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1. Introduction
In RAN3#111-e meeting, for uses cases for MRO of DAPS HO, it was FFS whether case 3 and 8 should be deprioritized and whether case 9, 10 and 11 should be considered. In this contribution, we provide our view on proposed use cases for MRO of DAPS HO and propose new use case.
2. Discussion
2.1 Proposed use cases for MRO of DAPS HO
In the last RAN3 meeting, for use cases for MRO of DAPS HO, the following were agreed [1]:

	Use cases for MRO of DAPS handover:

-
It is FFS whether case 3 and case 8 should be deprioritized

-
It is FFS whether case 9 and case 10, case 11 (successful DAPS HO without RLF@source) should be considered


For case 3 and 8, it is unclear that these cases are necessary to be considered from MRO point of view. It is because DAPS HO failure does not occur in both cases, and, after successful RACH, the UE does not consider a link failure in the source cell. Also, since a link failure occurs only in the target cell after successful RACH, these cases correspond to the existing RLF operation. Nevertheless, if we consider the case that the UE may declare a link failure in the source cell, it may be the case that transmission of user data between the UE and the source cell to be exchanged is not completed. However, this case is not related to MRO.

Proposal 1: Case 3 and case 8 should be deprioritized.
In case 9, without reporting of DAPS HO failure to the source cell, the source cell can naturally know that DAPS HO is failed, and then, the RLF occurs in the source cell. It is because the source cell is already aware of providing the UE with DAPS HO command and the UE logged the RLF in the source cell after the UE fallbacks to the source cell due to DAPS HO failure. The logged RLF related information can be transmitted to the source cell through the RLF Report provided by other cell.
Proposal 2: Case 9 is not needed to be considered.
For case 10, our understanding is for the source cell to know the elapsed time between the execution of DAPS HO and RLF in the source cell before/after successful RACH in a DAPS HO. In case of before successful RACH, this case discussed in RAN2#113bis-e meeting and the following was agreed as highlighted in yellow [2]:
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.
In case of after successful RACH, considering the operation based on current specification, the source cell does not perform the RLM after successful target cell RACH. Therefore, this case is not valid scenario because it cannot know whether the RLF occurs or not.
Proposal 3: In case 10, before successful RACH in a DAPS HO case should be considered only.

2.2 New use case for MRO of DAPS HO
When the UE receives the DAPS HO command included into the RRCReconfiguration message from the source cell, it may decide to perform a legacy HO though it should do DAPS HO. It is because the UE may perceive that its capability for DAPS HO is exceeded or it may not have the transmitting data toward the source cell. In this case, the source cell cannot know why RRC connection with the UE is disconnected. As a result, interruption during HO of this UE has no choice but to be increased.
Proposal 4: It is proposed to consider the case of a legacy HO execution though the UE should perform DAPS HO.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provided our view on proposed use cases for MRO of DAPS HO and proposed new use case. The following proposals are kindly suggested to RAN3:
Proposal 1: Case 3 and case 8 should be deprioritized.
Proposal 2: Case 9 is not needed to be considered.

Proposal 3: In case 10, before successful RACH in a DAPS HO case should be considered only.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to consider the case of a legacy HO execution though the UE should perform DAPS HO.
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