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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In RAN#88e a new WID on enhancement of data collection for SON/MDT in NR was approved [1]. In the following, we will discuss the objectives of the WID related to SON aspects. In particular, we will focus on the most relevant issues related to HO enhancements to the SON framework, including CHO, DAPS and Successful HO Report, also taking into account the outcome of the email discussion [2].
2	Discussion
In this paper, we discuss the following topics related to HO enhancements: 
· CHO
· DAPS
· Successful HO report
2.1 CHO aspects for SON
In the RAN2#111 online meeting, corresponding agreements regarding CHO have been made, as follows:
· The following scenarios are considered:
a. Successful CHO and HO (i.e no failure happens). FFS consideration in RAN2/3
b. Unsuccessful CHO due to late CHO execution
c. Unsuccessful CHO after CHO execution
d. Successful or Unsuccessful CHO after unsuccessful CHO or handover failure
Note: other scenarios are not ruled out
· RAN2 should study what CHO failure information can be stored in RLF report.
· RAN2 to discuss the method for distinguishing between different handover types in RLF report. FFS the details, e.g., explicitly way or not.







In RAN2#112 online meeting following agreements regarding CHO were made:
The following cells’ related cell and beam measurements are included in the RLF report
associated to CHO failure:

a. Source cell of the CHO. FFS the detail on cell ID. Try our best to reuse the existing information.
b. The target cell towards which the CHO was executed, if CHO related condition was satisfied. FFS the detail on cell ID. Try our best to reuse the existing information.
c. The cell in which the re-establishment is performed after the CHO failure or source RLF. Try our best to reuse the existing information. FFS on the related measurements.

FFS:	Candidate target cells as configured in the CHO configuration.

[bookmark: _Toc54772983]RLF-report shall contain information to differentiate an ordinary HO failure from the CHO failure and CHO recovery failure. FFS: implicit indication vs explicit indication.

Related to mobility aspects of the SON framework, the following type of failures are typically considered, as captured in TS 38.300: 
· Too Late Handover: An RLF occurs after the UE has stayed for a long period of time in the source cell; the UE attempts to re-establish the radio link connection in a different cell.
· Too Early Handover: An RLF occurs shortly after a successful handover from a source cell to a target cell or a handover failure occurs during the handover procedure; the UE attempts to re-establish the radio link connection in the source cell.
· Handover to Wrong Cell: An RLF occurs shortly after a successful handover from a source cell to a target cell or a handover failure occurs during the handover procedure; the UE attempts to re-establish the radio link connection in a cell other than the source cell and the target cell.

A more detailed description of the possible scenarios that may arise when a UE is configured with CHO is given in the Table 1 in the email discussion [2]. In our view all scenarios discussed in [2] are valid and can be considered in RAN2. In particular, we believe that RAN2 should mainly focus on the parameters to include in the RLF report, since most of the parameters that are under discussion in RAN2 can actually be useful for most of the scenarios.
[bookmark: _Toc68197142]Most of the parameters under discussion in RAN2 are applicable for all the possible CHO scenarios in Table 1 in [2].
[bookmark: _Toc68209425]RAN2 to focus on CHO-related parameters to include in the RLF-Report, rather than on scenarios´ description.
2.1.1 CHO-Related Parameters
The following section describe outstanding issues related to CHO parameters to include in the RLF-Report.
2.1.1.1 Radio measurements-related parameters for CHO
In CHO, the gNB may prepare certain cells for CHO and configure the UE with such candidate target cells. The UE may then start evaluating the candidate target cells. However, it can happen that while doing such an evaluation, an RLF occurs. As a result of such RLF, the UE may select another cell for reestablishment which may be already in the list of candidate target CHO cells. The UE may also select a cell that is not in the list of candidate target CHO cells.	
Therefore, it seems important for the network to know that the RLF report was related to a failure that occurred when the UE had a CHO configuration and in particular which cells were configured for CHO, and if the re-established cell was in the list of configured CHO cells or not. That is important, because if the cell is in the list of configured candidate CHO cells, then the UE does not need to perform a complete reestablishment procedure, i.e. it does not need to transmit the RRCReestablishmentRequest message, and it can just apply the conditional configuration for such re-established cell.
Hence, on the basis of the above information, the network may decide to remove some cells from the list of candidate CHO cells, and include, for example, the re-established cell in such list if not already included. 
Additionally, it can also be beneficial that the network learns the radio measurements related to the candidate target cells at RLF, as well as the radio measurements related to the re-established cell, so that the network can properly tune the CHO parameters for the A3/A5 events. 
[bookmark: _Toc68197143]The network can derive which candidate target cells have satisfied CHO execution conditions based on the latest radio measurements of the candidate target cells and configured CHO execution condition(s) e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration
[bookmark: _Toc68209426]RAN2 to include in the following radio-related measurements for the RLF-report associated to CHO:
a. [bookmark: _Toc68209427]Configured CHO execution condition(s), e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration, of the candidate target cells and the corresponding TTT value
b. [bookmark: _Ref68095360][bookmark: _Toc68209428]Latest radio measurement results of the candidate target cells.
2.1.1.2 Timer-related parameters for CHO
Timer-related information might help to identify a root cause of the problems with CHO. During the offline discussion [2], several timers were considered. In our view, timers should be carefully selected in order to cover as many scenarios as possible. 
[bookmark: _Toc68197144]In our view, a few timers can be applicable in most of the scenarios in case of Too Early CHO, Too Late CHO and CHO to the Wrong Cell.
From our perspective, the timers listed in Table 1 below can cover most of the scenarios (please note that we use the same alphabetical notation as we were discussed during the offline discussion [2]).
Table 1 – Timer-related parameters for CHO
	#
	Timer
	Start time (for time related measurements)
	End time (for time related measurements)

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

	C
	Time elapsed between the first CHO execution and the corresponding latest CHO configuration received for the selected target cell 
	Time of received CHO configuration
	Time of CHO execution

	D
	Time elapsed between CHO execution until the first HOF/RLF 
	Time of executing the first CHO
	Time of first HOF/RLF



The aforementioned timers are shown in Fig. 1-3 for each of the discussed scenarios.  Timer B is needed because if RLF occurs before the UE executes the CHO, the network would not know for how long resources were reserved in target cells. Since it has been already agreed that this timer will be present in case of HOF, it seems natural to have it also for the case of RLF with no CHO execution. Additionally, we also note that for the case of successful HO report, there is a majority of companies that believe that a timer between the reception of the CHO configuration and CHO execution should be included as a means to know for how long resources were reserved. Timer B cannot be derived from C and D as in this case, the UE did not execute CHO at all. 
[bookmark: _Toc68197145]An indication of the time elapsed between reception of CHO configuration and CHO execution for the case of CHO failure and CHO success has been seen as beneficial from RAN2, hence also indication of the time elapsed between reception of CHO configuration and RLF in source cell should be equally beneficial to determine for how long CHO resources were reserved in the target cells.
Timer C was already agreed in RAN2#113. 
Timer D has the same functionality as the timeConnFailure with the only difference that the starting point is the CHO execution rather than the reception of the reconfigurationWithSync. The same IE, i.e. timeConnFailure, can be adopted with a clarification in the field description for the case of CHO. This can be however discussed later on in the WI.



Figure 1 – Too Late CHO


Figure 2 – Too Early CHO


Figure 3 – CHO to Wrong Cell
[bookmark: _Toc68209429]RLF report associated to a CHO shall include the following timer related information: 
c. [bookmark: _Toc68209430]Time between the UE receiving the CHO command and RLF in the source cell
d. [bookmark: _Toc68209431]Time elapsed between CHO execution until the first HOF/RLF
[bookmark: _Toc68209432]FFS: Whether the existing timers can be reused or not.
2.1.1.2 Other parameters for CHO
Other possible parameters to include are the list of candidate target cell IDs or which of the cells in measResultNeighCells were candidate target cells. In our view, if RAN2 agrees that the UE will always include the latest radio measurement results of the candidate target cells as per Proposal 2b, then an explicit list of candidate target cells might not be needed, since it may be implicitly included in the list of the measurement results of the candidate target cells. Otherwise, it can be beneficial to know that so that the gNB can determine which of the cells included in measResultNeighCells were candidate cells. 
Besides, in [2] it was discussed how to represent the cell(s) in which the UE attempts the reestablishment after CHO failure. In fact, after a CHO failure, the UE can attempt reestablishment two times in case the first cell selected for reestablishment is a CHO candidate cell and in case the reestablishment in such a cell fails. To this end, it is important to highlight that the reestblishmentCellID IE is currently used to indicate the cell in which the UE attempted the reestablishment. Hence the reestablishmentCellID will be always included irrespective of whether the reestablishment attempt was successful or not. What is missing in the current RLF-Report is a cell ID to represent the cell in which the UE attempted the second reestablishment, 
Hence, in case the UE performs a second reestablishment attempt (after the first reestablishment failure), then there is the need to know the cell in which the UE attempted this second reestablishment.. 
[bookmark: _Toc68197146]It is not possible in the current RLF-Report to indicate the cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the second reestablishment after CHO failure and after failure of the first reestablishment attempt in a CHO candidate target cell.
[bookmark: _Toc68209433]RAN2 to agree on including the following information in the RLF report associated to a CHO:
e. [bookmark: _Toc68100301][bookmark: _Toc68209434]List of CHO candidate cells IDs if RAN2 does not agree to always include the measurement results of candidate target (in which case the list of candidate CHO target cells is implicitly included in the list of measurement results.)
f. [bookmark: _Toc68209435]A cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the first reestablishment after CHO failure. 
g. [bookmark: _Toc68209436]A cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the second reestablishment after CHO failure and after failing the first reestablishment attempt in a CHO candidate target cell.
2.2 DAPS aspects for SON
In Rel-16, DAPS was introduced as a further mobility enhancement. In the case of DAPS handover, the UE keeps receiving and transmitting data on DAPS DRBs from/to the source cell after the reception of the HO command and for the whole duration of the HO procedure. Once the HO procedure is completed, the UE stops transmitting the UL data in the source and UL data are just transmitted on the target cell. For the DL instead, the UE keeps receiving DL data from both the source and the target until the source cell connection is explicitly released by the target via RRCReconfiguration including daps-SourceRelease. 
From the control plane perspective, with DAPS HO, the UE shall continue RLM with respect to the source cell until successful RA completion. Hence if HO fails towards the target, i.e. T304 expires, before completion of RA the UE fallbacks to source and continues normal operations without the need for reestablishment, as long as in the meantime no RLF has occurred in the source PCell. 
Related to the DAPS scenarios, the following agreements have been already taken by RAN2:
From RAN2#112:

Agreements:
	In case of successive failures associated to DAPS, the UE stores and reports both failure related information (FFS the details of the information). The successive failure referred above, includes the following scenarios:
	UE declares RLF on the source cell while performing the DAPS towards the target cell and declares HOF towards the target cell.

From RAN2#113:

Following DAPS HO scenarios are considered:
a.	Failed DAPS handover to the target cell but successfully fallback to source
b.	UE declares RLF on the source cell before successfully DAPS handover towards target cell


2.2.1 DAPS-Related Parameters
During the offline discussion [2], the comprehensive list of DAPS scenarios was discussed. In our view all scenarios discussed in [2] are valid and can be considered. Hence, similar to the CHO discussion, it is suggested that RAN2 focuses on the important parameters to include. 
2.2.1.1 Radio measurements-related parameters for DAPS HO
The UE maintains connection with both source and target cells during DAPS HO, in case of failure it would be beneficial to know both source cell and target cell radio measurements (which was already agreed in RAN2#112), as well as radio measurements of the neighbouring cells which will allow the network to optimize DAPS HO.
[bookmark: _Toc68209437]RAN2 to agree on including the neighbor cell measurements when a HOF or a RLF occurs during the DAPS handover.

2.2.1.2 Timer-related parameters for DAPS HO
Timer-related parameters were considered during the offline discussion [2]. Similarly to CHO, a few timer-related parameters should be sufficient to cover all failure cases. Such timer-related parameters are shown in Table 2 (please note that we use the same alphabetical notation as we were discussed during the offline discussion). 
Table 2 – Timer-related parameters for DAPS.
	#
	Timer
	Start time (for time related measurements)
	End time (for time related measurements)

	A
	Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell before fallback 
	Time of executing DAPS HO
	Time of declaring RLF in source before fallback

	B
	Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell after fallback
	Time of executing DAPS HO
	Time of declaring RLF in source after fallback

	C
	The elapsed time between the execution of DAPS and RLF in target cell 
	Time of executing DAPS HO
	Time of declaring RFL in target cell



Timer A is needed to allow the network to know for how long the source connection was kept during the DAPS HO, in order to understand how long the UE could receive packets from both source and target cells.
Timer B is needed, because when the scenario of RLF after fallback occurs, the UE needs to somehow indicate that this RLF occurred after a fallback and not after successful HO. Otherwise, the network may classify this scenario as “too early DAPS HO”, while in fact it is a “too late DAPS HO”.
For Timer C, the timeConnFailure can be reused, i.e. the time elapsed from RRCReconfigurationWithSync reception until RLF in target cell, with the understanding that there will be a flag indicating that the last HO was a DAPS HO.
A further issue related to timers that popped up during the email discussion [2] is whether any existing times, e.g. timeConnFailure, should be reused. In general, we agree with the intention to minimize as much as possible the specification changes whenever that is possible. However, it is not clear for example how A and C can be covered with a single timer in case the UE for example experiences both an RLF in source during DAPS HO and HOF (or an early RLF in the target). Additionally, RAN2 should avoid breaking legacy functionalities, since the timeConnFailure is also used in legacy to detect “too early HO”.
[bookmark: _Ref68097964][bookmark: _Toc68209438]RAN2 to include the following timer-related information in the RLF-report for DAPS handover: 
h. [bookmark: _Toc68209439]Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell before fallback 
i. [bookmark: _Toc68209440]Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell after fallback
j. [bookmark: _Toc68209441]The elapsed time between the execution of DAPS and HOF/RLF in target cell
[bookmark: _Toc68209442]RAN2 to evaluate whether existing timers (i.e. timeConnFailure) can be reused to capture the functionalities of timers in Proposal 6.
2.2.1.3 Other parameters for DAPS HO
Additional parameters are needed to cover some of the scenarios. For instance, it is important to differentiate between ordinary and DAPS HO, such differentiation can be done by including an explicit indicator in the RLF-report. The reason is that unlike the CHO case, when a DAPS HO fails no DAPS-specific parameters may be included.
[bookmark: _Toc68209443]Indicate (explicitly) in the RLF report which type of handover failure occurred, e.g.  ordinary HO failure or of DAPS HO.
If the UE falls back to the source cell, the UE only logs the DAPS HO failure, which can be ambiguous, thus it is important to indicate whether the fallback was performed or not. Additionally, such an indication may be important in case the RLF occurs in the cell right after the fallback. In this case, it is important for the network to know that this failure occurred after the fallback and not after an HO, otherwise the network may categorize this RLF as “too early HO”, while in fact the failure occurred after fallback (in which case the failure should be categorize as “too late HO” or “HO to wrong cell”).
Additionally, in case of RLF in the source cell during DAPS HO, the cause of such RLF might not be indicated to the network, thus it is beneficial to include such an indication. 
[bookmark: _Toc68209444]RAN2 to include the following content in the RLF-report for DAPS handover: 
k. [bookmark: _Toc68209445]RLF-cause of the RLF that occurred in the source cell while performing a DAPS HO. 
l. [bookmark: _Toc68209446]An indication of whether a fallback was performed
2.2.1.4 Signalling model for DAPS HO
Related to the signaling model, the following was left for further study in RAN2#112:

	From RAN2#112:

[bookmark: _Hlk65234846]FFS: For the case of failed DAPS handover to the target cell but successful fallback to source, no further information is needed in the legacy FailureInformation message.




From our perspective, FailureInformation is a critical message likely sent when the UE is already in poor coverage conditions. Hence, it is very important to keep its size at a minimum. Additionally, the RLF report is transmitted by the UE upon network request, hence the UE cannot be mandated to always include such information in the FailureInformation since the network may not be interested in the RLF-Report at that point in time when the FailureInformation message is transmitted.  
[bookmark: _Toc68197147]FailureInformation is a critical message, likely sent when the UE is already in poor coverage conditions. Hence, it is very important to keep its size at a minimum. Additionally, extending the FailureInformation message to include the RLF-Report may break the SON principle according to which the RLF-Report is explicitly requested by the network.
[bookmark: _Toc68209447]The existing FailureInformation message associated to DAPS failure is not enhanced for SON purposes.
2.3 Successful HO Report
The main motivation behind the introduction of a successful handover report is to allow the network to provide more insights on the handover performances especially for the handovers in the FR2 frequencies which are typically more sensitive to RLM resource configurations. Additionally, due to the reduced size of cells in FR2, and hence due to less UEs being handled, it might not be enough to just leverage on the RLF-reports. We also note that, as discussed in previous sections, Rel-16 has introduced new options for the handover, such as CHO, and DAPS HO. Therefore, the introduction of the successful handover report would also help the network to select the most appropriate HO approach.
[bookmark: _Toc61553587][bookmark: _Toc68197148]Successful handover reports complement the existing RLF reports, and can aid the network to enforce mobility (especially in FR2) and to select the most suitable HO approach.
2.3.1 Successful HO Report triggering conditions
During the offline discussion [5], successful HO scenarios were discussed for CHO, DAPS, ordinary HO and their combinations. In our view, all scenarios are valid, except the scenario 2c that represents successful HO while initial failure (CHO) which is covered by RLF-report for CHO as discussed previously. In our view, when the HO fails that should be categorized as an HOF, irrespective of whether the reestablishment succeeded or not. 
Regarding scenario 3b, some companies believe that it should be treated as a DAPS HO failure and hence be included in the RLF-Report. We are not sure this is a correct assumption, since in this case even if the UE gets an RLF in the source, the HO procedure was not affected at all and the UE could complete the HO successfully. So it seems to be more logic to include this case under the Successful HO Report.
[bookmark: _Toc68209448]RAN2 to consider scenario 2c and 2b in Table 3 in [2] as part of the Successful HO Report.
The purpose of successful HO report is to identify the HO successfully completed while the UE was at risky conditions which might cause a failure. This way, the network is able to optimize the HO configuration, e.g. optimize the type of HO (DAPS, CHO or ordinary), HO specific parameters (like number of candidate cells for CHO), RA resource configuration, etc. to improve the HO performance. Having said that, we need to identify proper triggering conditions for the successful HO report, such triggering conditions should reduce the number of unnecessary reports and include those that can be used for the further optimization. Such triggering conditions are summarized in Table 2 (please note that we use the same alphabetical notation as we used during the offline discussion).
Table 3 – Triggering conditions of the successful HO report 
	#
	Triggering condition 

	A
	The UE logs the HO success report only if it does not get RLF in the target after successful HO completion

	B
	[bookmark: _Toc62207340][bookmark: _Toc62200098]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T310 value exceeds a threshold

	C
	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T312 value exceeds a threshold

	D
	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, N310 value exceeds a threshold

	E
	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T304 exceeds a threshold

	F
	The UE logs the HO success report if the beam(s) configured with CFRA for the RACH to the target are not the best beams at the time of HO

	H
	In case of DAPS HO, if the UE gets an RLF in the source while doing DAPS HO



[bookmark: _Toc68209449]RAN2 to consider the following triggering conditions for HO Success Report: 
m. [bookmark: _Toc68209450]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T310 value exceeds a threshold
n. [bookmark: _Toc68209451]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T312 value exceeds a threshold
o. [bookmark: _Toc68209452]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T312 value exceeds a threshold
p. [bookmark: _Toc68209453]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, N310 value exceeds a threshold
q. [bookmark: _Toc68209454]The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T304 exceeds a threshold
r. [bookmark: _Toc68209455]The UE logs the HO success report if the beam(s) configured with CFRA for the RACH to the target, are not the best beams at the time of HO
s. [bookmark: _Toc68209456]In case of DAPS, if the UE gets an RLF in the source while doing DAPS

2.3.2 HO Success-related parameters
Regarding parameters to include in the HO success reports, the following has been agreed so far:
From RAN2#113

Agreements:
Contents of the HO success report:
The source cell and target cell related identifiers and measurements are to be included in the successful HO report.

RAN2 should discuss the content of the successful handover report. 
Related to RLM parameters, it could be beneficial to know if the T310 was running. That could be an indication that the handover triggering at the source cell could be improved. Moreover, the successful handover report could include information about the HO interruption time, especially if it is significantly high. That could help the network to figure out whether, for example, DAPS HO should be enabled.  
The HO success report is not triggered at every HO. It is only triggered when there are some issues with HO procedure. Hence it makes sense to include the radio conditions experienced in conjunction with the HO.
[bookmark: _Toc68209457]RAN2 to include the following radio-related measurements in the Successful HO Report: 
t. [bookmark: _Toc68209458]Latest radio link quality of neighbour cells before HO command was received
u. [bookmark: _Toc68209459]Flag to indicate RLM issues in source cell before HO command reception
v. [bookmark: _Toc68209460]Latest radio measurement results of the candidate target cells
w. [bookmark: _Toc68209461]Configured CHO execution condition(s), e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration, of the candidate target cells
x. [bookmark: _Toc68209462]Latest radio link quality of neighbour cells when HO was executed
y. [bookmark: _Toc68209463]The radio quality of source cell after RACH towards target cell succeeded (DAPS HO)
z. [bookmark: _Toc68209464]Flag to indicate the RLF cause in source cell during DAPS HO

[bookmark: _Toc68209465]RAN2 to include the following timer-related measurements in the Successful HO Report (for ordinary HO, CHO and DAPS HO): 
aa. [bookmark: _Toc68209466]T310 elapsed time
ab. [bookmark: _Toc68209467]HO interruption time, i.e. time elapsed between last received packet in the DL (last transmitted packet in the UL) in source cell, and first received packet in the DL (transmitted packet in the UL) in the target cell

[bookmark: _Toc68209468]RAN2 to include the following parameters in the Successful HO Report:
ac. [bookmark: _Toc68209469]Location Information 
ad. [bookmark: _Toc68209470]Number of duplicates received during DAPS HO

Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	Most of the parameters under discussion in RAN2 are applicable for all the possible CHO scenarios in Table 1 in [2].
Observation 2	The network can derive which candidate target cells have satisfied CHO execution conditions based on the latest radio measurements of the candidate target cells and configured CHO execution condition(s) e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration
Observation 3	In our view, a few timers can be applicable in most of the scenarios in case of Too Early CHO, Too Late CHO and CHO to the Wrong Cell.
Observation 4	An indication of the time elapsed between reception of CHO configuration and CHO execution for the case of CHO failure and CHO success has been seen as beneficial from RAN2, hence also indication of the time elapsed between reception of CHO configuration and RLF in source cell should be equally beneficial to determine for how long CHO resources were reserved in the target cells.
Observation 5	It is not possible in the current RLF-Report to indicate the cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the second reestablishment after CHO failure and after failure of the first reestablishment attempt in a CHO candidate target cell.
Observation 6	FailureInformation is a critical message, likely sent when the UE is already in poor coverage conditions. Hence, it is very important to keep its size at a minimum. Additionally, extending the FailureInformation message to include the RLF-Report may break the SON principle according to which the RLF-Report is explicitly requested by the network.
Observation 7	Successful handover reports complement the existing RLF reports, and can aid the network to enforce mobility (especially in FR2) and to select the most suitable HO approach.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to focus on CHO-related parameters to include in the RLF-Report, rather than on scenarios´ description.
Proposal 2	RAN2 to include in the following radio-related measurements for the RLF-report associated to CHO:
a.	Configured CHO execution condition(s), e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration, of the candidate target cells and the corresponding TTT value
b.	Latest radio measurement results of the candidate target cells.
Proposal 3	RLF report associated to a CHO shall include the following timer related information:
a.	Time between the UE receiving the CHO command and RLF in the source cell
b.	Time elapsed between CHO execution until the first HOF/RLF
FFS: Whether the existing timers can be reused or not.
Proposal 4	RAN2 to agree on including the following information in the RLF report associated to a CHO:
a.	List of CHO candidate cells IDs if RAN2 does not agree to always include the measurement results of candidate target (in which case the list of candidate CHO target cells is implicitly included in the list of measurement results.)
b.	A cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the first reestablishment after CHO failure.
c.	A cell ID of the cell in which the UE attempted the second reestablishment after CHO failure and after failing the first reestablishment attempt in a CHO candidate target cell.
Proposal 5	RAN2 to agree on including the neighbor cell measurements when a HOF or a RLF occurs during the DAPS handover.
Proposal 6	RAN2 to include the following timer-related information in the RLF-report for DAPS handover:
a.	Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell before fallback
b.	Time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell after fallback
c.	The elapsed time between the execution of DAPS and HOF/RLF in target cell
Proposal 7	RAN2 to evaluate whether existing timers (i.e. timeConnFailure) can be reused to capture the functionalities of timers in Proposal 6.
Proposal 8	Indicate (explicitly) in the RLF report which type of handover failure occurred, e.g.  ordinary HO failure or of DAPS HO.
Proposal 9	RAN2 to include the following content in the RLF-report for DAPS handover:
a.	RLF-cause of the RLF that occurred in the source cell while performing a DAPS HO.
b.	An indication of whether a fallback was performed
Proposal 10	The existing FailureInformation message associated to DAPS failure is not enhanced for SON purposes.
Proposal 11	RAN2 to consider scenario 2c and 2b in Table 3 in [2] as part of the Successful HO Report.
Proposal 12	RAN2 to consider the following triggering conditions for HO Success Report:
a.	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T310 value exceeds a threshold
b.	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T312 value exceeds a threshold
c.	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T312 value exceeds a threshold
d.	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, N310 value exceeds a threshold
e.	The UE logs the HO success report if, while doing HO, T304 exceeds a threshold
f.	The UE logs the HO success report if the beam(s) configured with CFRA for the RACH to the target, are not the best beams at the time of HO
g.	In case of DAPS, if the UE gets an RLF in the source while doing DAPS
Proposal 13	RAN2 to include the following radio-related measurements in the Successful HO Report:
a.	Latest radio link quality of neighbour cells before HO command was received
b.	Flag to indicate RLM issues in source cell before HO command reception
c.	Latest radio measurement results of the candidate target cells
d.	Configured CHO execution condition(s), e.g. A3 and/or A5 event configuration, of the candidate target cells
e.	Latest radio link quality of neighbour cells when HO was executed
f.	The radio quality of source cell after RACH towards target cell succeeded (DAPS HO)
g.	Flag to indicate the RLF cause in source cell during DAPS HO
Proposal 14	RAN2 to include the following timer-related measurements in the Successful HO Report (for ordinary HO, CHO and DAPS HO):
a.	T310 elapsed time
b.	HO interruption time, i.e. time elapsed between last received packet in the DL (last transmitted packet in the UL) in source cell, and first received packet in the DL (transmitted packet in the UL) in the target cell
Proposal 15	RAN2 to include the following parameters in the Successful HO Report:
a.	Location Information
b.	Number of duplicates received during DAPS HO
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