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[bookmark: _Hlk36540367]This document is related to the following discussion.
AT112-e][803][NR/R17 SON/MDT]  information needed in UE report for CHO cases (Ericsson)
Scope:
1.Clarify and refine the following scenarios :
	In case of successive CHO related failures, the UE stores and reports both RLF related information in the RLF report. The successive failure referred above, includes at least the following scenarios.
	a.	A UE that has CHO configuration, declares RLF in the source cell and fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the candidate CHO target as configured.
	b.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured and then fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the other candidate CHO target cell as configured.
	c.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the normal HO towards the target cell as configured and then fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the other candidate CHO target cell as configured.
	FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.

2.Collect companies’ views whether or not the following information is needed in UE report for CHI cases. And figure out if there is a large consensus at least for some of those timers.
· Timeline relationship between two consecutive RLF reports for cases of successful or unsuccessful CHO after unsuccessful CHO or handover failure
· Time between the UE receiving the CHO command and RLF 
· UE reports the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure
· In case of multiple failures case, UE includes the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure (TimeConnFailure) and time elapsed since the last radio link or handover failure (TimeSinceFailure) in each RLF-Report
· The time between CHO execution and successful reestablishment to a third cell after CHO failure towards the candidate target cell selected at CHO execution
· The time elapsed since CHO configuration until the immediate HO reception or execution
· The related cell and beam measurements of candidate target cells as configured in the CHO configuration
 
Companies are requested to provide their opinion in the following questionnaire related to the above-mentioned topics.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
Clarification of CHO scenarios
Associated to the CHO scenarios, we had the following agreement whose wordings improvement was left as FFS.
In case of successive CHO related failures, the UE stores and reports both RLF related information in the RLF report. The successive failure referred above, includes at least the following scenarios.
	a.	A UE that has CHO configuration, declares RLF in the source cell and fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the candidate CHO target as configured.
	b.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured and then fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the other candidate CHO target cell as configured.
	c.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the normal HO towards the target cell as configured and then fails to perform successful reestablishment to one of the other candidate CHO target cell as configured.
	FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.

The main topic of concern during the online discussion was the term ‘reestablishment’. The confusion was related to whether this reestablishment refers to the UE trying to perform the reestablishment procedure towards one of the CHO candidate cells or towards a different cell.
This can be clarified using the following statement (the highlighted part explicitly captures the details of ‘second’ failure).
In case of successive CHO related failures, the UE stores and reports both RLF related information in the RLF report. The successive failure referred above, includes at least the following scenarios.
	a.	A UE that has CHO configuration, declares RLF in the source cell. The UE attempts to reestablish in one of the configured candidate CHO target cell and fails.
	b.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured. The UE then attempts to reestablish in one of the other configured candidate CHO target cell and fails.
	c.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the normal HO towards the target cell. The UE attempts to reestablish in one of the configured candidate CHO target cell and fails.
			FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.
Companies are requested to provide their views on the above proposed reworded agreement.
	Company name
	Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	
	In option (b) and (c), we are not sure what “fails to execute” means. In our understanding, UE will never fail to execute if the CHO condition is met or the handover command for legacy handover is received. The only thing that can happen is UE executes the RRCReconfguration but it may result in failure, applicable in both CHO and legacy handover.  

	OPPO
	
	Agree with Qualcomm. In addition, regarding option b, in the spec, there is no restriction upon UE that the previously failed target cell could not be chosen to do re-establish. All is up to UE implementation. So in the second sentence, it is preferable to delete ‘the other’.

	Lenovo
	
	1. ‘CHO recovery’ can be used to refer to the CHO procedure for recovery purpose after RLF/HO failure/CHO failure. Also, it was agreed in RAN3 that ‘CHO recovery procedure is considered in the definition of failure types and/or failure types detection.’ therefore, it is best to align with each other.
2. we need to clarify what is ‘attempt to reestablish……and fails.’ In the legacy procedure, CHO recovery will be performed if the selected cell is CHO candidate cell and it is the first time to select CHO cell. If CHO recovery fails, UE transmits RRCreestablishmengrequest to network regardless of the selected cell in the second time is CHO cell or not. therefore, we need to clarify to ‘attempts to reestablish in one of the other configured candidate CHO target cell’ using CHO recovery or normal re-establishment procedure.

Based on the above analysis, we suggest the following modification:
a.	A UE that has CHO configuration, declares RLF in the source cell. The UE fails to perform CHO recovery after the selected cell is CHO candidate cell.
b.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured. The UE fails to perform CHO recovery after the selected cell is CHO candidate cell.
c.	A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to execute the normal HO towards the target cell. The UE fails to perform CHO recovery after the selected cell is CHO candidate cell.


	Samsung
	
	1) Regarding Qualcomm’s comment, we have same understanding. 
Instead of ‘fails to execute’, we would like to suggest that “A UE that has CHO configuration, has executed but not successfully completed until T304 expiry”. It corresponds to the first CHO failure.

2) Regarding the text that “The UE then attempts to reestablish in one of the other configured candidate CHO target cell and fails”, we assume that it’s actually not a re-establishment failure. 

During re-establishment after the first CHO failure, UE finds a suitable cell. If the found suitable cell is one of the configured candidate CHO target cell, the UE again performs another HO execution (please see yellow-highlighted below). Accordingly, it should mean the second HO failure, rather than a re-establishment failure. And, the second failure also results from T304 expiry.

1> [bookmark: _Toc52836661][bookmark: _Toc46439185][bookmark: _Toc46486783][bookmark: _Toc53006309][bookmark: _Toc46444022][bookmark: _Toc52837669]5.3.7.3	Actions following cell selection while T311 is running
Upon selecting a suitable NR cell, the UE shall:
(skipped)
1>	if the selected cell is one of the candidate cells for which the reconfigurationWithSync is included in the masterCellGroup in VarConditionalReconfig:
2>	apply the stored condRRCReconfig associated to the selected cell and perform actions as specified in 5.3.5.3;


	CATT
	
	Based on above comments, we’d like to revise the wording as follows:
a A UE that stored valid CHO configuration, declares RLF in the source cell and then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to access to the selected CHO candidate cell.
b A UE that stored valid CHO configuration, fails to access to the CHO candidate cell after configured CHO execution condition triggered, and then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to access to the selected CHO candidate cell.
c. A UE that stored valid CHO configuration, fails to access to the target cell after receiving normal HO configuration, and then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to access to the selected CHO candidate cell.
FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.

	Sharp
	
	For “attempts to reestablishment”，we understand the intention, but think it’s more clear to clarify, e.g.
 “attempts to perform CHO to a configured CHO candidate target cell that is selected during the reestablishment procedure”.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]For “fails to execute”, maybe we could clarify as “fails to execute (i.e. T304 expiry)” to exclude other failure case, e.g. compliance check failure.

	ZTE
	
	Agree with QC,OPPO for the clarification. We don’t think CHO recovery is a formal terminology used in RAN2 specs. And we share the same understanding as CATT, the “attempts to reestablish...” means the CHO candidate cell UE selected during reestablishment procedure (i.e., when T311 is running) and it could be a second CHO cell UE attempted if the previous failure is a CHO failure. 
Based on comments above we suggest to modify scenario b and c as following:
	b. A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to executes the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured and fails. Then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to reestablish to the selected CHO candidate cell.The UE then attempts to reestablish in one of the other configured candidate CHO target cell and fails.
	c. A UE that has CHO configuration, fails to executes the normal HO towards the target cell and fails. Then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to reestablish to the selected CHO candidate cellThe UE attempts to reestablish in one of the configured candidate CHO target cell and fails.

As for the clarification from Samsung and Sharp, we understand that currently we only record the HOF upon T304 expiry, and for CHO case we shall at least support this case. But we also see some benefits to record the HOF due to unable to comply the configuration. And we are open to discuss. 


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	In TS38.331, the CHO recovery is introduced in the RRC reestablishment section. The above wording is fine as a high-level description, but we are are open to clarify along the lines of what QC has suggested if companies are more comfortable with a more precise wording.

	NEC
	
	Agree with QC that “fails to execute” is not accurate. We think “executes…and fails” is better.
Besides, “attempts to reestablish” is also not very suitable, as RRC re-establishment is not performed in this case, but another CHO execution is performed. “executes CHO to selected cell which is CHO candidate cell” is better.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	In our view, the UE trying to perform the reestablishment procedure towards one of the CHO candidate cells refers to CHO recovery which more like a regular HO as the CHO execution condition is not checked anymore and the CHO is immediately executed if CHO candidate cell fulfils S criteria 
For SON report content, we need to also establish common understanding on what “the UE fails” would mean in context of CHO. Is it about failure to complete CHO?

	Intel
	
	In general, CHO config may contain one or more CHO target candidate cells. When RLF failure happen either in source or target, the UE may perform recovery in one of the CHO cells. However, when no CHO cells are suitable for recovery, the UE will perform re-establishment. I think we should also report the RLF at CHO failure follow by re-establishment. Therefore, we think we should consider the cases below:
· UE with CHO config fail at source and fail again at recovery using CHO recovery
· UE with CHO config fail at CHO target and fail again at recovery using CHO recovery
· UE with CHO config perform regular HO fail and fail at recovery using CHO recovery
· UE with CHO config fail at source and regular reestablishment
· UE with CHO config fail at CHO target and regular reestablishment
· UE with CHO config perform regular HO fail and regular reestablishment

	vivo
	
	Share the same view with ZTE, but we’d also like to add some explanations for “executes the CHO… and fails”, such as the example given by Samsung and Sharp that “executed but not successfully completed until T304 expiry”. For instance:
b. A UE that has CHO configuration, executes the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the condition as configured and fails (e.g., executed but not successfully completed until T304 expiry). Then UE choose a CHO candidate cell while T311 running and UE failed to reestablish to the selected CHO candidate cell.
In this manner, the scenario is clearer and we also don’t exclude the uncompilable configuration issue brought up by ZTE.



Rapporteur´s summary:
Rapporteur summarizes as follows the comments received:
· Clarifications to “fails to execute” are needed (Qualcomm, Oppo, Samsung, Sharp, ZTE, CATT, NEC, Vivo)
· Rapporteur indeed agrees that with such an observation. It is proposed then the intention here is to capture UE behavior when the CHO/HO fails according to legacy procedures
· Reestablishment can occur in the failed target cell (Oppo)
· Rapporteur agrees with this observation and proposed to remove “the other” from scenario b.
· Introduce the terminology “CHO recovery” for the UE that performs a reestablishment in a cell configured for CHO (Lenovo).
· Rapporteur believes that the terminology “CHO recovery” is not present in the RRC specification. As mentioned by Huawei in their comment, the so-called “CHO recovery” is captured within the RRC Connection Re-establishment section, therefore Rapporteur proposes to do not introduce such new terminology.
· Clarification to “attempt to reestablish……and fails” (Lenovo, ZTE)
· Rapporteur agrees to clarify that “attempt to reestablish” refers to the procedure captured in 5.3.5.8.3 and 5.3.10.3, i.e. “initiate the connection re-establishment” and trigger T311. Regarding the scenario proposed by Lenovo, i.e. the UE selects a cell which is not a CHO cell and then performs a classical reestablishment, Rapporteur believes that this is another scenario and proposes to discuss it separately, later on.
· Clarification on whether the attempt to reestablish to a second cell is an HO or reestablishment (Samsung)
· Rapporteur believes that the current formulation “The UE then attempts to reestablish” is in line with the procedural text since the UE follows the reestablishment procedure in 5.3.7 when the CHO to the first target cell fails.
· Nokia would like to clarify what UE fails mean.
· Rapporteur believes that there is no difference here with the regular HO failure, i.e. T304 expiry
· Intel would like to bring in new scenarios.
· Rapporteur believes that it is ok to discuss those scenarios, but that goes beyond the intention of this specific proposal, and it is preferred to discuss it later on.
Given the above comments, rapporteur propose the following:
[bookmark: _Toc56110391]  RAN2 to agree the following.

	In case of successive CHO related failures, the UE stores and reports both RLF related information in the RLF report. The successive failure referred above, includes at least the following scenarios.
	a.	A UE that has CHO configuration declares RLF in the source cell. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.
	b.	A UE that has CHO configuration executes the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the configured condition and experiences a HO failure. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.
	c.	A UE that has CHO configuration executes the normal HO towards the target cell and experiences a HO failure. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.

			FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.




Timer related information to be included in the CHO related UE report
Due to the lack of time only following time values related to the CHO were agreed during the online session.
Agreements:
The following time information is as part of the UE RLF report: 
	Time between the first CHO execution and the corresponding CHO command received at UE at least in the CHO failure case.
The following time information related measurements were not discussed during the online session.
2.Collect companies’ views whether or not the following information is needed in UE report for CHI cases. And figure out if there is a large consensus at least for some of those timers.
· Timeline relationship between two consecutive RLF reports for cases of successful or unsuccessful CHO after unsuccessful CHO or handover failure
· Time between the UE receiving the CHO command and RLF 
· UE reports the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure
· In case of multiple failures case, UE includes the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure (TimeConnFailure) and time elapsed since the last radio link or handover failure (TimeSinceFailure) in each RLF-Report
· The time between CHO execution and successful reestablishment to a third cell after CHO failure towards the candidate target cell selected at CHO execution
· The time elapsed since CHO configuration until the immediate HO reception or execution
· The related cell and beam measurements of candidate target cells as configured in the CHO configuration

These time values are summarized in the following table.  
	#
	Measurement 
	Start time (for time related measurements)
	End time (for time related measurements)

	A
	Timeline relationship between two consecutive RLF reports for cases of successful or unsuccessful CHO after unsuccessful CHO or handover failure
	Time of declaring first RLF / HOF
	Time of declaring second RLF/HOF

	B
	Time between the UE receiving the CHO command and RLF 
	Time of receiving the CHO configuration
	Time of declaring RLF in the source cell.

	C
	UE reports the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure 
	Time of execution of the CHO
	Time of declaring HOF

	D
	In case of multiple failures case, UE includes the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure (TimeConnFailure) and time elapsed since the last radio link or handover failure (TimeSinceFailure) in each RLF-Report
	1. Time of execution of the CHO configuration
2. Time of declaring the RLF/HOF
	1. Time of declaring the RLF/HOF
2. Time of reporting the RLF

	E
	The time between CHO execution and successful reestablishment to a third cell after CHO failure towards the candidate target cell selected at CHO execution
	Time of execution of the CHO
	Time of successful reestablishment towards a CHO candidate cell

	F
	The time elapsed since CHO configuration until the immediate HO reception or execution
	Time of receiving the CHO configuration
	Time of reception of normal HO configuration

	G
	The related cell and beam measurements of candidate target cells as configured in the CHO configuration



For details of these timer values, one could refer to section 2.1.2.1.1 in R2-2010995 [1].
Companies are requested to provide their views on the inclusion of the above captured measurements in the UE report.  
	Company Name
	Which time values are to be included in the UE report (e.g., A,B,G)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Only A
	In our understanding, the system needs to be analyzed first, and only needed information should be provided. Consider the following figure for the system analysis. Based on the analysis presented below and Fig. 1, we agree on A, while B, C, D, E, and F can be computed using the provided information (for example C, D, and E), covered as part of Rel-16 RLF reporting (for example B), and information available to the network (for example F).
For G, we believe that UE already provides this information as part of the neighboring cell measurements in the Rel-16 RLF report. The network can figure out respective measurements for target and re-establishment cell measurement from that.

	OPPO
	A, C, G


	Regarding bullet A, in our opinion, to reflect the timeline information, it is sufficient to store the RLF report and/or Successful handover report in chronological order, like what we have done to the per RACH attempt information in R16. 

Regarding G, as what have explained in online session, at least for the case of too late CHO scenario, since all configured CHO candidate cells does not satisfy the configured execution conditions, the network might need to get the cell-level measurement results of them prior to RLF at source cell to further tune the execution condition per cell. This is equivalent to including measurements of all neighbour cells in the R16 legacy RLF report.

	Lenovo
	C, F
	Regarding c: RAN3 has agreed with c already as follows:
UE reports the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure to network.

Regarding F: The time elapsed since CHO configuration until the reception of normal handover command. the cell associated with CHO configuration and normal handover command can be same or different. It aims to assist the source gNB to determine too late  CHO handover.

	Samsung
	D
	First of all, we have assumed that ‘C’ is a subset of ‘D’. 
Furthermore, the original definition of TimeConnFailure is in line with ‘B’. Hence, it seem unreasonable to use the term ‘TimeConnFailure’ in ‘D’. The first timer of ‘D’ is a new timer applied to CHO case.

On ‘A’, it can be get from the first timers of each failure in ‘D’
On ‘B’, it’s the existing TimeConnFailure, i.e. need not add newly.
On ‘C’, it can be derived from B and the time RAN2 agreed in the beginning.
On ‘E’, it can be estimated from D and the existing timers. 
On ‘F’, the source has already identified.
On ‘G’, it’s too much burden to UE but less useful. It’s sufficient with the source and the target.

	CATT
	A, C, D
	We can basically agree with A, C, D.
For A, we think the timeline relationship between two consecutive failure reports is useful for network to associate and analysis the two consecutive failure case.
Except for A, compare with the legency HO related time field, TimeConnFailure and TimeSinceFailure can be reused in CHO scenarios with some modifications(change HO initialization to HO execution for TimeConnFailure field description), which are covered in C and D.
Except for A, C, D, the rest of the time values can be decided after discussing with RAN3.
For F, we consider that the measurement results for neighbour cells are reported in RLF report can cover the cell level and beam level measurement results of candidate target cells for CHO. 

	Sharp 
	B
	For C, D, E, Network can get it by using current information in RLF report. 
For A and F, the benefit to include in RLF-report is not clear. 
For G, agree with Qualcomm that it can be covered by current neighbouring cell measurement.
For B, we understand it is different with “TimeConnFailure”, and it can be used by the network to determine the inappropriate CHO configuration in the too-late handover.

	ZTE
	A 
C, D2, F
G;
	For A, we think it is needed for NW to know the time relation between two failure event, based on which NW can deduce the time difference between to two successive failure event. But instead of adding absolute time stamp, we prefer to include the time between two consecutive failure as proposed by Rapporteur. 

For B/C, we only need one of B or C, since with the time between the first CHO execution and the corresponding CHO command received, NW shall able to deduce either C (if B is available) or B(if C is available); considering C can reuse the R16 parameter timeConnFailure, we prefer to report C in RLF report;

D1 is the same as C; for D2 we  think reusing legacy timer with small update on the wording is sufficient.

As for F, NW might not immediately retrieve UE’s RLF report, and it might not be possible for NW to by implementation to record for all the UE the timing of sending normal HO command and CHO configuration, therefore it is preferred UE can report this in RLF report. 

As for G, it is beneficial for NW to know the measurements of each candidate cell together with the CHO execution condition so that NW can based on these to optimize the CHO configuration.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	A (new), 
B (re-use legacy), 
C (new – replaces currently agreed timer), 
D (re-use legacy)
	A is necessary to evaluate the overall failures procedure.

B is needed but can be covered by current TimeConnFailure, which refers to the time elapsed since the last HO initialization until connection failure. There is no limitation on whether the failure occurred in the source or target cell.

C is important, it is similar to TimeConnFailure in case of CHO. This is definitely needed and it is agreed in RAN3. It can be derived by using (B – already agreed timer). Similarly the already agreed timer could be calculated by using B – C. In our opinion the “C” timer is a lot more important than the already agreed timer for evaluating CHO failure so it makes sense that this is the explicitly reported timer - we would prefer to explicitly signal C, and derive the agreed timer from B-C.

D is needed in the report but it is indicated by the legacy timers so no need to add new information.

E is not needed. How does the source or failure node use this timer?

For F, we are neutral on how the network gets this timer, e.g., from UE report or recorded by the network itself.

For G, we are neutral. There should be available measurements at the moment of failure. G may be beneficial but we should first evaluate the benefits vs. the signalling overhead.


	NEC
	A
	A, is new, and can assist the network to build up the timelines of the failure events.
B, it can be obtained by the network based on current information, and we do not see clear benefit for it.
C, can reuse the legacy element timeConnFailure 
D, can reuse the legacy element timeConnFailure and
timeSinceFailure 
E, can be obtained by existing information (i.e. 
timeSinceFailure and timeUntilReconnection) in rlf-report. 
F, the information is already known to the network
G, is covered by current neighboring cell measurement

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	A, B, (C), E
	We believe C would require some clarification, whether it can be <T304.
D is very close to B
F seems to address corner case

	Intel
	B, C, G
	B: we can indicate the time between UE receives CHO command and RLF, then indicate if the failure is in source or CHO target candidate, that way it covers both cases



	Vivo
	B, C, D, F
	A: the benefits of recording this information are unclear to us, as in our understanding, the successive RLF reports are not closely related in terms of the elapsed time. The NW can do nothing to improve/optimize the gap between two RLFs but can only focus on how to avoid the RLF events.
B: this is helpful for NW to identify the too-late HO;
C: already agreed by RAN3.
D: TimeConnFailure is the same to C and TimeSinceFailure can be reused with Rel-16 mechanism.
E: unclear to the intention of the parameter.
F: though the source cell might know the elapsed time, it has no information whether the UE performs the HO successfully or not. Therefore this parameter is still useful as it offers the source cell the elapsed time with the implication that the failure occurred.
G: the intention is good but we wonder whether UE should store so much information for beam-level. 

	Ericsson
	B, C, E, F, G
	For A and D, we are not sure what kind of information it gives. In our opinion, we just need the time between execution and HOF (i.e. a slight modification of the legacy timeConnFailure), and a time between HOF and reestablishment, i.e. timeUntilReconnection (legacy). 
Note that in legacy, we do not compute the time between HOF and reestablishement failure, or the time since last reestablishment failure. Hence, since the reestablishment attempt on the CHO cell is a reestablishment (according to CHO procedural text), we do not see the need to capture the time difference between the 1st CHO failure and the 2nd CHO failure, or the time since the 2nd CHO failure.



Rapporteur´s summary:
· Option A: 7/13 companies
· Option B: 6/13 companies
· Option C: 9/13 companies
· Option D: 4/13 companies
· Option E: 2/13 companies
· Option F: 4/13 companies
· Option G: 4/13 companies
Given the above results, Option C is the one that got the highest preference. However, there seems to be not enough consensus for none of the above options. Some companies also believe that legacy timers can be reused for some of them mentioned functionalities. Therefore, the Rapporteur proposes to keep discussing.
[bookmark: _Toc56110392] RAN2 to continue discussion on the CHO-related timers to include in the RLF report.

Fig 1: considering the scenario of multiple (two) failures.
[image: Diagram

Description automatically generated] 	Comment by Author: In our understanding second red is the re-establishment, after CHO recovery falilure
1. Let us define the “TimeConnFailure” the same as defined as Rel-16, i.e. time difference between the reception of RRCReconfiguration (legacy/CHO/DAPS) and failure of the first RLF/HoF. In scenario (i) the RLF happens at the source. In scenario (ii), the HoF/RLF at target happens. 
2. We agreed on the time difference between the reception of RRCReconfiguration and the execution for CHO. Let's say this as . In scenario (i), this  is NULL while in scenario (ii)  can be some finite value.
3. In scenario (iii), if CHO is not executed and instead of a new legacy RRCReconfiguration is sent, then the TimeConnFailure is the time difference between the HoF and the reception of legacy HO command.
4. The network knows when it sends the RRCReconfiguration for CHO and when it sent RRCReconfiguration for legacy HO.
5. As part of the RLF reporting, UE is already reporting the serving cell and neighboring cell measurements. In our understanding, UE already reports the target and reestablishment cells measurements as part of neighboring cell measurements. The network can figure out the target cell and reestablishment cell measurements based upon the neighboring cell measurements and other information available to it.      

Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to agree the following:

	In case of successive CHO related failures, the UE stores and reports both RLF related information in the RLF report. The successive failure referred above, includes at least the following scenarios.
	a.	A UE that has CHO configuration declares RLF in the source cell. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.
	b.	A UE that has CHO configuration executes the CHO towards the target cell upon fulfilling the configured condition and experiences a HO failure. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	c.	A UE that has CHO configuration executes the normal HO towards the target cell and experiences a HO failure. The UE selects for connection re-establishment a configured candidate CHO target cell. The UE fails to re-establish to the selected CHO candidate cell.

			FFS: Further clarification on the successful reestablishment.




Proposal 2	RAN2 to continue discussion on the CHO-related timers to include in the RLF report.
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