granularity, with more than 20%
of movements experiencing a 100% or greater change in SINR
in one second, regardless of speed. Given that our passive
measurement dataset covers cell deployments in the frequency
bands below 3.5 GHz, we highlight that SINR variability does
not increase with mobility due to, for instance, greater Doppler
spread and more dynamic interference conditions. Doppler
effects typically become relevant at higher frequencies, such
as mmWave and above [52]], and become more noticeable in
very high-speed scenarios, such as trains traveling at speeds of
up to 500 km/h and Vehicle-to-Vehicle (V2V) communications
[52], [53]]. In contrast, our high-mobility tier mainly captures
vehicular UEs moving at speeds above 80 km/h (and rarely
exceeding 130 km/h) in an urban environment. On the other
hand, RSRP is more stable, and speed plays a bigger role; e.g.,
20% medium-speed movements have their RSRP changing
more than 4%.
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level). Each point is colored according to the ratio of postcodes
classified as urban (the others are rural).

It is worth recalling that in HO procedures, a typical
threshold for initiating the HO based on the A3 event is
commonly set around 3 dB [25]. This threshold provides a
useful reference when interpreting Figure ] as it highlights
how frequently such conditions can be met.

Key Takeaways: The SINR fluctuates by more than 100%
for over 20% of UEs within short time intervals of 1 s. Such
rapid signal variations increase the likelihood of suboptimal
HO triggering, and thus, of HO delays and HOFs. The
proactive cell preparation approach of CHOs can mitigate the
impact of such fluctuations and improve user performance.

B. Spatial Heterogeneity

From the official census data of the analyzed country, we
dissect the 300+ defined districts and 2.5M+ postcodes, and
combine them with our collected cell-level datasets from the
MNO to understand how cells are placed across different
environments, thus affecting the number of cells that can be
prepared in CHOs. Postcodes have been classified as urban or
rural, based on whether they are allocated to an area with a
population of more or less than 10k residents, respectively.

Figure [3] displays the district-level cell density (number
of cells per sq. km) compared to the population density.
Each point corresponds to one of the 300+ districts in the
studied country and is color-coded based on the percentage of
postcodes classified as urban within the district. As expected,
there is a high correlation between these two factors (Pearson
correlation of 0.967). In districts where more than 90% of
postcodes are urban, shown mainly in yellow, we observe 10 to
100 cells per sq. km, with areas near the capital city exceeding
this range. It is interesting to note that the urban center of
the capital city (highest yellow rectangle) attracts a substantial
influx of non-resident users due to being a major administrative
and economic hub; consequently, operators deploy more than
650 cells per sq. km to accommodate the increased demand.
On the other hand, areas with less than 20% urban postcodes
exhibit as few as 0.12 cells per sq. km, which is sufficient to
meet the reduced user demand there.

In Figure [6] we further delve into a dense urban district to
illustrate the spatial heterogeneity of the cell deployment. We
partition the district into one sq. km tiles, revealing 2.2k+ total
deployed cells. The per-tile cell count spans over two orders
of magnitude, ranging from a single cell in sparsely covered
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Fig. 6: Number of cells/sq.km in an urban area with 2.2k cells.

areas to more than 160 per sq. km in highly saturated hotspots.
Notably, some adjacent tiles exhibit substantial disparities,
with cell counts increasing from as few as 3 cells in one tile
to as many as 103 in a neighboring one. In CHOs, this means
that a UE traversing these areas must dynamically account for
a highly variable and often large set of candidate cells.

Key Takeaways: Cellular network deployments are highly
heterogeneous in terms of density, which is correlated with
population. In our dataset, there are 650+ cells per sq. km
in the urban center of the capital city, while in remote areas,
there are as few as 0.12 per sq. km. In urban areas, the number
of candidate cells for CHO can be very large and depends
on cell density. There are even significant differences in cell
counts between adjacent tiles (1 sq. km). This means that the
signaling cost for preparing target cells is not uniform across
the network, as it depends on the cell deployment density
and properties (distance, frequency, etc). Therefore, the system
model in Sec. |V| considers cell-dependent signaling costs.

C. HO Failures & Delays

We analyze factors that increase HOFs and delays, thereby
highlighting the scenarios in which CHOs offer clear benefits.

Figure [/| presents the hourly evolution of successful HO
delays (in ms) and HOF rate (in %) for 1 week in the entire
country. Boxplots aggregate cell-level data from the same hour.
The two metrics exhibit a diurnal pattern, reaching a max of
0.08% HOF rate and 62 ms latencies (median values) at 15:00,
which is the hour when most HOs occur and the network is
most congested [3]]. Notably, from the pre-dawn median mini-
mum (06:00) to the max peak at 15:00, there is an increase of
252% in the HOF rate; at the same time, HO delay increases by
28%. Also, during the night hours 00:00-06:00, even though
the HOF rate decreases significantly, the delay of successful
HOs increases by approximately 3 ms. This is partially due to
the MNO applying dynamic energy-saving policies that switch
off cells acting as capacity boosters when they are not needed
to meet the demand [54]. Clearly, existing HO mechanisms
offer room for improvement, especially during peak hours,
to reduce HOF rates and delays, which can be achieved by
leveraging a dynamic and robust THO/CHO algorithm.

We further analyze which features of the source and target
cells mainly affect the HOF rate. For that, we focus on source-
target cell pairs with at least one HOF registered per day
(excluding approximately 3.4% that are outliers), and study the
effect of: (i) vendor, (i7) frequency band, (¢i7) model name,



N
W

0.08

_ @i} 3
2 0.06F g
23 155%
O o
5 0.04] o
i1 2
@ @ég@ Qiso
()()27 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L L L L L L L L L L L L L
[=No oo NoNo o o N N N N N No N N N N Neo Ne Neo N N N
[=k=R=F=R=R=R=-R=k=R=R=R=-k=k=R=R=R=k=R=R=R=R=R=k=|
O— AN FTUVOC-XDROO—ANTFTVH OO — Al on
OO OO OO OO OO m v et e vl el el el d vt [ Ko Nale\l

Fig. 7: HOF rate (left, red y-axis) and delay of successful HOs
(right, blue y-axis) per hour for a 1-week period. Triangles in
boxplots depict the mean.

(iv) transmit power, (v) cell type (macro, micro, etc.), (vi) re-
gion (north, south, etc.) and (vii) area type (urban/rural).

We start this analysis with a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis
test, which confirms that all examined factors affect the HOF
rate (p < 0.05)E| To determine the importance of each
feature, we run multiple Machine Learning (ML) models. We
discard features with high multicollinearity (VIF > 3) and
Pearson correlation (>0.5), and include the number of HOs
as an input feature to account for spatio-temporal variations
(Figures [6] and [7). The HOF rate is log-transformed, given
its heavy-tailed distribution. Among the evaluated models
(linear/lasso/ridge regression, k-nearest neighbours, and ran-
dom forest), the random-forest regressor achieved the best
performance, reaching an R? of 0.8 (compared to at most
0.58 for the other models) and RMSE of 0.66 (compared
to at most 0.97 for the other models). As a reference, a
naive model that always predicts, in the test set, the mean
HOF rate from the training set, achieves an RMSE of 1.47.
Permutation-based importance reveals that the number of HOs
is by far the strongest predictor, followed by the cell frequency
band and the vendor; excluding these last two features drops
the performance to R?=0.6, confirming that frequency and
vendor still contribute meaningfully.

Figure 8| shows the effect of these latter features on HOs and
HOFs. The x-axis indicates whether the HO occurred in the
same (intra) or different (inter) frequency and antenna vendor,
as well as if the frequencies of the source and target cells lie in
the low (< 2GHz) or mid-high (> 2GHz) spectrum. The y-axis
shows the HOF rate in ascending order, the delay of successful
HOs and the percentage of total HO and HOF count within
each category. We observe that the mean HOF rate in inter-
frequency HOs, mainly when the source and/or target cells
operate in low frequencies, is =~ 0.26%, i.e., x2.4 more than
the 0.11% of the intra-frequency ones. However, the HO delay
for the former is no more than 1.5 ms higher. Intra-frequency
HOs in the same low-spectrum frequency handle the majority
of HOs (i.e., 42%), but their contribution to failures closely
matches this number (38.4% of all HOFs). Lastly, note that
HO delay is mainly affected by the change in vendor: even
though 88% of HOs are intra-vendor with a delay of 59—-60 ms,
inter-vendor HOs exhibit a delay that is 5-6 ms higher. These

2Normality and homoscedasticity assumptions are violated; hence, analysis
of variance (ANOVA) [55] was not tested.
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Fig. 8: (left to right) Delay of successful HOs (ms), HOF rate
(%), percentage of total HOs, and HOFs based on the source-

target frequency bands and vendors.

inter-vendor HOs are prevalent at regional borders (e.g., west-
east border), given that a single vendor predominantly serves
each region in the studied country. This analysis reveals that
accounting for cell features is crucial for HOs.

Key Takeaways: HO failures and delays are strongly in-
fluenced by: (7) time of day, exhibiting diurnal patterns that
peak at 15:00 with a 0.08% HOF rate and a 62 ms HO
delay (median values); (ii) frequency changes between the
source and target cells, with inter-frequency HOs having x2.4
higher HOFs than intra-frequency HOs, although with a slight
difference in HO delay, and (iéi) vendor transitions, where
inter-vendor HOs exhibit 5-6 ms higher delay than intra-
vendor. This evidences the potential benefit of accounting for
the previous cell-level characteristics for HO optimization, as
we consider in the design of our algorithm.

V. SYSTEM MODEL & PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Modeling Components

We consider a heterogeneous cellular network comprising
a set J of J cells that serve a set Z of I UEs. We assume
that a central controller takes decisions for multiple UEs/cells
[11]] in a time-slotted manner for a set 7 of T slots [22]], [56]
with each slot lasting hundreds of milliseconds (see Sec. [III)),
as enabled by near-RT RIC in O-RAN [50]E|

These decisions concern both THOs and CHOs, and are
taken on the same time-scale. The set Z is partitioned into
the set Ztyo of Itno UEs and Zcpo of Icyo UEs, who
follow THOs (THO-enabled) and CHOs (CHO-enabled), re-
spectively, where Ztpo NZcno = ¥ and Ztho U Zcuo =Z. This
distinction can arise due to service-level agreements (SLAs),
network slicing policies [57]], or vertical-specific requirements,
in which different classes of UEs are managed separately;
e.g., enhanced-reliability or low-latency UEs may be assigned
to CHO. Alternatively, an MNO may apply a rule-based
classification, informed by prior data (e.g., historical patterns),
to assign UEs to either HO type.

For the THO-enabled UEs, we introduce the decisions:

= (ij(t) S {Oa ]-}uZ S ITHO7 ] S j)7
3The modeling and optimization framework of this section can be extended

and implemented by other RAN systems, not solely O-RAN, as long as there
is support for centralized decision-making that is fed by signal measurements.



where z;;(t) € {0, 1} defines the explicit one-cell association
decision with z;;(t) =1 if user i is assigned from the controller
to cell j in slot ¢. For the CHO-enabled UEs, we introduce:

yt:(ylj(t)e{oa]-}aZ S ICHOv j S j)7

where y;;(t) € {0,1} is the preparation decision (implicit
multi-cell association decision): y;;(t) =1 means that cell j is
prepared from the controller in slot ¢ for user ¢ and the user
can decide whether to connect to this cell (as explained later).
These decisions are drawn from the sets:

X = {a: € {0, 1}fmo7 ’ Z zi; =11 € ITHo}a
jeg

where naturally each ¢ € Zryo is assigned to one cell, and:

V= {y € {0, 1} e’ ‘1 <> i <biic ICHO}a
Jj€ET
where no more than b; cells can be prepared for i € Zcyo.-

The key metric is the SINR for the signal delivered by cell
jeJ toany user i € Zinslott € T

_ q;0i5(t)
W;o? + 3 ke, tdin(t)’

where ¢; is the transmit power of cell j, B; the set of cells
that operate in the same frequency as j, ¢;;(¢) the channel
gain (including pathloss, shadowing, and antenna gains), W
is the bandwidth, and o2 the power spectral density. In line
with previous works [22]-[25], s;; (t) is the average SINR in
t, since UEs report multiple values during each slot.

We distinguish two cases for the maximum throughput a
UE can receive from a cell, based on whether it is THO- or
CHO-enabled: For the former [22], [23]], [27], this throughput
is expressed as:

sij (t) (D

cij(t) = Wjlog (14 s45(t)),i € Zrno, (2)
while for the latter, we introduce:
Wjlog(1+s5(t)), if j= argmax s(t)

ke (t)=1 3)
0, otherwise

C;j (t)=

where ¢ € Zcgo. The throughput of the CHO-enabled UEs
in eq. depends on their own decision, which, in turn,
depends on the measured signals and the list of prepared cells
it receives from the network. We consider here the standard
cell-selection rule, in which the CHO-enabled UE connects to
the best-SINR cell among those prepared for it. E]

Finally, we define the load of each cell j € J:

t;(t) = Z x5 (t) + Z vii(t) < Cj, “)

1€ZtHO 1€Zcno
as the total number of associated users (both THO- and CHO-
enabled), which cannot exceed the upper bound C;, in lieu of
the actual spectrum budget capacity. Note that for the CHO-

4To avoid often CHOs and ping-pong effects [58] when finding the highest-
SINR prepared cell, it is possible to subtract a cell-specific offset, as happens
in the A3 event [18], [47], [48].

enabled users, the cell resources are reserved independently of
whether the UEs will actually select the cell, and hence CHOs
are likely to induce unnecessary resource waste. This is a key
CHO issue that our model tackles.

To streamline the presentation, we define z; = (@4, y;) and
the associated set:

Z={z=(29)|,<C;, VjeT zeX, yey}

B. Problem Statement

In our framework, the network controller makes joint de-
cisions for the THO- and CHO-enabled users, whose perfor-
mance is coupled through the load of each cell, as can be seen
in eq. (@). With this in mind, we introduce the uriliry function
the controller needs to maximize:

(=) =Z< 0o 45+ 0o 7 <(tt>)> ¥

JE€T \i€Trno i€ZcHo

explicitly assigned UEs
(can do THO)

implicitly assigned UEs

(can do CHO)
where the two terms define the throughput of the THO-enabled
and CHO-enabled UEs. Fl We assume the cell resources are
allocated fairly across the users via, e.g., a round robin or a
proportional-fair scheduler [59]. The logarithmic transforma-
tion balances throughput across users to achieve fairness [22];
however, other mappings or schedulers can be used as easily.

Using the association decision z;;(t) for user ¢ € Zruo, the
THO is modeled with the change z;;(t) # x;;(t — 1). This
way, the total number of THOs can be captured with the norm
les —x:—1]), as in [22]]. Nevertheless, we are interested in the
THO delay (switching) cost and not merely in the number of
THOs. Following our findings in Sec. we propose using
the weighted norm ||z, —x;_1]| 4,, where A; =diag(a, (t)>0)
is a positive definite matrix with its diagonal weights a,,(t) €
[0,1], n=1,..., ITho" J, penalizing differently the THOs for
each UE-cell pair; a penalty that may even change over timef_’]

On the other hand, a CHO is executed from the UE based
on the prepared cells by the controller captured through vy;:
the user’s decision in the CHO case is to be assigned to the
highest-SINR prepared cell. Clearly, frequent cell preparations
and releases may lead to increased signaling [4]], [18], espe-
cially in dense cell deployments (can be up to 161 cells, see
Sec. [[V). Hence, we introduce the CHO signaling (switching)
cost ||y: — yi—1||B,. In this case, By = diag(b,/(t) >0,n' =

1,...,Icho- J) is a diagonal positive definite matrix with

weights b,/ (t) €]0, 1], to penalize differently the preparations
and releases of cells for each UE-cell pailﬂ in slot ¢. Given
that THOs are more prone to failures and delays than CHOs,
it holds that a,,(t) > by (t), YVt € T.

These THO and CHO switching costs can be combined as:

Izt — zec1llE, =lloe — e l2, + [lye — ve—1llB,. (6

SWe consider that there is no idle cell, and in case of zero throughput,
cij(t)+ 1 or c;-j (t) + 1 can be used inside the logarithm.

SE.g., 3G UEs have higher cost for changing cells as they are more prone to
HO failures [27]. In this way, the model accounts for the UE’s HO capabilities.

E.g., the signaling cost might be more detrimental during peak-hours.



where C, is the full block diagonal matrix:

Ay 0
Ci = {0 Bt] )
and the induced norm and its dual [60]], are:
ITHO J ITHO J
il = anaa®2 il =3 2a(t)/an(t), ®

n=1 n=1

and similarly for ;.
Putting the above together, the problem that the network
controller wishes to address is the following:

T

P, : max
{zt}t

(90(z0) = llze = ze1llc)

t=1

st. z€Z, VteT,

where gi(z¢) — ||zt — zt—1]|c, is the objective function. Next,
we explain in detail why Py cannot be solved offline.

C. Optimization Challenges

Solving P; offline is impossible since, at ¢ = 1, the con-
troller lacks knowledge of the future SINRs of UEs as it has
no access to, or influence over, their mobility. Thus, P; must
be tackled in an online fashion. In fact, in increasingly-many
scenarios, the problem parameters (SINRs, loads, switching
costs, etc.) are unknown even at the beginning of each slot;
they are only revealed after the association and preparation
decisions are made. For example, while it may seem the
controller could observe the current SINRs before making a
decision, in practice, there is a non-negligible delay between
the time a UE measures and reports these values and the
time the network processes this information. And for fast-
moving users or highly-volatile environments, this delay will
yield outdated information. This means that we need an online
learning approach, where both the explicit (for THO) and
implicit (for CHO) association decisions are made based
on historical UE, network, and environment data, without
presuming knowledge of their future values.

What is more, the signaling and switching overheads depend
on successive decision changes: a user that remains in acell or
a cell that remains prepared does not incur additional costs.
This introduces a memory effect in the optimization, as past
decisions influence current decisions. We also stress that the
Ag-norm and B;-norm imply the costs change over time;
however, this cost does not depend on previous decisions.
Finally, P; is further compounded by the discreteness of the
variables «; and y; which prevents the application of off-the-
shelf online convex optimization techniques.

Despite these challenges, the goal is to design an online
learning algorithm that determines UE-cell associations and
preparations and is oblivious to all time-varying and unknown
system conditions, including future SINR, load, switching
costs, and HO delays for each UE-cell pair.

VI. ALGORITHM DESIGN

To leverage the OCO/SOL toolbox for tackling the problem
at hand, the following two main issues need to be addressed:

(i) the discreteness of decision variables, and (ii) the (convex)
max operator in the definition of the throughput concerning the
CHO-enabled UEs, as can be seen in egs. (3) and (3). In a nut-
shell, our solution strategy involves relaxing the discreteness
of the decision variables, transforming the resulting continuous
problem into a concave one, solving the new concave problem,
and then mapping the obtained continuous solution back to the
discrete domain via careful rounding.

A. Relaxation & Transformation

First, we define the convex hulls X*=co(X), Y*=co(}),
Z¢=co(Z) that relax the integrality of the decision variables:

:{:I:E 0 1ITH0J 'Z.’Ew =1 ZGITH()}
jeT
{ye 0 11CH0J ‘1<Zy” <bz7Z€ICHO}
j€T

zcz{z:(m,y)mjgcj, Vied, xe s, yeyC}.

Then, using the properties of logarithm, eq. (5) becomes:

Z ZZEU IOg C” +Z Zym IOgC )
JE€T i€Ztno J€J i€Lcno
9110 (@) 95" (yr)
= > 4;(t)log ;(t )
JjeT
g (e, yi)

where the throughput for the THO-enabled UEs, g/HO(.), is
linear in x; € X°, and the load penalty, —gi®*(.), describes
the entropy; thus, both are concave. On the other hand, the
throughput for the CHO-enabled UEs, g<HO(.), is not concave
even when y; € )¢, due to the influence of preparation
decisions y; on Cm( ) through the max operator, see eq. (3).
To illustrate this more clearly, we can equivalently write this
part as follows:

TS

i€ZcHo

max

10
j:yij(t):l ( )

log c;;5(t),

where this transformation achieves the same/desired behavior:
the CHO-enabled UE obtains throughput from the cell with
the best SINR among the prepared ones. Given that the max
operator of eq. is nonsmooth and convex, we introduce a
linear masking mechanism that leads to a concave surrogate,
inspired by the standard LogSumExp function [61] used in
deep neural networks (DNNs):

) iz (t O‘) , an

where a > 0 controls the tightness of the approximation.

TR (DENSY

i€ZcHO

10g< D it

JjET

Lemma 1 (Approximation of CHO Throughput). For y; € V¢

and t €T,
CHO

CHO(yt) =0

lim g
a— 00

(Yt)-



Proof. Let di(t) = max;., (-1 logcy;(t) and di;(t) =
log ¢;;(t). Then, eq. becomes:

gtCHO(yt) = Z alog(Zyij(t)eadu(t)> -

1€ZcHO JjeT

1 ad; (1) neal(am-am) )
Z alog(e (1+ Z yij(t)e =

i€ZcHO j:dij (t);ﬁd: (t)

> <d;<t)+;10g<1+ > yij<t>ef*(d~<t>—d?<t>>)>,

1€ZcHo Jrdig (t)Fd; (t)

which converges to the max, namely, d;(¢), since d;;(t) <
d*(t) by definition; and then e®(%3()=4/ () — 0 as a — oo.
O

Given that from Lemma [I] eq. (TI) approximates eq. (I0),
the transformed utility:

Gi(ze) = 9i"%(me) + 550 (ye) — 9N () (12)

is concave, as desired.

B. The Meta-Learning Approach

We approach Py as a smoothed online learning problem
and solve it using a meta-learning approach based on the
experts framework [62], [|63[], as can be seen Figure E} This is
particularly well-suited to our setting because switching costs
are incorporated into the formulation, and system conditions
can vary significantly across time slots due to, e.g., unknown
user mobility. As a result, deploying a single learner with a
fixed learning rate may perform well in some regimes but
poorly in others.

We deploy a set K of K learning agents, called experts,
or simply learners, each with a different learning step/rate
0 = (0k,k € K) that is applied to online gradient ascent
(OGA) [64]. An expert with a larger learning rate puts more
emphasis on the latest gradient and hence adapts more quickly
to rapid changes in SINRs and signaling costs, making it more
suitable for highly volatile scenarios. In contrast, experts with
a smaller learning rate update their decisions more carefully
(do not move fast from previous decisions) and hence are less
affected by parameter fluctuations. This makes them better
suited for relatively stationary scenarios as they induce less
handovers (decision changes).

Given that the volatility of the environment and UEs’
mobility patterns are unknown in advance, we use a large
enough set C of experts, each tuned with a different learning
rate. The rationale is that, with careful selection of the rates
(number of experts and steps), at least one expert is guaranteed
to perform well for the encountered scenario. We identify the
best expert for each scenario at runtime by using a meta-
learning algorithm, which implements Hedge [65] (and not
OGA as the experts) and learns how much weight to put on
each expert’s proposal. These weights are dynamically updated
based on observed expert performance.

Formally, at the beginning of each slot t = 1,...,T, each

expert k € K shares its suggestion z = (zF,yF), where we

Experts (OGA) Meta-Learner (Hedge)

F‘Xl)(“_ ! Pzt Synthesize
3 £
H . B : Apply Measure
) PSSO z‘,“:waz:C zy se(.)
Expert k . " (), Cy
¢ |Learning rate 6y, H

Update zf’ﬂ U’Pdatc lz'extt slo{

- : =t+
Feedback Vgi(z¢) wit, vk

Fig. 9: Learning mechanism. (i) Each expert uses a different
learning rate and proposes a HO policy to the meta-learner
(blue box). (ii) The meta-learner combines the proposals,
using the experts’ weights, and implements the result after
discretizing it (green box). (iii) The mechanism observes the
performance and assesses how good each expert’s proposal
was (orange box). (iv) The experts adapt their decisions and
the meta-learner adapts their weights.

initialize 2§ = 0 for all k. The meta-learner combines these
suggestions into a single decision 2" = (", y*) as follows:

m __ k_k
2 —E wy 2t

kex

13)

where w; = (wf, k € K), with w, 1x = 1, are the meta-
learner’s adaptive weights for each expert. The goal is to assign
higher weights to experts that perform better.

Since the decision z;* of the meta-learner takes continuous
values due to w;, we apply a quantization function @z
to project it back to a valid (i.e., implementable) discrete
decision z;. We require that the quantization is unbiased, i.e.,
E[z:] = 2z, which holds by: () picking a cell j to assign a
THO-enabled UE ¢ € Ztyo with probabilities " (t), creating
x; € X, and (ii) deciding whether to prepare a cell j for a
CHO-enabled UE i € Zcpo through sampling from a Bernoulli
distribution with probabilities y;; (t), creating y; € V.

Once the decision z; is implemented, the controller observes
the SINR values s;;(t) for all UEs and cells, and calculates
g+(.) through eq. (12), as well as the switching costs (by
observing C}). We pad with zeros the entries s;;(¢) for which
no SINR is received, because these cells are unreachable. As
a next step, the meta-learner evaluates the decision zf of each
expert using the surrogate (i.e., partially linearized) loss:

L(zf) = —(Viu(ze), 20 — z0) + |2 — zi-1llc, (14)

and updates its weights using the step n (defined later) as:
whe—me (=)
Y hex wieT (=)

Lastly, it sends the gradient Vg;(z;) in the implementable
decision z; to all experts, and they update their choices via
OGA:

wi = (15)

2F, =10z (zf + okvgt(zt)). (16)
The projection Iz (.) ensures that the proposed decisions 27 "
lie in the feasible space, namely, zf_H € Z. A summary of
the steps can be seen in Algorithm [T (CONTRA).



Algorithm 1: CONditional-TRAditional HOs (CONTRA)

1 Required: Step 7 for meta-learner and {0y }rex for experts
2 Initialize: Sort §; < 05 < ... < 0k and set w’ = izrkliﬁ
3for t=1,2,...,7T do

Each expert k € KC shares its decision z
Combine all decisions z¥ into 2 using (T3)
Create an implementable discrete decision z: = Qz(z}")
Observe SINRs, g:(.) and switching costs Ct
Update the weights of experts using (I4) and (I3)
Send Vg:(z:) to each expert
10 Each expert updates its decision using (T6)

end

DT B Y N

C. Performance Guarantees & Complexity

To assess the performance of our algorithm, we compare it
against a powerful benchmark (i.e., oracle) that has full a priori
knowledge of the system conditions (i.e., SINR, load, costs
etc) and can choose the best possible sequence of decisions
over the entire horizon to maximize the cumulative objective of
P;. This serves as a highly competitive benchmark, exceeding
both static (single best solution for all time slots) and dynamic
ones (best solution for each time slot independently) [19], [66].

For that, we leverage the Expected Dynamic Regret [20]:

B2y (91(20) = 12t = 2lle)

t=1
T

=S Elalz) -z - zale], (D
t=1

where {z:}; and {z}}; are the algorithm’s and powerful-
oracle’s decisions, respectively. The latter is the solution of Py,
and the expectation captures the randomization in CONTRA’s
decisions due to quantization @Qz. Our goal is to design
an algorithm that ensures this gap diminishes with time,
limr_, o E[R7]/T =0 for any possible benchmark sequence
{z}}+. Tt is important to highlight that achieving close-to-zero
expected dynamic regret is particularly challenging.

Ideally, designing an effective algorithm in such settings
requires prior knowledge of how much optimal decisions can
vary over time, commonly characterized by the path length:

T
Pr=>Y |zt =z llc, (18)
t=1

However, this information is not available in practice. To
overcome this limitation, we have relied on a meta-learning
algorithm that adaptively learns from a pool of experts with
different learning rates, each tailored to perform well under
different system conditions. To bound the expected dynamic
regret, we first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 2 (Bound of Domain and Gradients). By considering:
an(t) < Gmax bn’ (t) < bmax; C{n(t) < cn(t) < Cmax and
M =max {log cmax—1, logI + 1}, with t€T, it holds that:
[ HZ — Z/HQ S VQITHO + \/ICHO (J - 1) e D,

b d ||Z - Z/HCt < \/2ITH0 Qmax T \/ICHO (J — ]-) bmax £ DC;
L HZ_Z/HCt* S \/2 ITHO/amax +\/ICH0 (J_l)/bmax £ DC*’
o [Va(2)ll. < MVIJ£G,

L4 Hv.(]t(z)HCt S M\/(ITHO Amax + ICHO bmax) J £ GC-
Proof. We provide the full proof in the Appendix. O

The main result for the performance guarantee of CONTRA
is presented in the sequel.

Lemma 3 (Performance Analysis / Optimality Guarantee).
Using the parameters:

o« K-— [1og2 Vi +2T] 41, (19)
D2
=kl /___ _~“C _  k—=1..K 2
o ek T(G2 +2GC)7 ) 5 ) ( 0)
o n=1/VTv with (21
v 2 (Dc+1/8)(GD+2D¢)?, (22)

the discrete decisions {z;}+ of our algorithm CONTRA ensure:
E[Rr]< ﬁ(ﬁ (14 In(1/wk)) +
/(G2 +2Gc)(D2 + 2Dc. Pr) )+

TG+ /amas+bmax ) Vo /A + Trno(1=177), 23)

Proof. We provide the full proof in the Appendix.
O

With Lemma [3] we bound the expected regret of the

implementable decisions, in contrast to previous works [22],
[25]. Even though the continuous preparation variables achieve
sublinear dynamic regret, the discretization introduces an
unavoidable non-diminishing error. As shown in Sec.
this error is small in practical scenarios, and the algorithm
converges towards the optimal solutions.
Computational Complexity. The primary source of complex-
ity in our algorithm arises from the projection step performed
by each learner k € K during OGA, as shown in eq. (I6);
all other computations are executed in constant time O(1).
The projection difficulty depends on (i) the structure of the
feasible set, which essentially depends on the constraints of
our problem, and (ii) the size of the problem, which in practice
corresponds to the area monitored by each controller (i.e.,
the number of UEs and cells). We note that for convex sets
in general, there might be no closed-form solution, with the
projection requiring O(d®), where d is the set’s dimension.

Our current implementation indeed computes the projec-
tions directly by solving the concave subproblems, which have
been found sufficient for the studied problems. Specifically,
and despite relying on a general-purpose solver rather than
specialized projection routines and a modest hardware (de-
fault) setup of a MacBook Pro equipped with an Apple M1
chip (8-core CPU), the per-slot inference (execution) time
remains below the near-RT threshold required in O-RAN
operation when up to 150 UEs and 25 cells are considered.

More precisely, the inference time increases from 18 ms
(I =1 user) to 62 ms (I = 150 users) when J = 5 cells. For
J =15 (J = 25), it begins near 18 ms (18 ms) for I = 1
user and reaches up to 384 ms (1 s) for I = 150 users. It is
important to note that the exact runtime may vary depending
on the specifications of different machines. For larger search



spaces, one can employ tailored projection algorithms, such
as [67], [68]], and/or execute the algorithm on GPUs or high-
performance computing servers.

VII. DYNAMIC HANDOVER TYPE SELECTION

Problem Formulation. In contrast to the framework of Sec.
we now consider a more flexible and dynamic formulation
in which users are not a priori assigned to a specific HO type.
Instead, the network controller can decide on-the-fly (i.e., at
each time slot t), whether a UE should be THO- or CHO-
enabled, based on current system conditions and performance
trade-offs, enabling a more responsive and efficient HO strat-
egy, as envisioned by 6G and NextG [9]. Specifically, we allow
each UE to be in either HO mode and decide this dynamically:
when a UE moves fast, it may benefit from CHO due to the
rapid signal fluctuations that lead to higher THO failures and
delays, while it might find THO suitable when it moves slower.
In this case, the controller problem becomes:

Py : maxZ(gt Zf - ||Zf*Zt 1||Ct)

{Zt t

szj )<1, VieI,teT (24)

JjET

yie(t) 1= ay(t), Vie ke J,teT (25)
jeT

ST yit) <bi, VieTteT (26)

JjET

Do+ wit)>1, VieLteT @27)

JjeTJ jeT

D mi )+ it Vi e T, VeT (28)

i€L i€L

2z = (x,y,) € {0,117 x{0, 1}, vt € T. (29)

Eq. (249) allows a UE i € 7 to be THO-enabled (i.e., explicitly
assigned to a cell if xij(t) = 1), or CHO-enabled (i.e.,
implicitly assigned through CHOs to a cell, otherwise). Eq.
complements the previous one, ensuring that a UE can
be explicitly or implicitly assigned to a cell, but not both;
eq. (26) prevents each CHO-enabled UE from having more
than b; prepared cells, similarly to Sec. Eq. ensures
that a UE will be explicitly or implicitly assigned, preventing
blocking completely some UEs, and eq. enforces each
cell’s capacity constraints using the total number of users.
Lastly, eq. (29) defines the binary decisions.

Performance Analysis. The analysis and proofs follow nearly
verbatim those of Sec. [V] with the modification of the sam-
pling technique ()z. We highlight that the analysis of Sec. [V]
relies on fixed sets Ztyo and Zcnyo, and therefore, the unbiased
estimator defined earlier cannot be used in the case of dynamic
HO type selection, where x; and y; are coupled with the
controller deciding the HO type of each UE in every slot.
For that reason, we create a new unbiased estimator.

Let 2" = (:c?l,y;n) denote the continuous meta-learner
output at slot ¢, where " € [0,1)7"/ and y € [0,1]//.
The definition of z* resembles eq. (13]), with the distinction
that in that earlier formulation, the users were partitioned into
two disjoint sets Zryo and Zcyo.
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Fig. 10: Cell sites (red) and SINR measurement locations
(green) used for evaluation.

To construct the implementable binary decision z; =
(x4, y:), we start by defining for each ¢ € Z the probability
to be explicitly assigned (THO-enabled) at slot ¢:

t) £ al(t)

Jj€T

(30)

where eq. (24) ensures that m;(t) € [0,1]. To obtain an
unbiased estimator, i.e., E[z:] =z, we sample:

and if z;(t) = 1, the UE ¢ € T is THO-enabled at slot ¢,
else CHO-enabled. Lastly, the associations/preparations are
decided with the normalized quantities: z;;(t) = 7} (t)/m:(t)
and yi;(t) = y"()/(1 — mi(t)).

From the law of total expectation, and as x;;(t) =0 when
zi(t) =0, we get E[z;;(t)] = 2]}(t) and similarly E[y;;(t)] =
yii(t). This concludes that indeed, E[z;]=2{".

~ Bernoulli(7; (%)), 31

VIII. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

We compare CONTRA with various (i) 3GPP-compliant,
threshold-based THO and CHO algorithms, as well as (ii) RL
benchmarks. The former are the algorithms currently used by
MNOs and antenna vendors [1]], [48], solving either solely
the THO or CHO problem (i.e., not jointly). Given that these
benchmarks treat THO and CHO as independent procedures,
we adapt and extend three existing foundational RL algorithms
from the literature that were originally designed for other tasks
[25], [26]], [[69]], such as only THO optimization. In this way,
it becomes possible to compare the proposed algorithm with
more advanced (i.e., not relying on pre-defined thresholds)
benchmarks for precisely the problem at hand, namely, the
joint optimization of traditional and conditional handovers.

The algorithms are evaluated in two main scenarios: (i)
volatile SINR scenario, in which s;;(t) fluctuates every 10
slots within the range of [0, 30]dB [70], reflecting a wide spec-
trum of signal conditions (i.e., from poor to excellent values),
and (ii) real SINR scenario from crowdsourced countrywide
measurements. For the latter, we focus on an area of approx-
imately 160 sq. kms, where 73,303 signal measurements in
a second granularity are taken for 100 cells (20 cell sites).
These cell sites are shown in Figure marked in red, and the
measurement areas are indicated in green. This dataset presents
a highly competitive scenario as SINRs can vary arbitrarily
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Fig. 11: Real SINR scenario with I = 100 UEs. Over the last
100 slots of the T" = 1k simulation, (a) shows the objective
function values (i.e., throughput and switching costs), and
(b) the number of switches in associations (i.e., x;) and
preparations (i.e., y;), for the dynamic and three variants of
static HO type selection of CONTRA.

and occasionally exhibit adversarial behavior (see Sec. [[V).
Given that these measurements are anonymized, we consider
100 fast-moving UEs, with random velocities ranging from
20 to 28 m/s and variances in [0, 5], placed at ¢ = 1 in
a random location with measurement (green). We adopt the
Gauss-Markov mobility model [71], in line with prior works
[22], with 0.9 randomness parameter to find the location of
each UE in each subsequent slot ¢t = 2,...,T, for T' = 1k.
To incorporate the signal measurements, we map each new
location to the nearest location with available measurements.

A. Understanding the Proposed Algorithm

First and foremost, it is imperative to showcase the differ-
ences between the static (Sec. [V]) and dynamic (Sec. [VII) HO
type selection. For that reason, we compare four variants of
CONTRA: (i) dynamic HO type selection, where the controller
decides if and when each user should operate in THO or CHO
mode according to our framework, and three variants of static
HO type selection, namely, (i) a random split with half of the
users predefined as THO-enabled and the other half as CHO-
enabled, as well as a configuration in which all users are (ii)
THO-enabled, and (iii) CHO-enabled.

In detail, Figure |1 1| compares the performance of these four
CONTRA variants over the last 100 slots of the real-SINR
scenario. When all users are in THO mode, the objective
function values are the lowest (i.e., 438), primarily due to the
large number (357) and high cost of THOs. The 50-50 split
between THO- and CHO-enabled users improves performance
by nearly x8 compared to the all-THO configuration; yet it
remains roughly x2.5 lower than both the automatic mode-
selection and all-CHO cases. The automatic mode achieves
higher performance (= 3%) compared to the all-CHO config-
uration, as it executes fewer CHO preparations, even though it
requires 102 THOs. From here onward, CONTRA is assessed
in the dynamic HO formulation.

Secondly, we focus on the trade-off between throughput and
the two switching cost terms to understand the importance
of the latter for the studied problem. Figure shows the
utility function and the number of association and preparation
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Fig. 12: Real SINR scenario with I = 100 UEs. Over the
last 250 slots of the 7" = 1k simulation, (a) shows the utility
function values (i.e., g;), and (b) the number of switches in
associations (i.e., «;) and preparations (i.e., y;), for ignoring
and taking into account the switching costs.

changes when switching costs are (i) excluded, and (ii) taken
into account, for the real-SINR scenario. Focusing on the
last 250 slots of T' = 1k, we note that taking into account
the switching cost reduces the number of associations (and
thus, THOs) and preparation changes by approximately 77%,
while achieving a 2.7% higher throughput. Hence, it becomes
evident that solely maximizing the utility/throughput (i.e.,
without considering the switches) may not be the optimal strat-
egy, given that comparable, or even better, performance can
be achieved with fewer switches, thereby reducing signaling
overhead, resource utilization, and HO delays.

Thirdly, to show the importance of combining learners with
different rates, Figure [13|shows the attained throughput g(.) in
a case where the SINRs are stationary (changing only every
200 slots) and real (changing significantly between slots).
Given that T' = 1k, eq. (I9) determines that 7 experts will
be used, with learning rates 0.0135, 0.0271, 0.0542, 0.1083,
0.2167, 0.4334, and 0.8668 (combining eq. and Lemma
(). In the stationary case, the OGA experts with small learning
rates obtain up to 12% better throughput than the highest-
learning-rate one. On the other hand, in the real case, the
highest-learning-rate expert achieves 65% more throughput.
These findings support the claims that in more stationary
scenarios, smaller-learning-rate experts perform better as they
update their decisions more carefully, while in volatile/real
cases, it is the opposite, as higher-learning-rate experts adapt
more quickly to the rapid changes of the environment.

B. Regret Analysis

Sec. [VI] shows that the regret guarantees hold for any
benchmark; however, computing the benchmark that has full
knowledge of the future is computationally intensive for
mixed-integer programs [25]], [72]. To facilitate, therefore,
the average dynamic regret calculation, the optimal Oracle
considered solves the optimization problem in every step using
CVXPY [73]], and a smaller number of I = 20 users. Apart
from the CONTRA, we show the average dynamic regret of
3GPP threshold-based benchmarks. In the sequel, we refer to
the 3GPP CHO benchmarks as (C'L, TTT), where the first
element denotes the number of cells that are prepared in each
slot, provided they are the highest-SINR cells for more than
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Fig. 14: Volatile scenario (SINR changes every 10 slots), for
T = 5k slots, for the (a) continuous and (b) discrete decisions.

TTT consecutive slots (similar to the A3 event); while for the
3GPP THO benchmarks, only 77T is used. For instance, the
benchmark (1,2) prepares one cell for each user if it remains
the highest-SINR for more than two slots.

Figure|14|shows the average dynamic regret of our proposed
algorithm and the 3GPP-compliant competitors in the volatile
case. In Figures [I4(a)] and [T4(b)l we show the continuous,
z € 2, and discrete, z € Z, decisions, respectively. In both
cases, we observe that the average dynamic regret converges
towards zero for T = 5k slots; and in the latter case, where
the decisions are actually implementable in practice, CONTRA
outperforms the best-performing CHO-only 3GPP benchmark
by 89.5%. The average dynamic regret of the THO-only
benchmarks stays almost constant for all slots (“stuck” in
sub-optimal decisions). Lastly, we observe a relatively small
discretization error of 16.2% measured between the continuous
and discrete decision plots at ¢t = 5k.

From Figure|15] the average dynamic regret converges again
towards zero for the real SINR cases, showing that CONTRA is
adaptable in all scenarios, with the gap between the continuous
and discrete decisions being solely 1.83%. On the other hand,
the best CHO-only (THO-only) 3GPP-compliant benchmark
attains 74% (28.2%) higher (lower) dynamic regret at ¢t = 5k.
Yet, the THO-only benchmark is stuck in suboptimal (non-
diminishing regret) decisions.

C. Comparison with Reinforcement Learning

To compare CONTRA with RL approaches, we need to adjust
the definitions of RL state and RL action. We define the RL

(@ (b)

Fig. 15: Real-data SINR scenario for T' = 1k, for the (a)
continuous and (b) discrete decisions.

state with the SINRs of the previous time slots, see e.g., [25],
[26]. We intentionally avoid incorporating other UE features,
such as velocity or ping-pong counters, to remain as aligned
as possible with our problem formulation. We also define an
RL action that determines whether each user ¢ € Z is THO-
or CHO-enabled and how many cells to prepare in the latter
case. In principle, the CHO decisiona should be modeled as
the selection of any subset of candidate cells. This formulation
captures the “true” decision space of CHO, but in the case of
RL, it leads to an exponential growth in the number of possible
actions; specifically, J + (2J — 1) per user. The first term, J,
corresponds to actions regarding THOs: a user can be assigned
to any of the available J cells. The second term (exponential),
27 — 1, corresponds to any non-empty subset of the .J cells
that can get prepared (minus the empty set).

Even when viewed purely from the search-space perspec-
tive, this exponential growth makes RL infeasible for moderate
J, as exploration becomes prohibitively expensive. In contrast,
CONTRA maintains a tractable search-space, avoiding the
combinatorial explosion inherent to this RL formulation. To
avoid the exponential explosion, we adopt a more compact
parameterization for the RL approaches with only 2.J actions
per user. Here, the first J terms still correspond to THOs, while
the rest J to CHOs, where the user prepares up to the top-J
strongest cells in terms of SINR in the previous slots. The
reward/objective remains as in CONTRA (see Sec. E]) namely,
throughput minus switching costs.

The three RL benchmarks are: (i) policy-gradient methods
without a critic, through REINFORCE algorithm [69], (ii)
value-based methods through Deep Q-Network (DQN) [25],
and (iii) actor-critic methods with proximal updates through
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [26].

REINFORCE is a simpler method, that tries actions, ob-
serves total rewards, and adjusts the policy toward those
that performed well. It does not estimate how good a state
is (no critic), which makes it simple but noisy and data-
hungry. More precisely, it implements a Monte Carlo policy-
gradient method without a critic. Its policy network is a two-
layer multilayer perceptron (MLP) with 128 neurons per layer
and Tanh activations, followed by a softmax output layer
producing a categorical distribution over all possible actions.
After each episode, the algorithm computes discounted returns
and updates the policy parameters using gradients of the log-
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more dynamic/abrupt changes (continuous lines) and one with
more gradual changes (dotted lines).

probabilities weighted by returns. The optimizer is Adam with
a learning rate of 3 x 1074,

DQON does not directly learn a policy; instead, it learns an
action—value function Q(state, action) that shows how good
each action is. The agent then picks the action with the highest
@, allowing though a random exploration. More specifically,
DON consists of two hidden layers with 128 neurons and
ReLU activations. Exploration follows an e-greedy strategy
with ey = 1.0, €eng = 0.05, and exponential decay constant
200. A replay buffer of size 50k and minibatch size 64 are
used, with soft target-network updates (7 = 0.01) to improve
stability. The loss is the mean-squared temporal-difference
error, optimized with Adam at a learning rate of 1073,

PPO combines both ideas. It learns an actor (policy) and a
critic (value estimate), and ensures stable updates by clipping
how much the policy can change each step. Both the actor and
critic share a two-layer MLP backbone (128 neurons per layer,
Tanh activations). The actor outputs a categorical distribution
over all actions, while the critic outputs a scalar state-value
estimate. Training uses generalized advantage estimation with
A = 0.95 and the clipped objective parameter ¢ = 0.2; also,
minibatches of 64 samples for 3 epochs per cycle are used.
Both networks are optimized using Adam with rate 3 x 1074,

Unlike CONTRA, which learns and adapts online with a sin-
gle exposure to the environment, these RL methods are trained
over hundreds of simulated episodes, effectively granting them
repeated access to the same system dynamics. This allows RL
algorithms to asymptotically approximate the optimal policy
under repeated trials, whereas CONTRA must adapt on-the-fly.

To showcase the disadvantages of RL even in a simple
setting with four cells, we consider only two users with
different types of mobility/SINR dynamics as can be seen in
Figure[T6 User 1 frequently switching between good and bad
cells (high variability), and User 2 steadily moving toward a
better SINR environment (gradual change). More precisely, the
SINR of User 1 remains constant for 100 slots, then changes
during a 50-slot transition period, and subsequently stabilizes
again for another 100 slots, and so on.

In Figure ﬂlka), we run each algorithm once (i.e., one
episode), since our proposed method requires only a single
pass to produce its decisions and learn. As expected, RL
algorithms, and specifically REINFORCE and PPO, perform
poorly (negative utility) as they require many interactions over
the same conditions to learn. On the other hand, DON can
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I =100 UEs and T = 1k slots.

improve its decision in the same episode, achieving, however,
53.6% lower utility than CONTRA. In Figure [[7(b), we allow
the RL benchmarks to learn this simple scenario by running
them for multiple episodes and reporting their final utilities.
Compared to our algorithm that requires a single episode/pass
to reach ~ 2.5k total utility, REINFORCE, DQN, and PPO
reach until 95.2%, 88.0%, and 97.9% of its performance, by
running for 1.6k, 100, and 200 episodes, respectively.
Finally, in the real SINR scenario, the performance gap
becomes even more pronounced. From Figure [T8] and com-
pared to our algorithm that requires a single pass to reach
~175k total utility, REINFORCE, DQN, and PPO reach until
54.9%, 52.6%, and 76.6% of its performance, by running
for 2k, 500, and 500 episodes, respectively. The gap thus
widens significantly in realistic network conditions, showing
that CONTRA attains substantially higher performance without
the extensive training required by RL-based approaches. Even
with this simplified assumption, our approach outperforms
the RL in the experiments executed with real SINR/UEs.
This poor performance of RL approaches is expected, as
they do not adapt to volatile or adversarial environments
(known to converge under stationarity only), and do not offer
performance guarantees as those we provide in Lemma [3]
IX. CONCLUSIONS

This study is motivated by the demanding mobility support
requirements in 6G, technological advances in handover (HO)
mechanisms, and the availability of Al-based management
solutions in O-RAN. Its goal is to address a challenge
that is critical as 5G deployments mature and 6G systems
emerge: executing HOs rapidly and reliably, especially in



dense deployments and high-frequency bands, where (i) tra-
ditional HO (THO) mechanisms exhibit high failure rates
and thus, increased delays, and (i7) the newly introduced by
3GPP, Conditional HOs (CHOs), which tackle these issues
by enabling proactive cell reservations, raise intricate trade-
offs in signaling and resource utilization. To better under-
stand these issues, we analyze countrywide datasets from a
major operator in Europe; and the findings underscore the
need for more adaptive and robust HO control. Motivated
by this, we propose CONTRA, a meta-learning, provably-
optimal, minimal-assumption, O-RAN-compatible algorithm
that jointly optimizes THO and CHO and adapts to runtime
observations, demonstrating significant improvements in real-
world and synthetic scenarios. While our work focuses on O-
RAN, the core ideas can be applied to other 3GPP-compliant
RAN architectures that support real-time measurements and
centralized decision making.
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APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 2] First, we observe that the diameter of the
domain is bounded, i.e., [|[z—2'||2 <|[lx—2'|2+]¥ =Y |2 <
V2Itao++/Icno(J — 1) =D, since the maximum distance for
the former occurs when assignments x and x’ are all different,
and for the latter, when all cells are prepared in y and one

cell is prepared per UE in ¥’ (i.e., minimum preparation).
Similarly, we prove the bound for the C-norm and its dual.

Finally, we compute the gradients component-wise and,

for

simplicity, we omit the time ¢ index. For ¢ € Zryo,7 € J
(similarly for ¢ € Zcpo and the y;;), and since 01 /0x;; = 1,
we have 0g;/0x;; = logc;; —logl; — 1. Using ¢, < Cmax

and lj < Itho + Icho = I, we can write: |E)gt/8xij\

<

max {log ¢max — 1, logI + 1} = M. The proof is finalized,

as there are [ J total components in the gradient vector;
likewise for the C;-norm.

and

Proof of Lemma [3} The proof tailors the result of [20], [27],
[74], which, however, solve the UE-cell association problem

(THO only). Eq. can be rewritten: E[Rr] =

T

S (@) = Nzt == lle) = (=) =2 == lc,)

t=1
T

+E| Y (3=~ == = o) — (e(z) 12— 21l

t=1

where we bound the expected dynamic regret of the rela
preparation decisions {z"}; and, afterwards, the error of
discrete decisions {z;}; as can be seen from the first

xed
the
and

second terms, respectively. From the first term in eq. (23),
sublinear dynamic regret can be achieved for the relaxed
decisions. It follows by bounding the regret of each expert
w.r.t. the benchmark and then the regret of the meta-learner

w.r.t. any expert. For the extra cost/error introduced due to
quantization routine )z, we bound the term as follows:

T
EIY (0 (=)~ 12 ==l —e(z0) + 21— 2e1lcr)
t=1

the

()

<

T

(G + Vamas b)Y

t=1

2

E ii(zy(t)—mmt)})

i=1j=1

T(G + \/amax + bmax) \/ICHOJ/4 + ITHO(]- — 1/J),

leading to eq. (23). Specifically, for (x), we use Jensen’s

(%)

in-

equality, the linearity of expectation, and Lipschitz continuity.
For the latter, consider z1, zo € Z°, use the triangle inequality

and Lipschitz constant G of g; and the Euclidean norm, and

define z;_1=C, to get:

|(5(z0) = 121 = Clley) = (@n(z2) — llz2 = Cle,)| <
3u(z1) = Gu(22)] + [I121 = Clle — 122 = Clley| <

(G + Vamax + b ) 121 = 22|

Lastly, note that (xx) calculates the variance of z;. For

y; € {0,1}cmo7 | the maximum variance each component

can

obtain is 1/4 (variance per element is ¢(1—¢) due to Bernoulli

trial with prob ¢, and maximizes for ¢ = 0.5); hence, we

can

upper bound the part for CHO-enabled UEs expression with
IcnoJ /4. For z; € {0,1} Mo 7 the binary vector is subject to
a simplex per user; thus, each sum of THO-enabled users w.r.t.
j is upper bounded by variance of 1 — 1/J, and the overall
part of the term in the square root has bound I'tyo(1 —1/J).
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