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Introduction
In RAN2#115e meeting, the CHO and DAPS HO had been discussed, and some agreements were made [1]. However, there are still some FFS issues need further discussion. In this contribution, we will continue to discuss these left issues.
Discussion
2.1 CHO-Related Parameters 
· Timer-related parameters for RLF-Report
At the previous RAN2 meetings, the following CHO related timers are discussed and agreed.
	C
	Time elapsed between the first CHO execution and the corresponding latest CHO configuration received for the selected target cell, i.e. timeSinceCHOReconfig.
	Time of received CHO configuration
	Time of CHO execution
	Agreed in RAN2#112

	D
	Time elapsed between CHO execution until the first HOF/RLF 
	Time of executing the first CHO
	Time of first HOF/RLF
	Agreed in RAN2#113


In RAN2#114e meeting, it was agreed that introducing a new timer timeSinceCHOReconfig to represent the time elapsed between the first CHO execution and the corresponding latest CHO configuration received for the selected target cell, i.e. timer C.
	Agreements:
[bookmark: _Toc72309776]1 To represent Timer C, i.e. the “Time elapsed between the first CHO execution and the corresponding latest CHO configuration received for the selected target cell” introduce a new timer, e.g. timeSinceCHOReconfig.


However, related to timer D, it was discussed in RAN2#115e how to capture it in the specification, and the following FFS was captured: 
	FFS in the next meeting:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to select one of the following two options to represent Time D:
a.	Option 1: The “Time D” is equal to the timeConnFailure, which is supposed to start at CHO execution and stop when the HOF/RLF occurs. 
b.	Option 2: The timeConnFailure is supposed to start at reception of the CHO configuration and stop when the HOF/RLF occurs. The “Time D” is equal to the difference between timeConnFailure and “Time C” 



In [2], we have had a comprehensive discussion on this issue, but there seems to be no consensus. The main controversy focuses on the following two options:
Option 1: The “Time D” is represented via the timeConnFailure, which is supposed to start at CHO execution and stop when the HOF/RLF occurs.
Option 2: The timeConnFailure is supposed to start at reception of the CHO configuration and stop when the HOF/RLF occurs. The “Time D” amounts to the difference between timeConnFailure and “Time C”.
Companies which support option 1 believe if the legacy timeConnFailure start at the point of CHO execution, then it can be used by network to decide too early/too late handover as in legacy handover. However, if the timeConnFailure is started at point of receiving CHO configuration, it cannot be used by the network as the timeConnFailure may have been overrided when UE receives new configuration from target cell. In our opinion, option 1 meets the RAN3’s current requirement for too late/too early HO detection. Therefore, we think option 1 should be supported.
Companies which support option 2 think if the new CHO configuration is received, when the failure occurs, we should optimize the configuration such that CHO is performed in a timely fashion. In our opinion, the time elapsed since CHO configuration is received by UE to connection failure could also be considered to be reported in RLF report to help network decides whether the CHO configuration is configured inappropriate, in case of the CHO configuration is configured and RLF occurs before configured CHO execution conditions are met.
According to the above, we suggest consider including both the two timers (i.e. the time elapsed since CHO configuration is received by UE to connection failure and the time elapsed since CHO execution to connection failure) explicitly. As for timer C which has been agreed in RAN2#112 meeting, it could be re-considered to compute it by the two explicit timers, if needed. By this way, more complete information will be provided to RAN3 for CHO’s analysis and optimization.
Proposal 1: Both the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure and the time elapsed since latest CHO configuration is received until connection failure should be reported explicitly. The time elapsed since latest CHO configuration is received until CHO execution could be re-considered to compute it by the two explicit timers, if needed.
· Other CHO parameter
In [2], it was discussed whether a CHO indication should be included in RLF report in case of RLF in target cell after HO.We understand when the RLF occurs in target cell, the UE will record the RLF report with the latest handover related information, if the latest handover is conditional handover, CHO candidate cell related information should be included in RLF report which will indicate the latest handover is conditional handover implicitly.
Proposal 2: The CHO indicator in case of RLF in target cell after HO can be reported implicitly.
2.2 DAPS-Related Parameters
· Other DAPS HO parameter
Similar as CHO, in [2], it was also discussed whether a DAPS HO indicator should be included in RLF report in case of RLF in target cell after HO. We believe that whether the network knows the latest handover is DAPS handover will not affect its optimization for handover, as there is no any DAPS HO configuration is reported in RLF report and the network could have deleted the UE context information when receiving the RLF report. Therefore, we think there is no need to include the DAPS HO indicator in RLF report to indicate the latest handover is DAPS handover.
Proposal 3: There is no need to include the DAPS HO indicator in RLF report to indicate the latest handover is DAPS handover.
· RAN2 and RAN3 align CHO and DAPS HO scenarios
In RAN2, there are some discussion and agreements about CHO and DAPS HO scenarios in RAN2#113bis meeting. The similar scenarios had also been discussed in RAN3. However, the CHO and DAPS HO scenarios discussed in RAN2 and RAN3 are inconsistent which need to align. 
Proposal 4: RAN2 and RAN3 should align CHO and DAPS HO scenarios.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss on CHO and DAPS aspects, and propose:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: Both the time elapsed since CHO execution until connection failure and the time elapsed since latest CHO configuration is received until connection failure should be reported explicitly. The time elapsed since latest CHO configuration is received until CHO execution could be re-considered to compute it by the two explicit timers, if needed.
Proposal 2: The CHO indicator in case of RLF in target cell after HO can be reported implicitly.
Proposal 3: There is no need to include the DAPS HO indicator in RLF report to indicate the latest handover is DAPS handover.
Proposal 4: RAN2 and RAN3 should align CHO and DAPS HO scenarios.
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