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1 Introduction
In the post RAN2#115 e-meeting email discussion for handover related SON [1], HO type indicators for CHO and DAPS were discussed and that seems no consensus on this discussion.
In this contribution, we would like to further clarify our views on handover type indicators.
2 Discussion 
2.1 CHO indicator in case of RLF in target cell after HO
The first question to clarify for this issue is that whether the network may implement different handover parameters for conditional handover and legacy handover. In our understanding, as conditional handover is performed based on the UE measurements of the execution condition, which is different from legacy handover. It is possible that the HO parameters related to conditional handover used by the network are different from that of legacy handover. Based on this understanding, when receiving a RLF-report from UE, network should be able to differentiate whether the handover is a conditional handover or not.
During the email discussion [1], some companies commented that the agreed CHO specific information (e.g. CHO configuration) in RLF-report can already indicate the HO type to the network. According to current RAN2 conclusion, the CHO specific information is included in RLF-report when CHO fails (T304 expiry) or source RLF before CHO execution. For the case that RLF in target after CHO completion (i.e too early or to wrong CHO), actually we are not sure if CHO specific information (e.g. CHO execution condition) can still be included in RLF-report. When UE completes a CHO procedure, UE releases the CHO configuration and relevant measurement configuration. Therefore when RLF happens in target cell after CHO completion, the UE does not have any CHO information stored on it. Then it may not be possible for the UE to include any CHO configuration in the RLF-report. From this point of view, a CHO type indictor is needed in order to inform the network this RLF is an RLF after CHO. So the key point that needs to be confirmed is whether the UE can still include CHO configuration in RLF-report in case of RLF in target cell after HO and UE has already released the CHO configuration.
Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to first discuss whether the UE can still include CHO configuration in RLF-report when UE has already released the CHO configuration in case of RLF in target cell after CHO.
Proposal 2: if the conclusion of proposal 1 is NO, then include a CHO handover type indicator in RLF-report in case that CHO completes successfully but shortly subsequent RLF occurs in target.
2.2 DAPS handover type indicator in case of RLF in target cell after HO
Similar to that discussed in above section 2.1, first we’d like to confirm that it is common understanding the network should be able to differentiate whether a RLF-report is related to a DAPS handover or a legacy handover. This is because RAN2 has already agreed to include DAPS indicator in RLF report for DAPS handover failure case to differentiate the DAPS HO from normal HO. Therefore, in the scenario that DAPS HO is successfully performed but subsequent RLF occurs in target (a too-early DAPS HO or to wrong DAPS HO), a DAPS handover type indicator in RLF-report is needed.
From current RAN2 conclusions for DAPS handover, it seems UE will not include any DAPS-specific information in the RLF-report in the said scenario. That means we do not have any implicit DAPS handover type indicator for this.
In the email discussion [1], some companies commented that the timeConnSourceFailure can be used for this purpose. This parameter timeConnSoureFailure is agreed to record the time elapsed between the DAPS HO execution and the RLF in the source [2]. From our point of view, in case of RLF in target after DAPS HO, there seems no source RLF is detected, thus UE will not include the timeConnSourceFailure in the RLF-report. As it is further commented, even if no source RLF happens, UE can still use the IE for other purpose. It is true this kind of option is workable, i.e indeed any other DAPS specific parameter can be used to indicate the HO type in this case. However, we do not think it is a good way to use this IE in case there is actually no source RLF. Furthermore, RAN2 has already agreed that an handover type indicator is included in RLF report for DAPS handover failure in RAN2#113bis-e meeting. It is reasonable that the handover type indicator is also included in the said scenario of too early or to wrong DAPS HO which we think is a clean and simple solution.
Observation: the network may optimize DAPS handover parameters differently from that of legacy handover, and RAN2 already agreed to include DAPS indicator in RLF report for DAPS handover failure.
Proposal 3: include a DAPS handover type indication in RLF-report in case that DAPS HO is successfully performed but shortly subsequent RLF occurs in target (too early or to wrong DAPS handover).
3 Conclusion 
In this contribution, we discuss the handover type indicator of RLF report in CHO and DAPS cases, and the proposals in this contribution include: 
Observation: the network may optimize DAPS handover parameters differently from that of legacy handover, and RAN2 already agreed to include DAPS indicator in RLF report for DAPS handover failure.
Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to first discuss whether the UE can still include CHO configuration in RLF-report when UE has already released the CHO configuration in case of RLF in target cell after CHO.

Proposal 2: if the conclusion of proposal 1 is NO, then include a CHO handover type indicator in RLF-report in case that CHO completes successfully but shortly subsequent RLF occurs in target.
Proposal 3: include a DAPS handover type indication in RLF-report in case that DAPS HO is successfully performed but shortly subsequent RLF occurs in target (too early or to wrong DAPS handover).
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