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1	Introduction
In RAN2#112e [1], SON for DAPS HO was discussed and agreements were achieved as following:

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.


In RAN2#113e [2], agreements were achieved:

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
In RAN2#113 bis-e [3], more were achieved: 

Agreements:
1	Include in the RLF report for DAPS HO, the following measurements (reuse the legacy mechanism and IEs):
	a.	Measurements of neighbour cells when HOF or RLF occurs

2	RAN2 to agree the intention of the following timers:
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 RLF in target cell
FFS if for the above timers the existing timers can be reused.

3	Include in the RLF report for DAPS HO the following information:
a.	RLF-cause of the RLF occurred in the source cell while performing a DAPS HO
b.	Explicit indicator for DAPS handover failure

In RAN2#114-e [4], further agreements were achieved: 

Agreements:
24	For DAPS, the timeSinceFailure represents “the time elapsed since the last connection failure” (irrespective of whether that is in source or target).
26	For DAPS, the failedPCell and reestablishmentCellID in the RLF-report are reused as in legacy.
28	For DAPS, scenarios 2b/2c and 3b/3c are merged.

RAN2#115-e meeting [5] has agreed:

1	For the case of HOF while performing DAPS HO followed by a fallback to the source cell, following signalling is applied: The detailed handover failure related information are included in the RLF-Report and this RLF report can be fetched like any other RLF report.


2	The legacy timeConnFailure can be reused to represent in the RLF report the scenario of DAPS HOF or RLF in target cell (after DAPS HO).
3	For the case of RLF in source cell while performing DAPS HO (i.e. before fallback), the follow time information is included in the RLF-Report:
a.	timeConnSourceFailure: The time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell while performing DAPS HO before the fallback
4	The RLF report is used to log the failure related measurement in these scenarios:
	a.	Failure at the source (RLF) while performing access to DAPS target cell and failing to access the target (HOF)
	b.	Failure at the target cell (HOF) and failing to perform fallback (RLF at source)
5   In case the RLF occurs in source cell after fallback, the timeConnSourceFailure is used to represent the time elapsed between the DAPS HO execution and the RLF in the source.

In this paper, we would further discuss the details of MRO for DAPS HO.
2	Discussion
In last RAN2 meeting, a new IE i.e. timeConnSourceFailure is introduced to indicate the time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until RLF occurs in source cell before or after fallback. The left issue is whether an explicit indicator is needed to show whether the RLF at source cell happened before or after fallback to the source cell. 
Since for each of these two cases, timeConnFailure is also included in the RLF report to indicate the time elapsed since DAPS HO execution until handover failure, network can know whether the RLF at source cell happened before or after fallback based on timeConnFailure and timeConnSourceFailure, i.e. if timeConnFailure is longer than timeConnSourceFailure, it implicitly indicates source RLF happened before fallback; if timeConnFailure is shorter than timeConnSourceFailure, it means source RLF happened after fallback. In this way, an explicit indicator is not needed to show whether the RLF at the source cell happened before or after fallback. 
Proposal 1: No explicit indicator is needed to show whether the RLF at the source cell happened before or after fallback.
Similar as traditional handover, handover failure or RLF in target cell shortly after successful handover would occur in DAPS handover without source RLF, the legacy RLF report can be totally reused for DAPS HO without any enhancements, i.e. the RLF report can’t implicitly indicate whether the failure happens in traditional handover or DAPS handover. Since different handover type has different handover parameters, it is beneficial for the network to know the handover type.
An explicit indicator for HOF during DAPS procedure is agreed in RAN2#113bis meeting, similarly, for the case that RLF in target cell shortly after successful DAPS handover, a DAPS HO indicator in the RLF report can be used to distinguish it from the legacy case that a RLF occurs in the target cell shortly after successful traditional handover.
Proposal 2: For the case that RLF occurs in the target cell shortly after successful DAPS HO, an explicit indicator is included in the RLF report to indicate that the last handover before the RLF was a DAPS HO.
RAN2#112e meeting has agreed that “In case of successive failures associated to DAPS, the UE stores and reports both failure related information”, the potential options are listed as below for the UE to store and report information for the two successive failures:
· Option 1: Re-use the existing entry in the rlf-report with extensions to cover all the two successive failures related information.
· Option 2: Since the legacy entry rlf-report in the RLF Report can only cover the information for one failure, introduce a new entry in the same one RLF Report for another failure. 
· Option 3: Use Two separate RLF Reports, one containing IEs related to the first failure, the other one containing IEs related to the second failure.
In Option 2 or Option 3, some information in the two entries or reports would be duplicated. In Option 3, separate requests and separate responses for two successive failures are used, which would cause signaling overhead. In Option 1, separate IEs within the existing rlf-report can be reused to represent the second failure, and the first failure can be represented by reusing as much as possible existing IEs. Compared with the other two options, Option 1 can avoid contents duplication and save signaling overhead, also it can clearly show the chronological order of the two successive failures. In CHO, the same issue about how to report successive failures are discussed, it was agreed to use separate IEs within the existing RLF-report to represent the second failure, and the first failure can be represented by reusing as much as possible existing IEs, this principle can also be applied to DAPS HO.
[bookmark: _Hlk61450871]Proposal 3: To signal the RLF report for DAPS HO, use separate IEs within the existing RLF-report to represent the second failure, and the first failure can be represented by reusing as much as possible existing IEs..
3	Conclusion
In this contribution, the further issues for MRO on DAPS handover are discussed. We have the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: No explicit indicator is needed to show whether the RLF at the source cell happened before or after fallback.
Proposal 2: For the case that RLF occurs in the target cell shortly after successful DAPS HO, an explicit indicator is included in the RLF report to indicate that the last handover before the RLF was a DAPS HO.
Proposal 3: To signal the RLF report for DAPS HO, use separate IEs within the existing RLF-report to represent the second failure, and the first failure can be represented by reusing as much as possible existing IEs.
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