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1 Introduction
In the last RAN2#115e meeting, discussions on the handover related SON aspects were made and several FFSs are left as follows:
In this contribution, we would like to address our views on these left FFSs.
2 Discussion
2.1 Representation of Time D

In the last RAN2 #113e meeting, it was agreed to introduce the Time D, elapsed between CHO execution until the first HOF/RLF. There are two options on the table to represent such time duration, as indicated in the introduction part. As indicated in the [1], when the UE performs consecutive handover (cell A ->cell B->cell C), if the handover from cell A to cell B is a legacy handover, and from the cell B to cell C is a CHO, suppose the UE is encountered from RLF in the cell B just before executing the CHO, when Option 2 is applied, the timeConnFailure timer value running for the handover from cell A towards cell B might have already been deleted since the UE has already received the CHO configuration. Hence, the network may always categorize the handover from cell A to cell B to ‘too early HO’ or ‘HO to a wrong cell’. On the other hand, when the Option 1 is used, the timer timeConnFailure run for the legacy handover from cell A to cell B will only be cleared to 0 when UE starts to execute the CHO. In such cases, it is OK to clear the value of the timer timeConnFailure, and the handover from cell A to cell B should be viewed as successfully complete, since the UE does not experience any RLF before the UE is further handover to cell C. As a result, we propose RAN2 to adopt the Option 1 for represent Timer D.
Observation 1: the network may always categorize the handover from cell A to cell B to ‘too early HO’ or ‘HO to wrong cell’ when Option 2 is applied, because the timeConnFailure timer value running for the handover from cell A towards cell B might have already been deleted since the UE has already received the CHO configuration.
Observation 2: when the Option 1 is used, the timer timeConnFailure run for the legacy handover from cell A to cell B will only be cleared to 0, when UE starts to execute the CHO. No RLF report related to handover from cell A to cell B will be retrieved by the network.
Proposal 1: kindly propose RAN2 to agree that time D is defined to be timeConnFailure, starting at CHO execution and stoping when the HOF/RLF occurs.

2.2 DAPS HO aspects

In the RAN2#114e meeting, there is a FFS regarding using timeConnFailure IE to represent the elapsed time between the execution of DAPS and HOF or RLF in target cell. Although it was agreed in the last RAN2 #115e meeting to use timeConnFailure IE to represent in the RLF report the scenario of DAPS HOF or RLF in target cell (after DAPS HO), whether or not to represent the elapsed time between the execution of DAPS and HOF or RLF in target cell is still FFS. Analysis from us is given as follows.
Two consecutive failures for DAPS HO are given as follows:
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Figure 1: illustration of two categories of consecutive failures
For the case A included in the figure 1, the elapsed time between the first failure in source cell (before fallback) and the second failure in target cell could be derived as timeConnFailure – timeConnSourceFailure. And for the case B included in the figure 1, the elapsed time between the first failure in target cell and the second failure in source cell could be derived as timeConnSourceFailure-timeConnfailure. Therefore, it is not needed to introduce new timer.
Observation 1: the elapsed time between the first failure and the second failure in DAPS could be derived by other timer related IE e.g., timeConnFailure and timeConnSourceFailure included in the RLF report. 
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree there is no need to introduce a new timer to represent the elapsed time between two consecutive failures in the source and target cell, respectively.
Regarding the DAPS handover type indication, as we know, if implicit indication exists, there is no need to include the HO type indication in the RLF report. For example, when RLF occurs at source cell, timeConnSourceFailure IE will be recorded in the RLF report, then DAPS HO type indication is not needed, since timeConnSourceFailure is only used in RLF report for DAPS HO. However, if the RLF occurs in the target cell during the DAPS HO, the network will hardly know that the RLF report corresponds to a DAPS HO. As a result, we propose that DAPS handover type should be an optional IE to be included in the RLF report.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree that DAPS handover type should be an optional IE to be included in the RLF report.

3 Conclusions

In this paper, the following observations and proposal are given:
Observation 1: the network may always categorize the handover from cell A to cell B to ‘too early HO’ or ‘HO to wrong cell’ when Option 2 is applied, because the timeConnFailure timer value running for the handover from cell A towards cell B might have already been deleted since the UE has already received the CHO configuration.
Observation 2: when the Option 1 is used, the timer timeConnFailure run for the legacy handover from cell A to cell B will only be cleared to 0, when UE starts to execute the CHO. No RLF report related to handover from cell A to cell B will be retrieved by the network.

Proposal 1: kindly propose RAN2 to agree that time D is defined to be timeConnFailure, starting at CHO execution and stoping when the HOF/RLF occurs.

Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree there is no need to introduce a new timer to represent the elapsed time between two consecutive failures in the source and target cell, respectively.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree that DAPS handover type should be an optional IE to be included in the RLF report.
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Proposal 1 RAN2 to select one of the following two options to represent Time D:


Option 1: The ”time D” is equal to the timeConnFailure, which is supposed to starrt at CHO execution and stop when the HOF/RLF occurs.


Option 2: The time ConnFailure 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”


Proposal 3: Include a DAPS HO indicator in the RLF-Report, in case the RLF occurs in the target cell after a DAPS HO.
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