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1 Introduction
In last RAN3 meeting, the following agreements were achieve for MRO on DAPS handover:
	Consider DAPS handover failure cases 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7 for further study. It is FFS on case 3 and case 8.

UE reports DAPS HO Failure Indication to Network (LS to RAN2).

Try to capture DAPS handover failure cases as part of current definitions of handover failure types first. If not feasible, define a set of specific DAPS handover failure types.


Meanwhile, in last RAN2 meeting, the following agreements were achieved, 

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.

At least the following cells’ related cell and beam measurements are included in the UE report associated to DAPS failure (try to reuse existing information):


a.
Source cell of the DAPS


b.
Target cell of the DAPS

In this contribution, we will continuously address this issue from UE perspective and network perspective. 
2 Discussions
As shown in Fig.1, the case 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 can be further studied, while case 3 and 8 are FFS. In our understanding, case 3 and 8 can be regarded as normal failure case and will not cause any service interruption. Thus, we can skip case 3&8. 
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Fig. 1 Cases for failure during DAPS handover

Proposal 1: Case 3 and 8 can be skipped.  

In Rel-16, DAPS handover is introduced to reduce the service interruption time of some bearers during the handover procedure. Thus, a good configuration for DAPS handover should ensure that the service interruption time is minimized. In other words, if there are some failure events resulting in large service interruption, it can be considered as the improper configurations for the DAPS handover.  Thus, the MRO for DAPS should be able to identify the failure cause large interruption time during the handover procedure. 
Proposal 2: the MRO for DAPS should identify the failure events cause large interruption time during DAPS handover. 
Among 8 cases in Fig.1, case 5/6/7 have been well covered and RAN2 has agreed that the two successive failure information will be stored and reported to the network. However, the case 2 is not well discussed. In our understanding, case 2 results in the interruption although the handover is finally successful. If the interruption time is large, the DAPS handover cannot be considered as a good configuration. Thus, to identify such case, beside the RLF report for RLF@source, the report can also include the time information reflecting the service interruption time, e.g., the time length between RLF@source and success access to the target. 
Proposal 3: if only the RLF@source occurs, the UE can store and report the time length between RLF@source and the success access to the target. 

In addition, in last RAN3 meeting, several other information are proposed, 
· a new indicator to indicate whether the UE detects RLF with source before initiation RACH with the target DAPS cell; 
This information can be implicitly covered by proposal 2. 

· new time information to indicate the time elapsed between two failures 

This information is useful. 

· The state of source link should be included in rlf-report in the case of DAPS handover successes followed by an RLF in a short time.
In legacy RLF report, the measurement result is already included so this information is covered by legacy RLF reporting. 

· The state of source link should be reported for MRO purpose in the case that UE successfully completes DAPS handover. [12]

This information is not needed since the DAPS handover is finished 

· the UE can provide the measurement related information when RLF at the source cell is declared.[9]

This information has been agreed in RAN2. 

Among the above information, only the time length between two failures is beneficial. However, since RAN2 agreed to report the two successive failure information, which include the information on the time length from receiving the HO CMD to the failure. Thus, the time length between two failures can be deduced based on the information in the failure information of two successive failures. 

Proposal 4: the time length between two successive failures can be deduced based on the failure information of two successive failures.  
3 Conclusions
In this contribution, we discuss the optimization for DAPS, and propose:
Proposal 1: Case 3 and 8 can be skipped.
Proposal 2: the MRO for DAPS should identify the failure events cause large interruption time during DAPS handover. 
Proposal 3: if only the RLF@source occurs, the UE can store and report the time length between RLF@source and the success access to the target. 

Proposal 4: the time length between two successive failures can be deduced based on the failure information of two successive failures.  
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