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1
Introduction
After RAN2#108 meeting, there are still many open issues on CHO. Thus, RAN2 use email discussion 108#66 to collect remaining open issues and discuss them. These issues involve a lot of details such as CHO configuration, execution and signalling procedures of CHO. In this paper, we will discuss some key issues about this topic.
2
Discussion
RAN2#108 meeting has agreed that both network and UE can release CHO configuration. However, when UE autonomously releases CHO configuration, there is still remaining questions on details. The FFS is shown as follow:
Agreements

1
When the network explicitly removes the stored CHO configuration for a candidate, the network explicitly releases the measIDs associated to the CHO configuration for that candidate cell if it’s not used by other CHO configurations.

2
When the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE, it is FFS if the UE autonomously releases the associated measIDs.

FFS whether UE removes reportConfig.

According the running CR, the autonomous release of CHO configurations occurs upon HO/CHO execution. Some may think that not releasing the associated measIDs is acceptable because they will never be triggered. But the problem is, they cause UE to perform unnecessary measurement associated with the hanging measIDs after the success HO/CHO. What is more, since the network always manages the measurement configuration associated with CHO explicitly, network needs to update the measurement configuration increasing signaling overhead.  Thus, we think that UE should autonomously release the associated measIDs when the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE.
Proposal 1: UE should autonomously release the associated measIDs when the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE.
We also think the reportConfig, which can be identified with reportType= cho-TriggerConfig, should be removed together with measID. 

Proposal 2: UE should autonomously remove reportConfig when the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE.
RAN2 has agreed that the all event combinations (i.e. A3+A5, A3+A3 and A5+A5) are supported. But it is still FFS on how to handle the “and” of two triggering events in RRC. Since different event has different trigger condition and TTT value, it is most likely two events are not triggered at the same time. There are two options to handle the “and” of two triggering events.
Option1: Two events are handled independently. When both triggering conditions are met and TTTs expire, we consider execution condition is met.
Option2: Two events are handled together. If the one event is fulfilled (TTT expires), it needs to check whether the other event remains in the entry condition. Only the other event remains in the entry condition, we consider execution condition is met.
In our opinion, option 2 is the correct interpretation for “and” of two triggering events in RRC. Option 1 has the possibility that the second event is fulfilled while the first event is already invalid, which has no difference with one triggering event.
Proposal 3: We consider execution condition for “and” of two triggering events is met only if the one event is fulfilled while the other event remains in the entry condition.
RAN2 has agreed that CHO and legacy HO can exist at the same time. The further question is that whether mobilityControlInfo may be included at the same time as a CHO. If the answer is yes, CHO and mobilityControlInfo can be configured in the same RRC message. We think the co-existence of CHO and legacy HO in the same RRC message is useless. We prefer to handle these procedures independently. If legacy HO is triggered, there is too late to configure CHO; while UE with CHO configuration can also be instructed to conduct legacy HO with another RRC signalling with legacy HO configuration. Thus, we think there is no need for CHO and mobilityControlInfo configured in the same RRC message.
Proposal 4: There is no need for CHO and mobilityControlInfo configured in the same RRC message.
Although conditional HO could reduce the handover failure, the source cell needs to send HO request to all candidate cells at the expense of X2 overhead. Furthermore, all candidate cells should reserve the RACH resource in case of the UE access, which is inefficient for radio resources utilization. So it is necessary to limit the maximum number of candidate cells considering the tradeoff between handover robustness and network overhead.
Observation 1: The maximum number of candidate cells is the tradeoff between handover robustness and network overhead.
The maximum number of candidate cells could be determined based on the deployment scenario and mobility reliability requirement. In the scenario with high mobility reliability requirement, the network should configure more candidate cells. With the usage of beamforming and FR2, the maximum number of candidate cells in NR may be more than the one in LTE. In our view, the 8 candidate cells are enough for all the use cases.
Proposal 5: The maximum number of candidate cells is 8.
3
Conclusions
In this paper, we discuss the details of CHO configuration&execution and have following observation and proposals: 
Proposal 1: UE should autonomously release the associated measIDs when the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE.
Proposal 2: UE should autonomously remove reportConfig when the CHO configurations are autonomously released by the UE.
Proposal 3: We consider execution condition for “and” of two triggering events is met only if the one event is fulfilled while the other event remains in the entry condition.
Proposal 4: There is no need for CHO and mobilityControlInfo configured in the same RRC message.
Proposal 5: The maximum number of candidate cells is 8.
Observation 1: The maximum number of candidate cells is the tradeoff between handover robustness and network overhead.
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