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CB: # SONMDT9_CHODAPSEnh
- CHO:
- UE context keeping in the source for CHO?
- User cases (e.g. case 5)?
- Candidate Cell List and CHO execution condition?
- Resource optimization (limited candidate cells, early data forwarding)?
- definition for CHO (e.g HO to wrong cell)?
- DAPS:
 - User cases (e.g. case 3,8,9)?
- How to enhanced RLF report for CHO and DAPS?
- Success Report with RLF report?
- Capture agreements and open issues
- Provide CRs if agreeable

(Lenovo - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-214173
For the Chairman’s Notes 
Agreements: 
For CHO: 
· For too late CHO, case 5 is deprioritized.
· Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for CHO. The detailed information in the messages needs to wait for RAN2’s progress. 

For DAPS HO: 
· For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 3 and case 8 will not be considered.
· For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 9 will not be considered. 
· Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for DAPS HO. The detailed information in the messages needs to wait for RAN2’s progress.

R3-213721 is revised in R3-214432 (updated scenarios) noted 

The following open issues are to be continued:
· whether the use case on ambiguous CHO failure across two CHO configurations is valid;
· whether to have separate failure type detection for CHO in stage 2;
· how the source gNB gets CHO execution condition(s) and candidate cell list: further check RAN2’s UE based solution, and further discuss network-based solution.

Enhancements for CHO
The agreement on MRO for CHO in RAN3#111e:
· For too late CHO, case 1, 2 and 3 will be considered, and case 4 and 6 will not be considered. FFS on case 5.
· For too early CHO, case 1 and 2 will be considered. FFS on case 3 and 4.
· For CHO to wrong cell, case 1-5 will be considered.
· Resource optimization for CHO is deprioritized.
· Data forwarding enhancements for CHO is deprioritized.
· Use cases for MRO of CHO handover:
-	It is FFS whether the cases for mixed HO/CHO to wrong cell should be deprioritized.
The agreement on MRO for CHO in RAN3#112e:
-	For too early CHO, case 3 and case 4 will not be considered.
-	For mixed HO/CHO to wrong cell, case 6-10 are deprioritized
-	WA: Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for CHO.
Failure scenarios and types 
Case 5 for too late CHO is still FFS until last RAN3 meeting.  
Case 5: the UE receives CHO configuration; an RLF occurs in the cell before CHO execution; the UE attempts to CHO recovery to a CHO candidate cell and successes; the UE occurs an RLF in a short period after CHO recovery; the UE attempts to re-establish the radio link connection in a cell other than the source cell.
In [1] [2], they stated that Case 5 is similar as Case 3 for too late CHO where the UE detects HOF with a candidate cell, thus Case 5 should be considered. In [3], it proposed that no further discussions on failure scenarios are needed since the failure scenarios discussed in RAN3 are aligned with RAN2 and cover all possible failure cases for CHO. 
Q1: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether to consider Case 5 for too late CHO.
	[bookmark: _Hlk79864260]Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Compared case 3 with case 5, the difference is the failure type after source RLF, i.e. it is HO failure in the selected CHO candidate cell for case 3, and it is RLF shortly after successful handover to the selected CHO candidate cell for case 5. Thus, case 5 should also be considered.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Should be included for completeness

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Can be considered.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Can be considered.

	Ericsson
	No
	Case 5 covers the legacy handover failure, however, the UE was configured with CHO before it received the legacy HO command.

	Samsung 
	No 
	

	Nokia
	No
	Same like Ericsson: failure before CHO execution seems like wrong setting for a legacy HO, or overlapping with it (setting CHO does not mean the UE can’t be configured with a classic HO reporting).

	CATT
	No
	The cell where UE perform CHO recovery is the result of cell selection and shall be one of the most suitable cells after HOF, but it still failed. It may be not a MRO issue but a coverage issue for case 5.


Moderator summary: (4/8) companies support case 5 for too late CHO, but (4/8) don’t. Since we have discussed it in several meetings, to make some progress, moderator suggests to de-prioritize case 5 as a compromised way. 
[bookmark: _Hlk80349858]Proposal: For too late CHO, case 5 are deprioritized.
In [4], it observed that there is a scenario seems match two MRO failure types detection mechanisms simultaneously as figure 1 below: 
· For CHO2, it will be a too late handover failure type because CHO2 is configured but the CHO2 execution is not initiated prior to RLF;
· If UE reported timer, i.e. from CHO1 execution to RLF, is smaller than the configured threshold, it may be a too early or handover to wrong cell failure type


Figure 1 CHO failure type
To resolve the issue, [4] proposed to introduce a time requirement for detecting CHO too late failure type for the case CHO is configured but the CHO execution is not initiated prior to the connection failure, furthermore, separate description for CHO failure type detection is needed to avoid ambiguity.
From moderator point of view, Figure 1 illustrates two separate handover procedures including successful CHO1 and too late CHO2, the two CHO procedures should not be mixed to consider the UE reported timer.  
Q2: Companies are invited to provide their views on the ambiguous CHO failure type detection as showed in Figure 1.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	The ambiguous CHO failure type detection may not exist. When the UE successfully completes CHO1, this CHO1 procedure ends, then when the UE receives CHO2 configurations, it is another CHO procedure. The "UE reported timer" for CHO2 should be the time elapsed since the CHO2 execution until connection failure, which is absent since RLF occurs before CHO2 execution. So, for CHO1 it is a successful handover case, and for CHO2 it is a too late handover.

	Huawei
	May need more checking and discusison. Where will previousPCellID point in this scenario?

	Qualcomm
	Scenario needs more discussion. Should the “UE report timer” in this case be stopped upon reception of CHO2 configuration and a new timer is started at the UE for CHO2?
From TS 38.300 BL CR,
The "UE reported timer" above indicates the time elapsed since the last handover initialization until connection failure or the time elapsed since the CHO triggering until connection failure.  Maybe this needs rewording based on RAN2 timer definitions
Also, what kind of “time requirement” is being proposed for detecting CHO too late failure?

	ZTE
	Similar view as Lenovo, the time need to be reset when the 2nd
 CHO configuration received by the UE. But this may depends on progress of RAN2.

	Ericsson
	The failure type in this case will be dependent on the time when RLF occurs therefore ambiguity will be resolved when the network receives RLF report with already agreed timers (time between configuration - execution and execution to RLF) 

	Samsung
	It needs more discussion to clarify and avoid confusion.

	CATT
	The main reason is there is no time requirement for detecting CHO too late failure type in current stage 2 text. On the contrary, for legacy MRO too late detection, UE report timer is needed. so, we propose to use CHO report timer to detect CHO too late failure type.
We agree to divide Figure 1 into two separate handover procedures. For legacy HO, it is HO CMD to separate two successive handover and to restart UE report timer. For CHO, it is a little complex. According to current CHO report timer definition, it will be restated upon CHO execution. It means that the two handover procedures are separated by CHO execution, not CHO configuration. 
In figure 1, CHO2 is configured and do not execute, CHO report timer will not be restarted. If we use this CHO report timer, it actually to judge whether the RLF is caused by CHO1. If we want to separate CHO2 from CHO1, CHO report timer may need to be restarted upon CHO2 configuration.
So, how to define CHO report timer is the main issue which decide how to separate two successive handover which needs further discussion.



Moderator summary: No consensus. The ambiguity needs more consideration. 
In [5], it mentioned that a timer since CHO execution to failure or timeCHO-ExSinceConf is used for problem detection, since scenarios are more complex for CHO comparing with legacy handover, it’s better to have separate description for legacy handover and CHO. The stage 2 TP is provided in [6] for CHO Execution Too Late, CHO Execution Too Early, CHO Execution to Wrong Cell.
However, [1] [2] proposed that that separate description for CHO is not needed. In [3], it proposed to extend failure types to capture CHO related failure cases since it is simple and avoids confusion. 
Q3: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether to have separate failure type detection for CHO in stage 2.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	No
	It is simple and sufficient to reuse the legacy MRO detection mechanism with necessary updates for CHO. Separate description for CHO seems not necessary especially when the issue mentioned in Q2 does not exist.

	Huawei
	No
	we prefer that the current common MRO definition can cover the CHO cases.

	Qualcomm
	No strong opinion
	Either way is fine. We can reuse current definition as long as the description does not get too complex.

	ZTE
	No
	We prefer to update CHO case based on legacy MRO detaction mechanism.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	In order to avoid confusion, separate failure types for CHO should be agreed

	Samsung
	Yes
	The scenarios for CHO are more complex comparing with legacy handover. And UE behaviors in CHO are obviously different with in legacy HO. The CHO failure detection is more complex than legacy mechanism as well.
So in order to make the detection clear, it’s better to have separate description for CHO.

	Nokia
	Yes, but…
	However, we must pay attention to avoid overlap in the definitions of the classic MRO and MRO for CHO, so that one failure is not counted twice.

	CATT
	Yes
	Considering CHO failure cases, there may be lots of differences and it may be hard to merge them into legacy MRO description.


Moderator summary: (4/8) companies support to have separate failure type detection for CHO in stage 2, (3/8) don’t support, and (1/8) has no strong opinion. No consensus, to be continued.

In [1], to avoid ambiguity, some updates for HO to wrong cell are added as below to emphasize that failure detection is based on the first cell UE attempts CHO recovery. For example, the UE first attempts CHO recovery with another CHO candidate target cell but detects the second failure, and it finally performs re-establishment or re-connects to a new cell, if the new cell is the source cell, it is HO to wrong cell rather than too early handover. 
[bookmark: _Hlk80368799]Update the HO to wrong cell in stage 2 specification as below:
-	Intra-system Handover to Wrong Cell: there is a recent handover for the UE prior to the connection failure e.g. the UE reported timer is smaller than the configured threshold (e.g. Tstore_UE_cntxt), and the first re-establishment attempt cell in case of ordinary HO /the cell UE attempts to re-connect/the first cell UE attempts CHO recovery in is neither the cell that served the UE at the last handover initialisation nor the cell that served the UE where the RLF happened or the cell that the handover was initialized toward.
Q4: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether to agree the above updates for HO to wrong cell in stage 2 specification.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	
	Ok to point out that it is the first cell that UE attempts CHO recovery. 
For the newly added “in case of ordinary HO”, not clear about the definition for “ordinary HO”, does it mean DAPS HO as well as traditional handover?

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think this clarification makes sense. If the UE attempted CHO recovery to other cells and finally returns to source, this means that other cells than source were available during the process. 

	Qualcomm
	Probably No
	UE is allowed to do only 1 CHO recovery attempt as per the specs. So “cell UE attempts CHO recovery” should be sufficient. Not sure why we need to further say the “first” cell.
And similar view as Lenovo on “ordinary HO”.

	ZTE
	No
	1: As the description already define three different type cells as following, it is means A≠B≠C. The “ordinary HO”seems not needed.
A: the first re-establishment attempt cell 
B:the cell UE attempts to re-connect
C:the cell UE attempts CHO recovery
2: for the “first”
Share the view as Qualcomm, since only one CHO Recovery attemp allowed, it is no need to add “first”before CHO recovery.

	Ericsson
	No
	In order to avoid confusion, separate failure types for CHO should be agreed

	Samsung
	No
	For the issue of “the first cell UE attempts CHO recovery”, agree with Qualcomm. There will be only 1 CHO recovery attempt, so seems unnecessary to add “first”.
For the issue of “ordinary HO”, similar view as Lenovo.

	Nokia
	No
	We prefer not to touch the definitions for classic MRO. Definitions for the MRO for CHO need to be formulated so that overlap/confusion is avoided.

	CATT
	No
	Propose to take separate failure type detection for CHO in stage 2


Moderator summary: (6/8) companies disagree with the updates to emphasize it is the first CHO recovery attempt. Moderator suggests to focus on whether to have separate failure type detection firstly.

How does source node get CHO execution condition(s) and candidate cell list 
In RAN3#110e meeting, it was agreed that the source node needs to know the candidate cell list and CHO execution condition(s), but how is FFS. 
In RAN2#113bis-e meeting, UE based solution was discussed, it was agreed that list of candidate cells IDs and CHO execution condition(s) can be included in the RLF report, but it is subjected to RAN3’s reply about whether the source cell would keep the UE context at least until the RLF-report is received as asked in [7]. 
In RAN3#112-e, based on RAN2’s LS [7], RAN3 discussed and replied to RAN2 in [8] that :
RAN3 has discussed the UE context handling and retention at the source node after HO, and concluded that it is not mandated that the source node stores the UE context.
RAN3 is also discussing network-based solutions. However, RAN3 has not reached any agreement so far.
The network-based solutions can be summarized as below: 
Option 1: Source node sends candidate cell list and CHO execution condition(s) to the target after receiving Handover Success message, e.g. in a new XnAP message, and the target transmits the info back to the source in Handover Report message [9]; 
Option 2: Source node stores UE context [10]; 
Option 3: Source nod transmits the mobility information to the target node where the successful CHO is completed, and the target node sends the mobility information back to the source node via HANDOVER REPORT message [1]. 
For Option 1, [9] stated that it has less UE impact and reduce the load of Uu compared with UE-based solution. However, [1] stated that there is no meaning for the target CHO node to know the detailed CHO configuration e.g. candidate cell list and CHO execution condition(s), and the delivery of the explicit CHO configuration between source node and target CHO node brings lots of signalling overhead. [2] stated that Option 1 has more spec impacts on Xn interface and it seems not necessary when RAN2 confirms UE-based solution. [10] think Option 1 can’t work well for the agreed Case 3 for CHO to a Wrong cell.
For Option 2, [2] mentioned that storing UE context is up to implementation, it is not reasonable to mandate the source node to always keep the UE context.
For Option 3, [1] stated that it is reasonable for the source node to form different types of groups for CHO configurations which include candidate cell list and CHO execution condition(s), thereby reducing the need to store the full UE context. 
Q5: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether network-based solution is needed to enable source node to get CHO execution condition(s) and candidate cell list.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	
	Network-based solution may be unnecessary when RAN2 confirms UE-based solution to get CHO execution condition(s) and candidate cell list.

	Huawei
	Yes
	To clarify, our solution is to extend the principles we have today to match the new CHO scenario by allowing an update of the mobility information. The source can choose to either store the context or rely on mobility info (as today). The benefit of this is that it will cover all scenarios and does not require the addition of adding specific IEs to support certain types of optimization. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes (atleast for CHO execution conditions)
	It is a big burden for UE to include the configured and/or fulfilled CHO execution condition(s) (A3 and/or A5 event configuration, TTT values) back to the NG-RAN in RLF report when network based solutions are possible.
We therefore propose to go for a network-based solution if we want to optimize the CHO execution conditions. It can be FFS whether UE or network based solution (based on RAN2 decision) is used for optimizing CHO candidate cell list.

	ZTE
	Yes
	For UE based solution, CHO execution condition includes in general A3/A5 event configurations, although provide from source cell for a UE, the configurations in practical are same for most of the UEs. Recording all related configurations for all CHO candidate cells makes RLF report in a UE become unnecessary bulky. So we prefer network based solution.


	Ericsson
	No
	Most of content of RLF is already agreed in RAN2

	Samsung
	Yes
	Network-based solution has less UE impact and reduce the load of Uu. In addition, we have principle that for those information the network can get, network based solution should be used.
So network-based solution is necessary.

	Nokia
	Not yet
	We shall see first the results of the work done in RAN2.

	CATT
	No
	Network-based solution may have great standard impact and need lots of interface signaling resource or RAN storage resource while UE-based solution only needs a few of bits in measurement results which may not occupy much Uu resource.


Moderator summary: (4/8) companies suggest to check RAN2’s UE based solution, (4/8) companies support network-based solution. No consensus. 

Q6: If network-based solution is needed, which option is preferred?
	Company
	 Option 1/2/3
	Comment

	Huawei 
	2/3
	The source can choose to either store the context or rely on mobility info (as today). The benefit of this is that it will cover all scenarios and does not require the addition of adding specific IEs to support certain types of optimization,

	Qualcomm
	2/3
	Similar view as Huawei

	ZTE
	3
	For option 3, two concerns:
1: Source RAN node need provide up to 8 MI to candidate Cell, which make CHO function further complex.
2: In case of Wrong cell, the informatoin does not able to be response back to the source.
For option 2: 
The requirement of saving UE context is only limited to gNB who support CHO function and MRO function. Since the CHO function is complex, the deoplyment may not extend to the whole network, therefore the impact of this requirement is limite.

	Samsung
	1
	Option 2 is up to implementation. 
For option 3, Mobility Information is supposed to represent different groups of CHO configurations. It is not flexible enough, given different UEs could have different CHO configurations in different time. 

	CATT
	Option 2
	For option 1&3, it may be handover failure and source node cannot receive Handover Success message. For handover failure, candidate cell still needs to be recorded.
For option2, it may be up to implementation for how to keep UE context.


Moderator summary: Assuming network-based solution is needed, (3/5) support option 3, (3/5) support option 2, and (1/5) support option 1. Need further discussion, e.g. making down selection from Option 2 or Option 3.  

Information in the RLF report
[2] [3] proposed that since RAN2 has offline/email discussions for the information to be included in the RLF report for CHO, e.g. including list of timers for CHO, explicit CHO failure indicator and etc. RAN3 should wait for RAN2 progress to avoid unnecessary work.
Q7: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether to wait for RAN2 progress about information to be included in the RLF report for CHO.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	
	Prefer to wait

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	


Moderator Summary: All companies suggest to wait for RAN2 progress on the information to be included in the RLF report for CHO.
[bookmark: _Hlk79848888]Xn aspects
RAN3#112e achieved the WA to reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for CHO. Based on the working assumption, further discussions regarding Xn aspects are provided in [1] [2] [4] [9].
[bookmark: _Hlk79855916]In [1], it proposed to wait for the progress of the RLF report enhancements and then study the contents of the RLF INDICATION and HANDOVER REPORT message, since currently the contents of the RLF reports for CHO are not clear.
In [2], it proposed that “RRC Re-establishment” can be reused as the initiating condition in FAILURE INDICATION message to transfer CHO failure related information, the existing Handover Report Type e.g. “HO too early” or “HO to wrong cell” can be reused in HANDOVER REPORT for CHO, and wait for RAN2 progress to decide how to transfer the two successive failures in FAILURE INDICATION message or HANDOVER REPORT message, e.g. reuse the existing one UE RLF Report Container in XnAP message if one entry is in the RLF report from the UE, or introduce a new one UE RLF Report Container if two entries are in the RLF report from the UE.
In [4], it proposed that a new initiating condition for CHO needs to be introduced in Failure Indication message to transfer CHO recovery related information. Additionally, CHO recovery cell ID needs to be included in Failure Indication message if there is no RLF Report in Failure Indication message.
In [9], it proposed to add Handover Report value Too Early CHO Execution and CHO Execution to Wrong Cell in Handover Report message.
Q8: Companies are invited to provide their views on Xn aspects of MRO for CHO.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Wait for RAN2 progress to decide how to transfer the two successive failures in FAILURE INDICATION message or HANDOVER REPORT message.
For FAILURE INDICATION message, a new initiating condition for CHO is not needed since “RRC Re-establishment” can be reused.
[bookmark: _Hlk80306720]For HANDOVER REPORT message, do not introduce new Handover Report Type.

	Huawei
	Prefer to wait

	Qualcomm
	Not clear why a new initiating condition for CHO might be needed in FAILURE INDICATION. Current initiating conditions might be sufficient, with enhanced RLF report
Let’s wait for stage-2 definitions before deciding whether to introduce new Handover Report Types.

	ZTE
	Perfer to wait

	Ericsson
	Agree that new initiating condition. But still some uncertainty on the RLF report content. Prefer to wait for more RAN2 progress.

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2

	Nokia
	Reusing the existing MRO signalling shall be the starting point. Only once the decisions made in RAN2 and our analysis thereof indicates it is not feasible, new procedures may be considered.

	CATT
	UE may perform CHO recovery after HOF and then may transfer RLF Report to network. For this new procedure, RAN3 may begin to discuss how to send RLF Report to source Node no matter what information will be included in RLF Report.


Moderator Summary: Most companies support to reuse the existing MRO signaling as the starting point. The details e.g. new initiating condition, new Handover Report Type and contents in FAILURE INDICATION message or HANDOVER REPORT message need further discussion. 
[bookmark: _Hlk80350036]Proposal: Convert the WA to be agreement: 
Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for CHO. The detailed information in the messages needs to wait for RAN2’s progress.

Other enhancements for CHO
[3] stated that CHO mechanism leverages significant amount of network resources to provide robust mobility. The reservation of resources in the CHO candidate cells would lead to an overload of the network, which is clearly undesirable. Therefore, it proposed to optimize the number of prepared cells. 
Also, since early data forwarding will increase overhead on backhaul and memory usage in candidate cells, [3] proposed to optimize early data forwarding.
Q9: Companies are invited to provide their views on optimization for the number of prepared cells and early data forwarding.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	In RAN3#111e, it agreed that the optimization for number of prepared cells and early data forwarding are deprioritized.

	Huawei
	The proposal is not detailed enough to evaluate. A lot seems to be implementation based. Suggest to leave this for next meeting and see detailed input.

	Qualcomm
	Similar view as Huawei. Spec impacts are not clear for the techniques proposed in [3].

	Ericsson
	CHO is a resource demanding feature that requires further optimizations in order to avoid overload and suboptimal use of the network’s resources. For now it seems that these optimizations could be implemented with what RAN2 agreed already. Therefore, proposal would be to wait for RAN2 final RLF Report content, and reopen this topic if anything is missing.

	Samsung
	Agree with Huawei and Qualcomm

	Nokia
	We agree with Ericsson to wait for RAN2 and then see what else RAN3 could do, if anything.

	CATT
	It is necessary to optimize CHO candidate cell and early data forwarding. We may introduce new information in RLF Report or SHR after RAN2 enhance RLF Report and SHR.


Moderator Summary: To optimize CHO candidate cell and early data forwarding, most companies agree to wait for RAN2’s agreements on contents in RLF Report for CHO.
Enhancements for DAPS HO
[bookmark: _Hlk79756773]In RAN3 #111 online meeting following agreements have been made:
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
In RAN3 #112 online meeting following agreements have been made:
-	For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 10 will not be considered.
-	For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 11 will not be considered as a failure case, but a case of successful HO 
-	The case of ‘a legacy HO is executed though the UE is configured with DAPS HO configuration’ will not be considered in the scope of MRO
Failure scenarios
It was FFS whether case 3 and case 8 should be considered for failure cases in DAPS HO until last RAN3 meeting.
· Case 3: RLF@src after successful RACH to the target cell and before receiving source release indication;
· Case 8: RLF@src after successful RACH and before RLF@trg;
[image: ]
Figure 2 DAPS HO failure cases 
In [1] [11], they proposed that neither case 3 nor case 8 should be considered since the UE would stop any RLF detection of the source cell after successful RACH to the target cell during DAPS HO. 
In [12], it stated that the UE will not declare RLF in source cell after successful RACH, and Cases 3 and Case 8 without source RLF can be covered by SHR. 
Obviously, we can achieve the consensus that neither case 3 nor case 8 should be considered for failure cases in DAPS HO. 
Q10: Companies are invited to provide their views on whether to exclude case 3 and case 8 for failure cases in DAPS HO.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	For case 3 and case 8, they would not be considered since they would not happen.

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Cases 3 and 8 should be covered in SHR

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	


Moderator Summary: All companies agree case 3 and case 8 will not be considered as failure cases. 
Proposal: For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 3 and case 8 will not be considered.

Additionally, it was FFS whether case 9 should be considered.
· Case 9: Mixed scenario of case 1 and case 6, i.e. HOF@Target->report DAPS HO failure@src->RLF@src;

[1] state that if the UE successfully reverts to the source cell, this mobility procedure ends, then if the UE detects RLF in source, this is another mobility procedure.
[11] proposed to consider case 9 to align with RAN2 since RAN2#113bis meeting has agreed it (i.e. scenario 1b agreed in RAN2).
[10] proposed to deprioritize or rephrase the case description as case 3a in RAN2. [Moderator: Case 3a in RAN2 is exactly the case 5 in RAN3 which is already agreed]
[bookmark: _Hlk55495749]Q11: Companies are invited to provide the views on whether to consider case 9 for failure cases in DAPS HO. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	RAN2 agreed this case.

	Huawei
	No
	We’d better not mix different procedures together.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same view as [1]. This might be a typical RLF scenario.

	Ericsson
	No
	Already covered by existing failure cases

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Nokia
	No
	Isn’t it nearly identical with the case 6?


Moderator summary: (4/6) companies don’t think case 9 should be considered, (2/6) companies support case 9.
Proposal: For failure cases in DAPS HO, case 9 will not be considered.
Information in the RLF report
To avoid unnecessary work and potential conflict with RAN2 agreements, [12] proposed to consider the RAN2 agreed timer-related information, explicit indicator for DAPS HO failure and RLF-cause in case of the failure in source cell, and then discuss if more parameters are needed to capture all failure scenarios. 
Q12: Companies are invited to provide their views on the information to be included in RLF report for DAPS HO failures.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Wait and align with RAN2 progress about the information to be included in RLF report.

	Huawei
	Prefer to wait for RAN2

	Qualcomm
	Wait for RAN2 progress

	ZTE
	Wait for RAN2 progress

	Ericsson
	Consider RLF content that was agreed in RAN2

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2

	Nokia
	Up to RAN2


Moderator Summary: All companies agree to wait for RAN2 progress on the information to be included in the RLF report for DAPS HO failures.

Success Report with RLF report
In [13], firstly it proposed to include measurement results, DAPS indicator and legacy timeConnFailure (for time between the last HO initialization and RLF@src) in HO Success Report for case 2. 
From moderator point of view, RAN2 is discussing the detailed contents to be included in the HO Success Report, we can wait for RAN2 progress. On the other hand, since we have a CB: # SONMDT2_SuccessHO which focuses on a successful DAPS HO procedure, we would not discuss the contents in HO Success Report in this CB.
Q13: Companies are invited to provide their views on the information, e.g. measurement results, DAPS indicator and time between the last HO initialization and RLF@src, to be included in the HO Success Report.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	The information to be included in the HO Success Report is decided by RAN2.

	Huawei
	Prefer to wait for RAN2

	Qualcomm
	RAN2 can decide how to capture the RLF@src during successful DAPS HO.

	Ericsson
	Up to RAN2

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2

	Nokia
	Up to RAN2


Moderator Summary: All companies agree it is RAN2 to decide the information in the HO Success Report.
[13] also raised one MRO issue. For case 7, there may be two reports separately i.e. HO Success Report and RLF report. Source NG-RAN is required to collect two reports to make MRO analysis, or it may lead to wrong handover failure type e.g. it may be too late handover if Source NG-RAN only receives HO Success Report, it may be handover to wrong cell if source NG-RAN collects both HO Success Report and RLF report. To solve this issue, there are three options provided in [13] to enable the source NG-RAN to make proper MRO analysis. 
Option 1: The target NG-RAN sends HO Success Report and RLF report in one Xn message to source NG-RAN.
Option 2: The target NG-RAN sends HO Success Report and RLF report to source NG-RAN separately via access and mobility indication message and handover report message, UE ID or similar IE may be added in HO Success Report and RLF Report to correlate them. 
[bookmark: _Hlk79854924]Option 3: Send LS to RAN2 and let RAN2 to correlate HO Success Report with RLF Report.
Q14: Companies are invited to provide their views on the MRO analysis issue and solutions if both a HO Success Report and an RLF report for the same HO are generated.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Since RAN2 would decide how to signal two successive failures in DAPS HO (e.g. for case 7), and is discussing how to deal with the scenario in which the UE generates both an RLF report and a HO Success Report for the same HO in the email discussion (“[Post114-e][851][SONMDT] Procedures and Modeling of successful HO report”), we can wait for RAN2’s progress and then discuss whether/how to solve this issue at network side.

	Huawei
	Wait for RAN2 progress. 

	Qualcomm
	Wait for RAN2 progress

	ZTE
	Wait for RAN2 progress

	Ericsson
	Wait for RAN2 progress

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2

	Nokia
	RAN2 is already discussing it (no LS is needed).


Moderator Summary: All companies agree to wait for RAN2 about how to handle the case when both a HO Success Report and an RLF report for the same HO are generated.
Xn aspects
In [1], it proposed to wait for the progress of the RLF report enhancements and then study the contents of the RLF INDICATION, HANDOVER REPORT or UPLINK/DOWNLINK RAN CONFIGURATION TRANSFER message, since currently the contents of the RLF reports for DAPS HO are not clear.
In [11], it proposed that XnAP FAILURE INDICATION or HANDOVER REPORT message can be reused to transfer failure related information for failure cases in DAPS HO procedure, and the necessary updates for these messages to support SON enhancements for DAPS depends on RAN2’s decision on how to report failures by the UE.
Q15: Companies are invited to provide their views on Xn aspects of MRO for DAPS HO.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo and Motorola Mobility
	Agree to reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for DAPS HO. The details can wait for RAN2 progress on the enhanced RLF report for DAPS HO.

	Huawei
	Wait for the stable contents of the RLF report

	Qualcomm
	Wait for RAN2 progress.

	Ericsson
	Reusing FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message should be possible. But still some uncertainty on the RLF report content. Prefer to wait for more RAN2 progress.

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2

	Nokia
	Reusing the existing MRO signalling shall be the starting point. Only once the decisions made in RAN2 and our analysis thereof indicates it is not feasible, new procedures may be considered.



Moderator Summary: Most companies suggest to wait for RAN2 progress on RLF report content. (3/6) companies agree to reuse the existing MRO signaling.
Proposal: Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message and HANDOVER REPORT message to transfer failure related information for DAPS HO. The detailed information in the messages needs to wait for RAN2’s progress.
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